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P r efa c e
This is the third of a four-volume study that presents the story of the origins
and development of the Prussian liturgy. The Prussian Union liturgy itself is the
subject of this volume. This liturgy originated with King Friedrich Wilhelm III’s
efforts to institute ecclesiastical reforms, beginning with his 1802 rescript concerning the decline of religiosity in Prussia and the serious call for its revitalization.
As a result of the disastrous defeat of Prussia in 1806, the king and his ministers initiated social and political reforms and established the Prussian ecclesiastical constitution and administration to carry through the reforms of the Lutheran
and Reformed Churches. The first step in this reform process called for the closure of the consistories and the reduction of the church to a mere department of
the state. As a part of the plan to minimize all external differences between the
two churches, the king issued a cabinet order concerning the adoption of official
clerical attire for all evangelical clergy whether Lutheran or Reformed. Moving
further in his plan to draw the churches together, in 1814 the king initiated statesponsored liturgical reform binding on the church, and a year later, he decided
to involve himself in the creation of a new liturgy. Subsequently, in 1816, he prepared the liturgical service for Garrison churches in Potsdam and Berlin to be
used by all members of the military whether Lutheran or Reformed.
Governmental reforms in the Prussian church administration between 1815
and 1817 are described in this volume. This included the reintroduction of consistories as instruments of government policy and the establishment of episcopacy
through the appointment of bishops as honorary office. Of special note is the
formal introduction of the Prussian Union in 1817 on the occasion of the tercentenary of the Lutheran Reformation. Detailed also is the preparation and publication in 1821 of the first Prussian Union agenda to be used by the Royal Prussian
Army and in the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin as well as the printing of
its subsequent 1822/24 editions. The attitudes of the clergy, both pro and con,
toward the king’s agenda and the reports of the consistories to Berlin concerning
the agenda and the measure of its acceptability by the clergy and congregations
are also noted as well as the criticisms of the book which appeared in the public press. Also examined are the king’s attempts to silence the opponents of his
agenda. Included here are the concessions granted to Pomerania concerning the
use of the agenda and coordinated efforts of the government to break the resistance among clergy and congregations. Of special note here is the insistence that
pre-Enlightenment era officially authorized agendas must be restored in congregations opposing the introduction of the Union agenda. Considered also are the
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king’s 1825 cabinet order concerning the agenda introductory process and the
intense pressure on theological candidates and pastors receiving calls to accept
and introduce the Union agenda in their congregations. King’s 1827 decision to
further the introduction process by allowing the establishment of provincial liturgical commissions, assigned to produce agenda supplements for their provinces
based upon the Pomeranian model, is also noted. Union agenda editions for each
Prussian province, published in 1829-34, are examined in detail.
Consideration is also given to the preparation of the final implementation of
the Union and its agenda on the occasion of the tercentenary of the presentation
of the Augsburg Confession in 1830 and the April 30, 1830, cabinet order which
called for the voluntary acceptance of the agenda and the complete set aside of
the designation “Lutheran” and “Reformed” in favor of “Evangelical” in all official papers.
Of special note is the opposition to the Union and its agenda which arose
among confessional Lutherans in Silesia, beginning with the bold stance taken by
Johann Gottfried Scheibel against the king’s scheme. Royal reaction to this is seen
in the February 28, 1834, cabinet order which made it clear that the Union is “voluntary” but the agenda is “mandatory.” Particularly noteworthy is the development of a new and more steadfast Lutheran identity in Silesia and the movement
toward the formation of an independent confessional Prussian Lutheran Church.
Finally, the influence of the Prussian Union agenda on Lutheran worship in the
Russian Empire and the preparation of the 1832 agenda is examined and detailed.
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1. Early Efforts by King Friedrich Wilhelm III to Institute Liturgical and Ecclesiastical Reforms

1 . E a r l y E ff o r ts b y K i n g F r i ed r i c h
W i l h el m III t o Inst i t u te L i t u r g i c al
and E c c les i ast i c al Ref o r m s

1 . 1 T h e I n iti al Ste p s T o ward Un ion an d It s Agen da
The program of confessional integrity in both the Lutheran and Reformed
churches came abruptly to an end with the death of Friedrich Wilhelm II who
had been so instrumental in the reassertion of that integrity. His son, Friedrich
Wilhelm III, came to the throne in November 1797 as a man of a very different
character from his father and very different ideals. He sought almost immediately
to build upon ideas and ideals far at variance with those which had previously
prevailed.
Friedrich Wilhelm III saw no particular need to protect his subjects in either
church or school from exposure to neological ideas, and he was open to receive
suggestions from churchmen and educators who called for a speedy reversal of
administrative measures hostile to the new learning. Of course, there were some
in the church who saw this new learning as the only viable way forward; the only
way to bring new life to what they thought to be dying churches. In this, they
found the king to be agreeable to the assertion that the Religious Edict of 1788
had closed off any opportunity for real progress in understanding and thought in
religion and theology. To them, the edict represented a retreat into orthodoxy of
past ages which they characterized as the period of “dead orthodoxy.” They believed that the edict only increased the estrangement between the two Protestant
churches, the Lutheran and Reformed, during a period when both should have
come to realize that they were only two schools of thought within a single church.
Within two months of his coming to the throne, the new king declared that his
father’s edict of 1788 was no longer in force in Prussia. He went on to say that he
condemned any and all administrative measures which sought to bind the free
consciences of men. So saying, he abolished all of the special commissions, which
had been instituted to carry out the program of the edict, and restored to the High
Consistory in Berlin its former prerogatives and power. Johann Christoph von
Wöllner clearly understood that there was no place for him in the new order, and
on March 11, 1798, he quietly resigned. The king was glad to be rid of him, and
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he was granted no retirement pension. Wöllner’s subsequent requests that he be
awarded a pension were never granted.1
What the old king and the new king shared in common was their mutual conviction that changes needed to be made in the church. Beyond that common recognition, there was no further agreement between them. Friedrich Wilhelm II
had proposed to strengthen the churches by returning them to their ancient foundations in confessional writings based upon the Holy Scriptures. The new king
looked elsewhere for a foundation. He looked to establish unity in piety, founded
upon a common form of worship in which both Lutherans and Reformed would
be invited to participate.

1.1.1 T he M emoran dum of Joha n n Joa ch im S p a ld in g on
Impr ovemen ts in Preach in g and W o rs h ip
Johann Joachim Spalding, provost at the St. Nicholas Church and member
of the High Consistory in Berlin, addressed a memorandum, Was überhaupt zur
Gründung, Belebung und Verbreitung einer wahren, christlich-protestantischen Religiosität im Volke zu tun sei (What Overall Should Be Done for the Establishment, Revitalization, and Dissemination of a True Christian-Protestant Religiosity Among the
People), to his colleagues at the High Consistory on April 11, 1798, and this provided the king with an opportunity for the first time to give special attention to
the religious situation in Prussia.
Spalding stated that a well thought out and organized program of reform was
necessary in order to create, revive, and spread a true and Protestant religiosity among the people of Prussia. He included in his memorandum several observations about the situation of the Lutheran Church and stated that foremost
among his concerns was the articulation of new standards by which the preaching ministry could be measured and young men studying for the ministry could
be guided. He declared that there ought to be a course of study, at least three
years in length if not longer, and that the examination process for ministerial
candidates should be made more difficult and demanding. Furthermore, those
already in the ministry should be carefully supervised by their superintendents
and should meet together regularly in synods, organized not so much for the purposes of making administrative decisions as for continuing the process of training
in order to enable them individually to continue their education. He went on to
suggest that a proper model for such a program was the program currently being used in the Rhineland.2 Finally, he stated that the liturgy must be improved,
1
2
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a cause which he had been advising for
more than two decades earlier. In 1772,
he had stated in Ueber die Nutzbarkeit des
Predigtamtes und deren Beförderung (Concerning the Usability of the Office of the Holy
Ministry and Its Promotion) that preaching needed to be put into the service of
modern neological thought and that the
liturgy itself and its various formularies, admonitions, and prayers should be
made to conform to modern thought so
that the church’s worship would become
a lively and festive celebration of faith
made new and brought up-to-date.3
Spalding’s memorandum was greeted
favorably by the High Consistory in Berlin since it simply mirrored the thought of
many of its members, but the consistory
as a whole felt that the time was not yet Johann Joachim Spalding by Johann
ripe for the establishment of a three-year Friedrich Bause. Engraving after Anton
Graff, 1778 (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).
educational program for pastoral candidates. In addition to the consistory’s enthusiastic reception of the memorandum, others began to enter the discussion and
present their petitions concerning such related matters as salary increases, church
discipline, the reorganization of the consistories, and a host of other matters.

1.1.2 T he Prop os als for a C ombin e d R e fo rme d -L u th e ra n
A genda b y F riedrich Samuel Gottfrie d S a ck
It was the clergy of the Reformed Church which issued the first formal call
for an improved liturgy. The Reformed congregation in Königsberg brought up
the matter through its pastors in 1787 when it stated that they desired a revised
liturgy that spoke more clearly to the heart of modern man. In July of 1788, Reformed Pastor Karl Friedrich Wilhelm Herrosee at Züllichau in Brandenburg petitioned the king for a revision of the liturgy. On July 10, 1798, Friedrich Wilhelm
von Thulemeyer, minister of the Reformed Spiritual Department, was asked by
the king to make a report on the preparation of a new Reformed agenda.4
3
4

Spalding 1772, 202-203.
Foerster 1905, 105.
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The answer was provided on July 13, 1798, by a memorandum from Friedrich
Samuel Gottfried Sack, the senior member of the High Consistory in Berlin and
a preacher of the Reformed Church.5 He stated that he had for many years urged
the need for a new and improved liturgy because the liturgies presently in use
in the Lutheran and Reformed churches spoke in old and outdated language and
presented old ideas which were now a hindrance to the spread of the church’s
work. He complained that these outdated forms included incomprehensible theological ideas, strange and inappropriate applications of Scripture, and a blunting
of the true insights of the Christian religion. He noted that all the arts and sciences
had made extraordinary progress in the past two hundred years, while the form
of Christian edification had remained unchanged and was making no use of the
new learning. What was urgently needed, he declared, was a new liturgy that
would stand as a monument to the contributions to human thought made by the
Enlightenment. He noted that officially approved liturgies of this sort had already
been produced in the Palatinate, Holstein, Vienna, and the Reformed Church in
Leipzig – a reference to the 1777 work of Georg Joachim Zollikofer. Nothing of the
sort, however, had been produced in Prussia, although many devout and reasonable Christian people earnestly desired the appearance of such a liturgy and were
certain of the great difference that it would make.
Sack went on to say that an improved liturgy would need to be composed very
carefully and thoughtfully because many people were still enamored of the old
liturgies. Because these old services still occupied a warm place in the hearts of
many people, the introduction of an improved liturgy would need to be done cautiously. Then it would win public acceptance, and those who have been turned
away by the old forms would be attracted by the new.
Once again, Sack cautioned that the introduction of a new liturgy must be
gradual and done in such a manner as to avoid civil unrest and violent reaction
from those who rejected the advances made possible by the Enlightenment. He
suggested that the introduction of the new liturgy should be put in the hands of
the Spiritual Department. The department should appoint serious and learned
men to collect prayers and formularies for Baptism, Holy Matrimony, and the
Lord’s Supper from acknowledged and generally appreciated agendas. When this
material had been assembled, examined, edited, and approved, it should then be
made available for test purposes. In response to the new liturgy’s widespread acceptance, the Spiritual Department should then be called upon by preachers and
congregations to allow the general public use of this new liturgy, without at the
same time actually insisting that congregations use it in place of the old liturgy. It
should be made clear that at baptisms and marriages those involved may ask the
5
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preacher to use the older forms. Sack offered the opinion that within a few years
the old liturgies would simply disappear
without having to be forcibly suppressed
by governmental action. In this way, dissatisfaction and bitter complaints would
be kept to a minimum.
In the closing paragraphs of his memorandum, Sack noted that the Lutherans
would find his suggestion quite acceptable since several years earlier Johann
Joachim Spalding and Johann Samuel
Diterich, who were members of the High
Consistory, had expressed in writing
their desire for a new, improved liturgy
and had set to work to produce one. This
also made it evident that it should not
be necessary that two separate revised
agendas be produced for Lutherans and
Reformed when one agenda would be
quite sufficient for both churches. He deFriedrich Samuel Gottfried Sack by
clared that even at the present time the
Johann Heinrich Lips. Engraving after
agendas of the churches were largely
Johann Heinrich Schröder
(Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).
complementary and did not contradict
each other and what differences did exist
were mainly differences in wording. Progressively-minded men of both faiths would surely recommend the preparation
of a single agenda to be used by both churches. The churches themselves could
still maintain their distinctive teachings, but the bonds of fraternal brotherhood
would grow and increase to the point when one day, God-willing, all distinctions between them would disappear and peace, tolerance, and love in religious
matters would prevail. The final result would be the unity of the two Prussian
Protestant churches.6
Here, again, it was the Reformed who took the initiative in the attempts to
foster a religious unity which was supposed to maintain a confessional identity
while at the same time rising above confessional differences. What it in fact did
was trivialized Lutheran doctrine. Unlike Daniel Ernst Jablonski and his Reformed monarch, Friedrich I, no reference was made here to the Book of Common
6
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Prayer as the ideal toward which the Prussians ought to move. There was no longer any suggestion that the Book of Common Prayer should simply be translated and
adopted. Sack’s suggestion was that imminent scholars should be appointed to
the task of creating a new worship expression that would unite both confessions
and that would eventually render the remaining differences between them superfluous. He believed that the essential unity of the church was a liturgical unity
and that dogmas and doctrines were at best of only secondary interest and concern. Common worship united, according to him, while doctrinal beliefs were of
concern only within particular ecclesiastical communities and individual hearts.
What Sack proposed was the uniting of the churches behind a single, common
liturgy which would in fact create a union of the churches themselves in which
doctrinal differences would be considered strictly private matters and of little
interest or concern to the church as such.

1.1.3 T he K in g ’s En th us ias tic R e s p on s e
Minister Thulemeyer presented Sack’s memorandum to the king on July 15,
1798.7 The king read it with great delight, and three days later, on July 18, 1798,
he responded to Thulemeyer and his Lutheran counterpart Julius Eberhard von
Massow with the first cabinet order concerning the new agenda.
In it, he stated that it gave him great personal pleasure to see that many pastors and congregations, both Lutheran and Reformed, saw the need for a new
improved liturgy and felt strongly that a church agenda should be produced
which was based on purified religious concepts, which demonstrated how close
together the two confessions were and which would persuade even the most unenlightened that the way of peace, tolerance, and love was the only possible way
by which religious unity could be achieved. It was his desire that this united liturgy should be introduced not by coercion or by the intrusion of civil authority
but as a matter of conscience and conviction. If people liked their present liturgy,
they could keep it. To achieve unity, the agenda would need to be the enterprise
of scholars working independently of their churches and not the churches themselves. Here, he stated, he had found the suggestions of consistory member Sack
very instructive and useful. Therefore, it was up to Thulemeyer and Massow to
select serious, thoughtful, and tolerant men, and he would himself personally
approve them for their task. They would be assigned the task of collecting suitable prayers and formulas for Baptism, Holy Matrimony, and the Lord’s Supper
and give due consideration to agendas presently in use. From the material they
gathered, they were to prepare test editions for the study and approval by the au7
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thorities. It would then be printed for a larger audience so that opinions could be
solicited and submitted to him, the monarch, so that he could prepare a decision
as to whether or not this new agenda should be introduced for public use. Then,
with no thought of coercion, pastors and congregations could decide whether
to adopt this new, improved liturgy or to continue with their old, outdated one.
Here consciences would not be bound but the freedom of all would be respected.
To his mind, nothing less than a revival of religion among the Prussian people
was at stake. The decline in religious observance must be brought to a halt, and
there must be a revival of religion among the Prussian people.8

1.1.4 Li t u r g ical Commis s ion an d Its A s s ig n me n ts
Massow and Thulemeyer immediately set to work to appoint candidates for
service on the commission for the new agenda. On August 5, 1798, in cabinet order to Massow and Thulemeyer, Friedrich Wilhelm III approved the membership
of the liturgical commission. Three Lutherans were selected: Wilhelm Abraham
Teller, Johann Friedrich Zöllner, and Andreas Jakob Hecker. The Reformed who
were selected were Sack, Court Preacher Carl Ludwig Conrad, Sr., and Johann
Heinrich Ludwig Meierotto.9
The commission began its labors on October 24, 1798. The Reformed immediately pressed for a Reformed formulary for the preparation and celebration of the
Lord’s Supper. The Lutherans indicated from the start that they were not much
interested in abandoning their Lutheran tradition and adopting liturgical forms
that were foreign to their church. Under the circumstances, it was not possible
for the joint commission to move forward. The Reformed went ahead with a trial
form, which they introduced in the Cathedral Church in Berlin at Easter 1800.
It was well received by the Reformed congregation, and on March 27, 1800, the
king approved its use. It was printed by the Rellstab printing concern in Berlin,
and some other Reformed clergy adopted it for use in their own congregations.10
In addition to the unwillingness of the Lutherans to abandon Lutheran tradition, the commission was stalemated by the death of Commissioner Meierotto
and the fact that the other commissioners were old and in increasingly poor
health. Moreover, the fires of zeal were cooling rapidly.

8
9
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1.1.5 T h e K in g ’s 1802 R es crip t C o n ce rn in g th e De clin e of
Rel i gi os ity an d a C all for Its R e v ita liz a tio n
The commission received a new sense of purpose when on February 18, 1802,
the king issued a rescript, Hofreskript über den Verfall der Religiosität (Court Rescript
Concerning the Decline of Religiosity), which demonstrated the king’s clear intention that his people should be drawn back to exhibit a proper religious and moral
temperament.
It was not the king’s intention that the rescinding of Wöllner’s Religious Edict
of 1788 should signal the introduction of newer and even more perverse spirits of spiritual anarchy and irreligion, such as had predominated in the days of
Friedrich II. Having cleansed his kingdom of an “unclean spirit,” he was not about
to allow in “seven other spirits more deadly than first.” From the earliest days of
his monarchy, Friedrich Wilhelm III made it clear that he was going to control religious affairs in his kingdom, and within five months, on August 6, 1798, he made
it known to Massow that he indented to officially oversee very closely the manner and way of life of the clergy and to combat the rapidly increasing immorality
of church leaders since both of these were harmful to the morality of Prussian
congregations.11 Although he had abolished the Examination Commission established by Wöllner, he insisted that the proper examination of clergy candidates
was essential, and on February 12, 1799, he stated that the maintenance of serious
piety in Protestant churches required that candidates must be properly examined
to ascertain whether they were truly suited to this important office.12 Wöllner had
insisted that purity of doctrine must be central and therefore had called for a carefully controlled doctrinal examination based on the confessional commitments of
the candidate’s church. The king was not much interested in doctrine, pure or
otherwise. His concern was that candidates should have a sure knowledge of the
contents of the Holy Scriptures without regard to confessional commitment. He
had no interest in the confessional symbols of the two Protestant churches or any
other particular religious restrictions. He was instead concerned that men who
filled the pulpits in Prussia should speak from consciences formed by the gospel.
It was also a matter of great concern that the dangerous example set by the
French Revolution would begin to spread detrimental notions, immorality, and
godlessness and attract adherents elsewhere in Europe and even in Prussia. In
response, the king’s rescript of February 18, 1802, spoke of the important duty of
government to ensure that devotion and religiosity were encouraged and upbuilt
11
12
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and that the government should ensure that devotion and spirituality were supported by the monarch and his ministers. The rescript stated that since prayer,
public worship, the Lord’s Supper, Confirmation, and Baptism were venerable
institutions among the Protestants, they must be kept holy and those of the higher
classes must by their devotion and attendance at divine services provide for their
inferiors a good example. He would not tolerate it if devotion and church attendance were treated with indifference, or if some chose to refrain from the Baptism
or Confirmation of their children and thus would provide a poor, indeed a lamentable, example to others.
Friedrich Wilhelm III had no intention to be a ruler after the manner of
Friedrich II or Friedrich Wilhelm II. He intended to take spiritual matters very
seriously and would not allow his Protestants to remain divided or allow their
minor difference to be puffed up as though they were important, as his father had
done. The rescript indicated that a new day had dawned and that henceforth the
king would be actively involved in the spiritual lives of his subjects.13
The king’s rescript excited members of the High Consistory and particularly
Sack. He stated in writing his strong opinion that Wöllner’s Religious Edict had
been coercive and detrimental to the freedom of the people and pernicious in
its effects on the religious conscience of the clergy. At the same time, he stated
that the king and his government dare not turn a blind eye to the harmful effects
of modern philosophical systems and the French Revolution. What alone was
needed was that the king should wisely draw the line between those areas in
which his control was needed and those areas in which it was not. He went on to
say that he remained firm in his opinion that the standard of education for school
teachers and clergy must be regulated and that catechetical instruction and public
worship needed to be cleansed and protected. He stated that public worship was
in urgent need of reform and that this reform could best be accomplished under
governmental supervision.14
The Lutheran High Consistory in Berlin indicated its strong support for the
king’s rescript. On April 8, 1802, Zöllner wrote a report which supported Sack’s
statements and went on to list a number of points at which the religious situation
in Prussia needed improvement. He stressed particularly that improvement in
the physical circumstances of teachers and clergy and new regulations concerning the proper observance of Sundays and holidays would correct the loosened
discipline and immorality of former times. The administration of Baptism also
needed to be revised so that only those could serve as sponsors who were themselves properly confirmed. It was clear also that revisions needed to be made in
the regulations concerning the remarriage of divorced persons, the situation of
13
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couples living together outside of marriage, and the use of church buildings for
profane purposes. The conduct of servants of the church needed to be monitored,
and in this regard, the consistories would need to be given broad powers, and the
two-year university course for the clergy would need to be extended to the third
year. Finally, it was clear, that although the present form of worship had on it the
stamp of centuries of use, it needed to be remembered that taste, thought, and
manners had changed, and the liturgy had to be renovated appropriately.15

1.1.6 T he Liturgic al Commis s ion ’ s Dra ft P rop os a ls
The liturgical commission returned to its task, and on March 13, 1804, it produced a draft document. The preface stated that the liturgy, which had been in
general use in the church for so many years, was no longer in tune with the culture and speech of the present age and that therefore most Protestant groups
understood that the liturgy needed to be improved and brought up-to-date. Many
pastors in the Prussian provinces continued to use the old forms, but others had
gone off on their own to seek more appropriate expressions for the edification of
their people. His royal highness had responded by ordering the preparation of a
new rite which would be in tune with the spirit of Christianity and the needs of
the present age and at the same time be appropriate for use by both Protestant
confessions in Prussia.
In response to the royal mandate, a commission had collected the best of the
current formulas and prayers and newer forms from the liturgies of other churches which had met with strong approval. Changes had been made in these materials only where absolutely necessary, and a few new forms had been written
especially for use in the Lutheran and Reformed churches of Prussia. As the king
had ordered, after the introduction of this material, pastors would be free to use
it with the consent of their congregations, the preface stated. Those who wished
to do so could, of course, continue to use the old material, although that was an
eventuality which the commission thought to be not really viable. The preface
went on to provide a short description of the new services.
The Sunday morning worship hour should begin with a short hymn. Then
the pastor or someone else given the responsibility to do so should say the morning prayer, which would ordinarily be a prayer connected with the reading of
the epistle for that Sunday or feast. In cases where the gospel of the day was not
the subject of the sermon, it could be used in place of the epistle. Then the socalled chief hymn was to follow, and after it, the pastor in the pulpit was to say a
15
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short prayer, after which the intercessions, thanksgivings, and announcements,
which would otherwise come at the end of the sermon, followed. In churches
where there was a second reading from the altar by the deacon and there were
not many intercessions, thanksgivings, and announcements, they could be put
before the prayer of the church. Otherwise, they could be put at the conclusion of
the sermon. Only those collects were to be prayed at the end of the sermon which
pertained to the sermon itself. Otherwise, the prayers were to be put in the appropriate place before the sermon began. In churches that earlier had a simpler form
of divine service, this simpler form could be retained. It was noted also that edicts
were no longer to be read from the pulpit, but the people should be informed
about them by other means, such as by publication.
After the prayers, a short hymn was to be sung, and the sermon was to be
preached without the interruption of yet another so-called pulpit stanza, but it
was allowed that the pastor might by one means or another seek to stir up the
congregation to appropriate feelings of thanksgiving, confidence, or humility,
and accomplish it by inviting them to unite in singing one or two stanzas of some
hymn. This, however, was not to be done very often. It was not to be a habitual
practice.
The afternoon service should provide an opportunity for questions addressed
to the children, interspersed with hymns. This would work best only in smaller
churches where everyone could see and hear what was going on at the altar.
In rural areas, insightful and thoughtful pastor would find it easy to use every
means available to strengthen his special relationship with the congregation, as
he week by week carried out his clerical duties in a most responsible manner.
In weekday services, the pastor would need to especially consider the needs of
the class of hearers who came to the services. Again, his prayer at the beginning
of the service would need to be connected with the reading of the text without
the necessity of any special instruction. In place of the weekday sermons, the
catechization of the schoolchildren might also take place, mixed together with
words addressed to the congregation and appropriate hymns. At least, this could
be done in the cities where weekday services were more common.
At the administration of Baptism, the pastor should take the opportunity,
when members of the congregation so desired, to make this solemn celebration
particularly uplifting. It should be understood that his address would be attended to most carefully if during it the child to be baptized was held by a nurse
or a midwife and was handed over to the godparents only at the moment of the
Baptism itself.
In villages and small towns, the confirmation of catechumens should take place
before the gathered congregation. This was not advisable in larger towns and cities because it would cause disruptions which would make it difficult to maintain
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a devotional spirit. Following an address to the congregation about the significance of the act and a reminder to parents, guardians, and relatives, the public
examination of the confirmands was to follow immediately. At its conclusion, the
children should be specially admonished to call upon God’s blessing in a hymn
which they had learned especially for the occasion. The solemn promise, which
the pastor called upon the children to make, was then to follow, unless there
was a large group of children in which case they were to simply answer “Yes” to
the questions put to them. In response to the vow, the confirmands were to give
their hand to the pastor and receive the confirmation blessing. At the conclusion,
they were all to kneel while the pastor prayed a solemn prayer and the entire assembly sang a few appropriate hymn stanzas. When the number of confirmands
was large, it would be necessary to hold the examination and the confirmation
on different days. The pastor was to speak appropriate words to bind the two
events of examination and confirmation together. In addition, pastors who enjoy
the confidence of their congregations would encourage parents and families of
the confirmands to partake of the Lord’s Supper together with them. This would
make a heartwarming ceremony. The confirmands were to kneel together during
the prayers which preceded and followed communion. This would gradually encourage congregation members to learn the habit of kneeling for communion – a
suggestion probably added to encourage the Reformed to adopt the Lutheran
practice of kneeling at communion.
The liturgical committee proposed that, as a rule, the Lord’s Supper should
always be celebrated in a divine service. In places where the practice of holding an
early Communion before the main service had been introduced, it should begin
with a hymn, a short time for introspection, and a brief devotional prayer to elevate the heart. Because of time constraints, it might be necessary to postpone the
beginning of the chief divine service by one-half hour. Where private confession
before the service was still the practice, the pastor should gradually work to transform this custom into a general order of confession before the Communion service.
In smaller villages and towns on the Sunday before the harvest, the pastor
should remind his congregation that whether that harvest might be great or
small, it should be received from God with thanksgiving, confidence, and devotion. In general, everything that the pastor says and does should demonstrate the
importance of his work, and his conduct and manner should make this evident.
He should be careful to avoid any possibility that the church’s beautiful liturgical
forms might be robbed of their beauty and solemnity and be replaced with mindnumbing monotony. He should by his demeanor and manner of speech seek to
move the hearts of his listeners, and the manner of his delivery of the liturgical
forms should be dignified and impressive so that they might be vehicles of edification and abiding benefit. Such a pastor will have no difficulty winning his
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congregation over to better and more appropriate liturgical forms, and he will
increase the effectiveness of his office.16
These liturgical directions, issued by Teller, Zöllner, Hecker, Sack, and others
on the joint commission, provided few specific instructions, and this would make
it necessary for pastors and their congregations to view these instructions from
the standpoint of what they were already doing in the divine service. The instructions did not provide the two Protestant churches with a new, single liturgy to be
used in both churches but merely stated that certain liturgical practices, especially
with reference to the intercessions and thanksgivings and their relationship to the
sermon, were now to be observed in both churches. More attention was given to
the method of delivery than to what was to be delivered. The joint commission
provided definite instructions with regard to the mannerisms and tone of voice
of the pastor in his performance of the liturgy, but it had little to say about the
liturgy itself.
The commission’s outline was presented to Ministers Thulemeyer and
Massow. Thulemeyer, the Reformed minister, approved the commission’s work,
but Massow, the Lutheran, was not nearly as enthusiastic. He objected to the relocation of the intercessions and thanksgiving to a place before a sermon and the
regulation that the Lord’s Prayer was to be prayed only once in the entire service,
and that only after the sermon, eliminating it from any connection with the Verba
in the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. He also objected to regulations that allowed the clergy to substitute parts of the pastoral acts of Baptism, marriage, etc.,
with addresses of their own composition. Finally, he stated that whether or not
edicts of any sort were to be announced during the church service was a matter
to be decided not by the liturgical commission but by the Department of Justice.
Sack and his colleagues paid scant attention to Massow’s criticisms but insisted that now the work must be sent on to the provincial consistories so that the
clergy could give their opinions. Sack further insisted that the commission should
publish the outline as the private work of its authors and make it available to the
wider public for their appraisal.
The formal decision of the two ministers on July 29, 1804, left the question of
the printing of the outline unanswered. Massow refused to withdraw his criticisms and insisted that the preface to the draft must be rewritten.
Within the next few months, the commission lost two members through the
death of Zöllner and Teller. They were replaced by Konrad Gottlieb Ribbeck and
Gottfried August Ludwig Hanstein. Ribbeck’s appointment took effect on October 9, 1804, and Hanstein was appointed two months later, on December 10. It
was not until October 1806 that these men offered their critical opinions to the
16
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older commissioners. At that time, the work of the commission ground to a halt
because the Prussian State itself was in a state of collapse, caused by the rapid
advance of Napoleon’s army. The formal postponement on work of the liturgy
was announced on November 5, 1806, and with this, the work of liturgical reform
ceased.17

1 . 2 R e f o rms o f the Chu rch Con st it ut ion
a n d A dmi ni s trati o n
The onslaught of the armies of Napoleon led to the military defeat of Prussia, a
catastrophic blow felt throughout Germany, for Prussia was the largest and strongest of all German states. As a result of the disastrous defeat at Jena-Auerstedt in
1806, Prussia was left by the Peace of Tilsit of 1807 little more than a weak buffer state between France and Russia, the two remaining great powers in Europe.
Mighty Prussia was now reduced almost to inconsequence, and the king of Prussia
was now a nobody in comparison to Bonaparte. Despite this humiliation, the king’s
vision of a strong and united Prussia remained undimmed.

1.2.1 Eccles ias tic al Reforms as E n v is io n e d
by Bar on von Stein
Within Prussia, it was a time for administrative reform and the appointment
of new ministers. Foremost among these was Heinrich Friedrich Karl, Freiherr
vom und zum Stein, who was given the responsibility of translating into reality the king’s vision of a comprehensive social and political administration that
would draw together the Prussian people in those troubled times. Stein’s vision
extended beyond social, economic, and political reforms to encompass also the
complete control of the Lutheran and Reformed churches in Prussia.
His view was built upon the notion of a state which far exceeded the narrow conception characteristic of Enlightenment thinkers according to which the
value of the churches was seen to be the inculcation of certain moral values. Stein
looked beyond the churches to religion and saw in it the possibility of the realization of a high moral culture which would be beneficial to all Prussian citizens.
In short, it was not the churches but religion itself that possessed transcendent
value and metaphysical sanction. It was religion, which feeds the inner life of
man enabling him to fulfill his highest human and civic duties. It was for this reason that the state must concern itself with the sanctity of public worship and its
17
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purity, irrespective of confessional interests or concerns. He wrote to the king asserting that it was from the sixteenth-century Reformers themselves that the state
had appropriated the duty to provide for
the welfare of the church and invigorate
the religious sentiments of the Prussian
people. This, he said, rulers and regulations alone could never achieve, but the
government must earnestly give attention
to this serious task.18
The achievement of this task required,
in Stein’s view, nothing less than a new
reformation – a reorganization of the constitution and administration of the church
which would enable the state to provide, Baron Heinrich Friedrich Karl von und
to promote, and to strengthen the reli- zum Stein. Engraving after Peter Joseph
Lutzenkirchen (Wikimedia Commons).
gious life of its people and build religious
community upon a new and firm foundation, such as could never have been
accomplished by Wöllner’s Edict. He did not regard it as his responsibility to
abandon the great achievements in faith and conscience which had been ushered
in by the Enlightenment. It was not through confessional polemics concerning
religious dogmas that progress could be made, and he did not see it as his responsibility to encourage confessional distinctions, disagreements, and rivalries
but rather to promote religion and its place in national life in such matters as
the observance of the Christian Sabbath, the regulation of Sabbath activities, the
betterment of the living conditions of the clergy, the improvement of theological
educational institutions and their curricula, and the elimination of interference
from parish patrons. Furthermore, new opportunities would need to be provided
for the clergy to have greater input through synods, which were not organized to
administer the church but were free to make pertinent recommendations.
Stein was concerned to divert attention away from the churches themselves
and their relation to the state and to focus primary attention on the state and
its duty toward religion in general. By concentrating attention on religion rather
than the separate confessions, attention would be diverted away from those matters in which the churches were not agreed and found it necessary to maintain
their separate identities. Only Roman Catholics, with their special relationship to
18
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their own hierarchy and chief bishop in Rome, could be said to stand apart from
this pattern in some sense. The differences between Lutherans and the Reformed
were in his view inconsequential. He brushed them off as an unnecessary and
debilitating diversion.19

1.2.2 T he C los ure of th e C on s i s to rie s
In June 1807, Stein published his Nassau Memorandum. In it, he proposed the
creation of a Ministry of Worship (Germ. Kultusministerium). He did not delineate
its competence, but it was evident that it would serve as the supreme authority in
all spiritual matters thus absorbing jurisdiction of the Lutheran High Consistory
(Germ. Oberkonsistorium), the territorial consistories, the Reformed Church Directorate (Germ. Kirchendirectorium), and the French High Consistory (Germ. französische Oberkonsistorium). This single new ministry would administer all religious
affairs throughout the nation, and through appropriate channels it would supervise the religious activity, church property, and all activities on every administrative level thus freeing religion from the bondage of myriad bureaucracies.20
The Nassau Memorandum was the seed from which further reform proposals
would grow. On November 23, 1807, Stein presented his reform plan, which also
included reform proposals brought forward by Karl vom Stein zum Altenstein
and Karl August von Hardenberg on September 11 and 12, 1807. What was proposed was a sweeping governmental reorganization which would put the administration of religious affairs under a combined Ministry of Finance and the Interior. The sixth department of this ministry would deal with educational matters,
and the seventh department, the so-called Kultusministerium, would deal with
religious affairs. This department itself would be divided into two sections – one
Roman Catholic and one Protestant. This plan was opposed by Hardenberg, Karl
Friedrich von Beyme, and Hans Jakob von Auerswald, who argued for the combining of the departments of Public Education and Religious Affairs in a single,
independent body. Despite Stein’s opposition, the king agreed.21 On December
16, 1808, he published Publikandum, betreffend die veränderte Verfassung der obersten
Staats-behörden der Preußischen Monarchie in Beziehung auf die innere Landes- und
Finanz-verwaltung (Public Announcement Concerning the Changed Constitution of the
Supreme State Authorities of the Prussian Monarchy in Relation to the Internal State and
Financial Administration). This Publikandum stated that the king had determined
that for the sake of the improvement of interior administration and finances, and
19
20
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in line with the spirit of the age and the
changed situation of the state, the necessary unity, strength, and activity needed
in Prussia would best be achieved by
means of this centralized governmental
control.22
In addition, on December 26, the king
issued the Verordnung wegen verbesserter
Einrichtung der Provinzial- Polizei- und
Finanz- behörden (Regulation Concerning Improved Development of Provincial,
Police, and Financial Authorities), which
set down the technical details of the administration of spiritual and educational
matters. Roman Catholic and Evangelical
churches would be dealt with separately.
Each group would be presided over by
a government director, who would preside at sessions of deputized representatives of the churches. The matters to be
dealt with would include public worship
Public Announcement Concerning the
and instruction and matters pertaining to
Changed Constitution, 1808.
the rights of the sovereign to exercise jus
circa sacra, that is, the administration of
all churches, schools, educational institutions, and charitable foundations as well
as the examination of clergy and teachers, their supervision, and their exercise of
moral leadership. Other areas of responsibility would include the promotion of
religion and morality, tolerance towards members of other faiths, proper citizenship, participation in public causes, loyalty to the nation and its sovereign, respect
for the law and obedience to it as well as the elimination of every obstacle to the
fulfillment of his majesty’s program of reforming the church and the school system. Finally, the reform put an end to the Lutheran Church’s consistorial system,
the Reformed Church Directorate, and the French High Consistory.23
According to the Publikandum and the Verordnung of 1808, governmental
administration was divided into five ministries: the Interior, Finance, Foreign
Affairs, War, and Justice. Ecclesiastical affairs, together with educational matters,
were placed together in a department, called the Section for Worship and Public
Education (Sektion für den Kultus und öffentlichen Unterricht) within the Ministry
22
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The Kurmark Lutheran consistory of the Province of Brandenburg formed one of the collegial
bodies in the Collegienhaus in the Friedrichstadt district of Berlin in the years 1735-1808 and
1815-26 (Wikimedia Commons).

of the Interior (Innerministerium). Within this section were separate Department
for Public Education (Abteilung für den öffentlichen Unterricht) and Department
for Worship (Abteilung für den Cultus).24 The head of the Section for Worship and
Public Education was first given on a temporary basis to Georg Heinrich Ludwig
Nicolovius, a member of the Privy Council. The first permanent head, appointed
on February 18, 1809, was Wilhelm von Humboldt. After fourteen months, he
was succeeded by Friedrich von Schuckmann, who beginning in 1814 served as
head of the Section for Worship and Public Education and the entire Ministry of
the Interior.25
The Section for Worship and Public Education was responsible for state supervision of all religious confessions (ius circa sacra), including Jews and even Mahomedans and Budists if there were sufficient number of them in Prussia. This
consisted both in the supervision of religious organizations and all consistorial
matters (ius sacrorum) of the Protestant churches. Religious affairs were subject
to instructions issued by the chambers of spiritual and school deputies of the
24
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Department for Worship. It should be noted, that the Section was responsible not
only for the supervision of Worship and Public Education but also for matters
pertaining to universities, academies, and the royal theater.26
Never before in the history of Protestantism had there been such a profound
intrusion of the state into the affairs of the church. This action has been described
by many as an unprecedented act. By the stroke of a pen, existing laws and traditions were broken and a long-established form of church government was eliminated by the governmental takeover. The king was now the ruler of the church
with greater power, so some have claimed, than even that of the Bishop of Rome
in his church. Now every pastor was a servant not only of his Lord and church
but of his temporal sovereign and the state.
By taking such a course of action, Friedrich Wilhelm III gave new meaning to
the term summus episcopus which from Reformation times had been used in quite
a different context. Martin Luther had suggested that territorial rulers should step
in to ensure that the gospel not be silenced. Now a new meaning was being given
to the notion. According to it, the church was to be silenced before her earthly
monarch and was called to accomplish his purposes. This new summus episcopus would rule with a strong voice and with an even stronger hand. “Never had
a pope had power over the Catholic Church like the Reformed King Friedrich
Wilhelm had from 1808 over the Lutheran Church,” observed church historian
Hermann Theodor Wangemann.27

1.2.3 T he Protes t of th e Ch urc h Ag a in s t I ts R e d u ction to a
Mere D epartmen t of State
The High Consistory, the Reformed Church Directorate, and the French High
Consistory were not pleased with the announcement of January 17, 1809, that
they were being put out of business. The members of the Lutheran High Consistory were the first to respond. On January 3, 1809, even before the court rescript was made public, High Consistory member Adolph Friedrich von Scheve
issued a memorandum in the name of his fellow members Sack, Hecker, Ribbeck,
Johann Heinrich Wilhelm Nolte, and Hanstein, stating that they were agreed
that religious and educational affairs should be kept quite separate and that the
name of the new department, Department for Worship (Abteilung für den Kultus),
was inaccurate since worship (Germ. Kultus) represented only a small percentage of the duties of clergymen. Furthermore, they stated that it would represent
a serious deficiency were the church no longer to have a group assigned the re26
27
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sponsibility of higher spiritual oversight,
such as had previously been the work of
the High Consistory. Friedrich Ferdinand
Alexander zu Dohna, who had succeeded
Stein as the Minister of the Interior, noted
that neither was he altogether pleased
with the designation assigned to the new
department, however, the king’s orders
must be obeyed. On February 20, 1809,
Wilhelm von Humboldt took office as
head of the Section for Worship and Public Education.28
The High Consistory still continued
its protests and bitterly complained that
the church was being reduced to a department of state, as though it were of
no more importance than schools and
theaters, as Hanstein wrote on April 13.
President von Scheve also wrote to the
Gottfried August Ludwig Hanstein.
same effect on April 17. On April 22, a
Engraving by Friedrich Wilhelm
Bollinger, 1807.
further petition to the king came from the
(Österreichische Nationalbibliothek).
superintendent of Kurmark, asking that
the church be granted a certain measure
of self-determination. The response of the
state in every case was that the church was not being stripped of that measure
of independence which was her due, but she was, in fact, being elevated to a
higher position; she was being granted recognition as an important component
of the Prussian State apparatus. Furthermore, prominent members of the High
Consistory, including Reformed court preacher Sack, Provost Ribbeck, and Provost Hanstein, would now be given important roles in the government’s decisionmaking processes in the Department for Worship. This information did not elicit
the sort of gratified response the government had hoped for. The members of the
consistory complained that the action of the state would require them to move
from Berlin to Potsdam – a move that they had no desire to undertake. The government now responded at least temporarily that they could come to Potsdam to
attend meetings, make connections, and rub shoulders with other important government officials. In short, they were being taken out of isolation and being thrust
into the mainstream. With more than a little bitterness, President von Scheve re28
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quested on June 8 that he be authorized to close down the High Consistory. On
June 29, Dohna answered in the affirmative, stating in a somewhat angry tone
that it was not really correct to say that the High Consistory was being shut down
because it was, in fact, going to continue partly as a section and partly as a department within the governmental apparatus. He sternly stated that those who were
truly pious would most certainly express the highest and most sublime hopes for
the success of the government’s new arrangements. On July 31, the High Consistory closed its doors.29
The Reformed Church Directorate in Berlin was also not altogether in favor of
the January 17, 1808, decree. On April 9, its members petitioned the king to allow
it to continue in operation. Von Humboldt responded on April 26 that he was
himself a member of the Reformed Church and that he could assure the members of the directorate that the Reformed would be well represented in the new
arrangement and that a Reformed clergyman would be named as a member in
the Department. This seemed to satisfy the members of the directorate and they
ceased operation.
The French High Consistory also complained in two letters, dated January
25 and March 22, 1809. Their request was rejected, but the members were assured that the French churches would still be granted a large measure of self-government through their presbyteries and would be guaranteed the right to freely
choose their pastors and teachers. Furthermore, a French clergyman would be
included in the Department.30

1 . 3 A l te r n ati ve P ro p o s al s fo r t h e Rev it alizat ion of
P r u s s i a n Chu rch L i fe
Even before the consistories were closed, it was widely known that the king’s
government intended to include within its broad program the revitalization of
the Protestant parishes and congregations of the Prussian State. Baron vom Stein
was particularly concerned that the revitalization of the church should take place
not only on the higher levels but also in local parishes. His concern was not in the
least theological but was administrative and concerned itself with such matters
as the economic situation of the parishes, the living conditions of the clergy, and
the adequate education of those preparing for ordination. On the higher level, he
looked for reintroduction into Prussia of the office of bishop.
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1.3.1 T h e Prop os als of th e H igh C on s is to ry
Stein looked to the churches for input as to how the church leaders themselves envisioned the process of revitalization and reform. On October 20, 1808,
members of the High Consistory in Berlin, Hecker, Ribbeck, Nolte, and Hanstein,
sent the king their proposal. Included with it were some thoughts concerning
improvements in the pastoral performance of liturgical services.
The lengthy memorandum suggested revisions in the process by which ministerial candidates received approval, including revisions in the pro ministerio
examination, which candidates were required to pass before they could be called
to ministry. They proposed also the adoption of a classification system which
would differentiate the clergy according to grades in order to ensure that they
were suitably prepared for ministry, whether in countryside parishes (third
grade), larger towns with schools (second grade), and the largest and most sophisticated environments (first grade). Also in need of close attention was the
reform of religious education in the schools and determined efforts to put an end
to the arrogant attitude of other disciplines toward religion in the universities. A
further need was the revival of synodical meetings to provide opportunities for
church leaders to share their vision with the clergy and to excite their enthusiastic participation. Also important in these meetings would be opportunities for
further academic and practical training for the clergy. Nowhere was it suggested
that any synod might ever be called upon to make any decisions. Such matters as
resolutions and decisions must be left to the appropriate authorities. Of course,
the clergy ought to be allowed and even encouraged to offer their helpful suggestions for the improvement of the church’s ministry. Also needed was a structured
program of discipline for the clergy so that erring pastors might be swiftly corrected and others might be encouraged to hold the line. Finally, provision should
be made to suitably honor faithful pastors.
At the same time, care would need to be taken to see that the clergy always
operated within the proper boundaries and did not abuse the freedom of conscience which was a natural right. The clergy must not use this freedom as a cover
for the spreading of their own peculiar notions, philosophies, opinions, and interpretations on religious and biblical subjects according to the latest fashion. The
pulpit must never be used to spread atheism (Germ. “Kanzel atheismus”), polytheism, or pantheism – an obvious reference to secular rationalism. At the same
time, all preaching and instruction must be serious and earnest in purpose.
At this point, the writers turned their attention to public worship and stated
that it should be a responsibility of the higher classes to provide a good example
to their inferiors by their own attendance. To this end, they stated that it was also
necessary that new legislation be enacted to protect Sunday and holidays from
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misuse. Worthy of such protection as well were popular religious festivals, such
as the churchly celebration of the king’s birthday, the newly reestablished Day of
Repentance, and the improvement of worship facilities in local churches.31
The members of the consistory were not alone in their realization that the
church was in need of a reform which would be religious and moral, and that a
reform of worship practices was needed to reflect this. Pastor Johann Gottfried
Dobermann of Leutmannsdorf in Schweidnitz, Silesia, also came to the attention
of government officials when he wrote, describing the poor religious and moral
situation in Prussia. He stated that the state needed to take action to move the
civil servants and the lower classes to attend church services, and that religious
education programs for young people and those not yet married were necessary.
He observed that the liturgical life of the church was also in poor condition and
suggested that the liturgy must be conducted in a more solemn and dignified
manner. In order to attract the proper candidates, the economic situation of the
clergy must be improved, and the clergy must be freed from other responsibilities
so that they could devote themselves to their clerical calling.32
The memorandum of the High Consistory and the letter of Pastor Dobermann
with his observations concerning more dignified conduct of the liturgy came to the
attention of the king. On November 2, 1808, he sent the proposals to State Minister
Friedrich Leopold von Schrötter, stating that the proposals were well-intentioned
but generally too superficial. The king informed Schrötter that he should share
these proposals with Ludwig Ernst von Borowski in Königsberg, Court Chaplain
Franz Volkmar Reinhard in Dresden, and Court Preacher Rulemann Friedrich
Eylert in Potsdam for their careful consideration and critique.33
Reinhard, who was often called “that venerable veteran of the Evangelical
church in Germany,” chose not to respond to this request, perhaps because of
his age. Borowski answered almost immediately. He made it clear that he had
changed his opinion concerning liturgical matters with the passing of years. It
was now clear to him that no alteration of traditional liturgy was necessary, but
if one insisted that there must be changes, then it would need to be determined at
what point changes should be made. He suggested that changes could be made
in two areas: in the hymnal and church decor. In both cases, the divine service
should be enriched with proper church music and an appropriately decorated
place of worship. His own position was that none of the old formularies were
in need of change but that the pastors themselves should be able to understand
what changes they ought to make and judiciously exercise their freedom to do so.
Still, to his mind what was most important was not the revision of the liturgy but
31
32
33

Foerster 1905, 151-154.
Foerster 1905, 149.
Foerster 1905, 149, 151.

35

Darius Petkūnas

a stronger and more serious observance
of the Christian Sabbath and the prohibitions associated with it.34
The memorandum and other proposals were carefully examined by Johann
Wilhelm Süvern in the Department for
Worship. After studying them, he wrote
a report which he then submitted to the
king on November 25, 1808. He noted that
the proposals offered by the High Consistory and Pastor Dobermann seemed to
be based on the notion that reform and
revitalization could be carried out by
passing laws and issuing commands. The
proposals gave no attention to the inner
life and the spirit of religion but concentrated entirely on outward matters which
Ludwig Ernst von Borowski, Bishop
were able to be legislated. He noted that
and later Archbishop of the Evangelical
Church, General Superintendent of East
the church and its leaders were liable to
Prussia. Portrait by Carl Friedrich Hampe
be influenced by the spirit of the age in
(Kunstbibliothek, Staatliche Museen
which they lived. Neither the clergy nor
zu Berlin).
the people could be forced to be serious
and dignified by passing regulations
about such matters. The fruits of the spirit would be cultivated if the clergy were
to conduct themselves according to higher and holier principles, replacing frivolity with seriousness, vanity with dignity and self-esteem, laziness and laxity with
virtue and strength of character.
Süvern gave special attention in his report to the behavior of the clergy. He
stated that the clergy dedicate themselves to inward dignity which is the fruit
of proper teaching and a proper way of life. They must not adopt the norms and
principles of the world but provide a model of quiet dignity for others to observe
and follow. This must show itself also in their preaching and in their conduct of the
most sacred acts of worship, such as confirmation which all too often was turned
into a theater (Germ. “Schauspiele”) and was bereft of divine power and that deep
sense of solemnity which was so essential. The church had no need of clergy
which was indistinguishable in appearance and activity from those involved in
civil pursuits. He noted that the Protestant higher church officials comported
themselves very differently from the Roman Catholic hierarchy which showed
34

36

Foerster 1905, 154.

1. Early Efforts by King Friedrich Wilhelm III to Institute Liturgical and Ecclesiastical Reforms

by its behavior deep spiritual power and
strong spiritual gifts. The foremost clergy
among the Roman Catholics give the appearance that their faith is nearer to God
and that their members receive a pure
and full exposure to the Divine. The higher clergy among the Protestants seem to
be nothing more-or-less than higher state
officials. Their titles, decorations, and
ranks are mere earthly honors that have
nothing to do with sanctity and spiritual
power.
Süvern proposed a reversal of the
present mental attitude which, he said,
Johann Wilhelm Süvern (Skrey 1935).
would be possible only through education and constant vigilance and close
supervision over both candidates for ordination and present pastors as well. Their way of life, their academic training,
their official activity, the spirit in which they do their work, and, indeed, their
whole spiritual character must be carefully monitored. He suggested the division
of candidates into at least two ranks, the revival of regular official visitations of
the parishes, and strict prohibition of any participation by the clergy in those
public amusements adjudged to be inappropriate.
He also put emphasis on the sanctity of worship, stating that in each symbolic
religious act the pastor must convey a sense of dignity and sanctity which will
effectively counteract the desecration of religion. He noted that liturgy stands at
the center where the power of the church resides. If it is missing, nothing can adequately substitute for it, and one finds only boredom and the feeling of emptiness.
Süvern’s evaluation of the state of liturgical life in Prussia was that the liturgies
were not being given careful attention. The pastors were much more concerned
with their own oratorical skills and their ability to create verbal poetic images, or
they gave attention to minor and disputed doctrinal points or moralistic statements, or a shallow understanding of human nature instead of speaking strongly
against atheism, polytheism, and pantheism.
In general, Süvern doubted that passing laws would have any positive effect.
It was not commands read from the pulpit that would bring about the necessary
changes but rather the preaching of pure Christianity. In addition, the old tradition of synodical meetings of the clergy must be restored to provide opportunities for the further education and guidance. These should be under the direction
of the general superintendents. Finally, it would not be at all inappropriate to
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remove all hindrances which might keep public officials from participating in
worship services. Regulations to prevent the desecration of the Christian Sabbath by the intrusion of improper amusements, to prevent the defacing of church
buildings, and to encourage the decoration of churches as well as the prohibition
of the sale of indecent songs and pamphlets in markets and taverns, were all
needed. Furthermore, he encouraged the observance everywhere of a common
Day of Repentance. Finally, he suggested that it was not through the reapplication of censorial measures by the High Consistory but rather by the renewal of
spiritual force that the greatest benefits would be gained.35
Eylert was not quick to respond. It was not until April 5, 1809, that he offered
his suggestions concerning the necessary reforms. His suggestions went beyond
worship practices to include the abolition of patronage so as to free the clergy
and congregations from the domination of headstrong individuals. This would
permit the local parish a greater measure of self-rule. To combat the growing
secularism, he recommended that a more thorough program of clergy education
be instituted, along with courses in practical theology to equip candidates for
life in the parish ministry. He also recommended a more rigorous examination
of candidates for ordination and the commitment of the clergy to a proper way
of life. To this end, he called for more frequent and thorough visitations and the
punishment of immoral behavior.
Concerning worship, Eylert had no use for the exaltation of esthetics and the
senses so common at that time. He called instead for more thorough policing in
such matters as the observance of the Christian Sabbath, the sober and proper
decoration of churches, and the proper care of the music program and hymnals.
Concerning liturgical formularies, he stated that only those should be used which
the pastor had committed to memory. He had not much use for fixed liturgical
formularies and stated that printed prayers were really only there to help preachers who found free prayer awkward. To Eylert, the order of service was obvious
and simple: a Hymn – a Prayer before the Sermon – Hymn – the Sermon – Prayer
– Hymn – Blessing. Although Eylert was much in favor of giving freedom to the
pastor, when it came to questions of the marriage service and confirmation, the
printed forms must be followed. The introduction of the Day of Repentance, the
Reformation Festival, and the Commemoration of the Departed seemed to him to
be beneficial additions to the church’s calendar.
Neither Nicolovius nor Süvern has left behind any comments concerning
Eylert’s proposals, and in the years to come Eylert himself would alter his opinion
concerning liturgical matters.36
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1.3.2 T he Sug g es tion s of
Fr i edr i ch Sch leiermac h er
C oncer ni ng Reforms of th e
C hu rch Con s titution an d th e
L i t u r gy
A response was also solicited from
Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleiermacher, Reformed preacher at Holy
Trinity Church in Berlin. At that time,
Schleiermacher was well known as the
professor of theology in the newly established University of Berlin. Now, he
was to become involved also with the
Friedrich Daniel Ernst Schleiermacher
attempt to revitalize the Lutheran and
(Österreichische Nationalbibliothek).
Reformed churches in Prussia. In a quiet
and unpublicized month-long visit to Königsberg on August 25 – September 25, 1808, he met with Minister Stein. After a
thorough discussion concerning the need for a new church constitution, Minister
Stein invited him to submit his proposals. Schleiermacher set to work immediately, and by November he could record in his diary that the work was completed
and had been sent to Stein in Königsberg.37 The title of his unpublished proposal
was Vorschlag zu einer neuen Verfassung der Protestantischen Kirche im preußischen
Staat (Proposal for a New Constitution of the Protestant Church in the Prussian State).
Schleiermacher prefaced his proposal by painting the church’s present situation in dark colors. Speaking of Protestantism in general, rather than either the
Lutheran and Reformed churches in particular, he stated that the church was undeniably in deep decline. Its public worship and sacred rites were moribund, and
the church’s ability to influence the practical thinking and habits of the people
was increasingly difficult to achieve. Furthermore, the relationship between the
clergy and the congregations had deteriorated, and church discipline for both
clergy and people was sinking lower and lower. A spirit of lethargy seems to
have spread over the entire church.
Schleiermacher attributed this sad situation in large measure to errors committed since the days of the Reformation itself. He observed that before the Reformation the church had enjoyed an exalted status, far above the state, so much
so that in many cases the state was subject to the church. After the Reformation,
the state clearly gained the upper hand. If the first situation was unfortunate,
the latter situation was surely equally unfortunate because now the church was
37
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being governed on the basis of secular ideals and principles which were not appropriate to it, and the places of authority were occupied not by churchmen but
by officials of the state who had indeed put an end to many cases of abuse but had
introduced in place of them carelessness, laxity, and improper procedures. The
church’s consistory had itself become little more than an instrument of the state
and had lost sight of its essential purpose in the service of the church.
He went on to say that the correction of personal abuses and the raising of service standards might be helpful, but it certainly would not correct the situation.
Either after a reasonable time of reintroduction, the old church constitution must
once again be made serviceable or a new constitution must be written. Furthermore, it would be desirable if the church were once again to come into possession
of material goods which the state in the process of its administration of the church
had wrongly taken from it.
Now Schleiermacher came to the heart of his proposal, stating that in order
to successfully revitalize the church, the differences between the Lutherans and
the Reformed must be abolished and give way to a single Protestant church in
the realm. This, he said, ought to provide no problem from a doctrinal point of
view because at the present time there was a far greater difference between the
teachings of the professors than between the teachings of the churches. Another
issue was the matter of church customs and traditions which were different in
various regions and congregations. These, he stated, could be left to one side for
the present. All that was needed to accomplish unification was to make it clear
that anyone, preacher or layman, moving from the congregation of one rite to the
other was not in fact changing his religion.
Turning to some practical considerations, Schleiermacher suggested that the
new church constitution ought to be set up in such a way as to provide for the
church’s self-government. To accomplish this, the clergy should be divided into
a number of provincial synods, each of which would gather at particular time to
deliberate on church matters. All the synods in a province would be under the
leadership and authority of the single bishop and some respected theologians assigned to him, who would supervise the internal discipline and the maintenance
of good order as well as to see to the proper filling of clerical vacancies and the
improvement of the divine service in all its parts.
Schleiermacher was not willing to suggest that these provincial bishops
should themselves be united under a common spiritual leader because to him
that smacked of Catholicism and was not properly Protestant. However, it would
certainly be proper for the bishops and the representatives of the provincial
churches to be gathered into the general synod under the authority of the king.
Furthermore, to satisfy the need for governmental control over the church, a sen-
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ior official should be appointed. He also looked for the appointment for commissioners on the national and provincial levels.38
Schleiermacher understood the regulations concerning congregations and
their membership to be governed by his definition of the church as a free-will assembly of like-minded individuals. On this basis, he stated that a free and mature
Christian has the right to decide for himself whether or not he wished to unite
with a congregation. However, such a person does not have the right to make
that decision for other members of his family, and he cannot, simply on the basis
of his decision not to join, neglect to contribute to the congregation on behalf of
his family members who did join. Membership in good standing he defined as
based on registration for Holy Communion at least twice per year. The government of the congregation should be exercised by church elders and the pastor,
the so-called presbyterium. The number of elders is determined by the size of the
congregation, and they should be periodically reelected or replaced. The presbyterium should be responsible for the administration of all church property and
financial accounts. It should also be in charge of the parish school. Schleiermacher
recommended that each diocese should have a teacher training institution for
teachers, cantors, organists, and other servants of the church. The presbytery
should have the right to deny the vote of any member who had been convicted of
a civil crime or was living a notoriously wicked life until such time as the voters
had decided on a suitable penance.
Schleiermacher stated that he appreciated the liturgy but did not regard it as
sacrosanct. Pastors who have no vote in the pastoral synods, i. e., younger pastors, should not be permitted to make any changes in the church’s liturgy and
must follow the agenda. Members of the synod, however, should be free to make
whatever changes they felt appropriate, as long as these changes fell within the
guidelines of the higher church authorities. Here the pastor would need to consider the opinions of his parishioners who might not appreciate some of the changes he proposed and would prefer to keep the old forms.
Pastoral acts, such as baptisms, marriages, and memorials, should be performed by the pastor on designated Sundays, and no member of the congregation
should have the right to insist upon some other time or place. The pastor himself,
however, might choose to make exceptions.39
Schleiermacher recommended that pastors of congregations in districts should
gather as a synod under the leadership of their provost. The provost should be a
pastor chosen from among the clergy of that provostry. All pastors of the synod
should gather annually at the home parish of the provost or in the leading town
of the district. Only those clergy who have been in office for three years should
38
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be permitted to speak or vote. The business of the synod would be to classify and
supervise candidates preparing for ordination and administer the examinations
of clergy candidates. Schleiermacher suggested that candidates should be placed
in one of four classes or categories. (1) Those who had shown themselves to be
generally useful and could give evidence that they would excel in the church
and among the learned would be in the first rank. (2) The second rank would be
those deemed suitable for service in city congregations. (3) The third rank should
consist of those suitable for service in rural congregations, (4) and the fourth rank
should consist of those of whom the less said, the better. Those who remained
in the fourth category for three years should not entertain any hope of ministerial service. In the synodical gatherings, the reports of the churches and schools
issued by the presbyteries should be circulated and acted upon as necessary. Pastoral reports should also include changes in the liturgy and suggested improvements in the hymnal and agenda. Each synod should maintain a treasury to cover
the costs of synodical meetings and other expenses. In addition, a support fund
for retired pastors should be built up so that in the course of time payments could
also be made to adjuncts and substitutes.40
According to Schleiermacher, the leading administrative body in the provincial church should be the chapter – six distinguished theologians, known as
canons, with the bishop at their head. It might be wise that the bishop and chapter not reside in the chief city of the region but in some smaller place, such as
Brandenburgan der Havel in Kurmark, Cammin in Pomerania, Marienwerder in
Prussia, and Liegnitz in Silesia. Bishops and canons should be chosen partly from
the ranks of both the pastors and the academicians. Only doctors of theology
should be chosen. The church where the bishop has his seat should be designated
the cathedral, and it should be served by the bishop and canons, together with
vicars chosen from among the best candidates. When it is necessary to elect a
bishop, three candidates should be put forward by the chapter, only two of which
were from among the diocesan clergy. The names of the candidates should be
presented to the king who makes the final appointment.
Schleiermacher went on to state that bishops and chapters should neither
prescribe nor proscribe in matters of faith and doctrinal definitions. It is their
responsibility to reprove and discipline those who are guilty of reckless and passionate polemics. It was his chief desire that the Lutheran and Reformed churches should be united, and for that reason, any doctrinal discussions involving
contrary positions must be avoided since they would mitigate against the movement toward unity.
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Although deanery synods might from time to time make some minor adjustments to the liturgy, the real work of revision must be left to the learned theologians, the bishop, and his canons. Once every ten years, they should hold a general review of the liturgy and strip from it any remaining instances of superstitious
practices or traditions which have fallen away so that for the next decade the form
used in the churches by the younger pastors may be improved. Younger pastors
should be required to follow the prescribed form of the liturgy without making
changes, while older pastors might be free to incorporate the changes suggested
by the bishop and his canons at any time. In this way, Schleiermacher believed
that parishes would be brought up-to-date in their liturgy and worship practices.
Schleiermacher envisioned a church that was a free and independent body
consisting of those who freely desired to associate with it. It was, of course, an
earthly organization and as such must be responsible to the state. The connection
between the church and the civil government should be provided by the minister who would appoint three councilors from among the clergy, other learned
professions, and a financial officer with whom he could consult. In addition, he
would appoint provincial commissioners and synodical plenipotentiaries to exercise the rights of the state everywhere and to control the proceedings of the
chapters and synods.
The king’s minister would not dictate to the bishops and their chapters in any
direct sense, but he would instead remind them of their duties and their responsibilities to the state. In case a bishop should be guilty of a serious breach in the
exercise of his office, it should be no less than the king himself who would deal
appropriately with him.41
The draft constitution submitted by Schleiermacher was developed on the
basis of his own definition of the church as an institution of likeminded people
who have chosen to associate themselves in a religious society. Added to this
are the stipulations spelled out for him by Minister Stein as requirements of the
Prussian monarch and his government. So it is that a Reformed clergyman and
professor was able to speak in positive terms of episcopacy, chapters, and dioceses as components of church government. It is notable that in agreement with
the king’s vision, there was nothing said in Schleiermacher’s proposed constitution about the confessional writings of either the Lutheran or Reformed Churches.
In this respect, he went beyond the vision of the king, who in 1798 had spoken
of a union that involved only liturgy and left teachings and confessions in place.
What Schleiermacher envisioned was a far more complete union in which the
Reformed or Lutheran character of each congregation was obliterated. He saw
this as a prerequisite to any effective implementation of administrative reforms.
41
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At the same time, Schleiermacher moved in a direction that provided the new
church some freedom of self-determination. He accomplished this by including
in his plan synods of clergy who would meet together to deliberate, discuss, and
formulate courses of action. This desire to provide the church with some measure
of independence was a thought which was shared also by Minister Stein, who
saw the clergy synods to be a necessary precondition to the revitalization of the
clergy and parish life.
Schleiermacher sent his completed document to Minister Stein. However, at
this time Stein’s term of office was coming to an end, and he would soon be replaced by Friedrich Ferdinand Alexander zu Dohna. Before he left office, however,
Stein seems to have forwarded Schleiermacher’s proposal to the king. Dohna took
office on November 24, but the matter of the church’s constitution was not among
his priorities. The king, however, was very much concerned that the revitalization of the church should move forward, and he wrote to Dohna on December
24, 1808, asking that he carefully consider and comment on Schleiermacher’s proposal. On January 23, 1809, Dohna sent the king’s letter to Süvern, asking that
he provide a critique of the work. Süvern did so at once, and he submitted his
critique on February 9. Most likely, he sent it to Nicolovius, the head of the Section for Worship and Public Education. Süvern stated that the work was of first
quality, but it was his opinion that Schleiermacher gave too great a degree of
autonomy and self-administration to the church. He thought this to be unacceptable, and he stated that although he was not opposed to the constitution of synods or of more local self-determination in congregations, these would need to be
governed by the state’s regulations. On May 8, 1809, the king reminded Dohna
that he was awaiting his report on Schleiermacher’s proposals. Dohna turned to
Nicolovius who responded to him on May 16 that in his view the reorganization of the Department for Worship needed to be the first priority. This work of
reorganization proceeded slowly and Schleiermacher’s proposal gathered dust.
Schleiermacher himself became concerned about what had come of his proposal.
On December 29, 1810, he wrote to Joachim Christian Gass that he was thinking
about printing it himself, along with comments explaining his proposals, but he
had not yet done so. On October 23, 1811, he sent his only copy of the proposal
to Gass, asking him to examine it carefully and share any and all objections with
him. He stated that he simply had not had the time needed to carefully review
the material himself.42
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1 . 4 T h e A do p ti o n o f Offi ci al Clergy At t ire
The king now moved to a matter which did not directly affect the order of
liturgical worship in Prussian churches but did greatly affect the conduct of that
worship. Friedrich Wilhelm III passed cabinet order concerning the adoption of
official clergy attire which would require that all Protestant clergy, whether Lutheran or Reformed, would be indistinguishable when ministering in churches,
churchyards, or the homes of infirm parishioners. This order was also to add to
the dignity of the profession and to aid the cause of Protestant union by making
the clergy indistinguishable as to their confession.
Earlier, the majority of Lutheran clergy had continued to wear the traditional
vestments, which had survived since the time of the Reformation. Between the divine services and in the pulpit43 they wore the black gown of the learned professions – the talar, and at the altar – a surplice or alb, sometimes over the talar, and
chasuble, added at sacramental celebrations. In some regions of Prussia, pastors
wore the so-called preacher’s cloak (Germ. “Predigermantel”), a narrow black cloak
that had survived from earlier times.44 Reformed clergy might have worn a black
preaching gown or preacher’s cloak, but in many cases, they wore no distinguishing vesture at all either in the church or on the street. In the era of Enlightenment,
even some Lutheran clergy put aside their liturgical vestments and wore instead
secular attire embracing the fashion of the time. “At one and the same altar there is
a preacher in old-fashioned clothing next to another in modern clothing,” observed
King Friedrich Wilhelm III in the early days of the nineteenth century.45
In some places, vestments were abolished by the decision of secular or ecclesiastical authorities already in the eighteenth century. Under the pressure of King
Friedrich Wilhelm I, in 1738 the Lutheran provincial synod in the Mark banned
the wearing of white surplice and stated that pastors were to wear a black gown
and white bands. In 1769 at Dortmund, the wearing of the white rochet (Germ.
“Röcheln” or “Chorhemd”) was abolished. Such a decision agreed with the resolution of the Lutheran provincial synod of Mark, which ordered to put aside the
rochet as early as 1738. Since then, the pastors wore “a narrow, black cloak and
white bands.”46
The liturgical vestments survived in Ansbach-Bayreuth, which had been acquired by Prussia in 1792. Six years later, Friedrich Wilhelm III determined that
the wearing of white surplices must be put down. On May 19, 1798, he issued a
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public statement to the Second Senate of
the Royal Prussian government, the consistory, and deaneries and judiciaries of
the region, stating that “from henceforth,
after the precedent of several territories
of the Augsburg Confession, [we find ourselves moved] to utterly do away with
vesting of preachers in white surplices,
which has hitherto been very needless in
the various religious actions which are in
use, and which continues to be reminiscent of the Mass vestments.”47
The proposal to create new clergy
attire came from Interior Minister
Schuckmann. On January 23, 1811, he
appealed to the king, asking for the introduction for all Protestant clergy in the
“The new official attire of the clergy of the
realm of “a surplice (Germ. “Chorrock”)
Evangelical and Reformed Confessions.”
or a robe with wide sleeves, as is conInstructions concerning the new clerical
sistently in use by the preachers of the
attire in the Official Gazette of the Royal
Legislative Government of Silesia
French congregations in EM countries”.
(Amts-Blatt No. 7 1811).
According to Schuckmann, this official
attire should be put on “only for official
duties (Germ. “Amtsverrichtungen”) and
on large solemn occasions,” while the pastors were otherwise left free with the
choice of their robes.48
Schuckmann’s suggestion was fully acceptable to the king, for he himself had
been since 1808 seeking to restore dignity both to the clergy and to the conduct
of public worship services. Furthermore, he saw this regulation to be the first
step towards the unification of both Protestant confessions. The Protestant Union
would be of little value if the clergy were to be dressed differently at the altar.
According to Eylert, inspiration concerning the shape and style of the new
Prussian clergy attire Friedrich Wilhelm III received from the portraits of Luther.
He was much impressed by Luther, who like Philipp Melanchthon, in the study
room and in the pulpit wore black Wittenberg gown. It was becoming evident to
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him that Luther’s talar would be the best historical model for a uniform gown for
the Prussian clergy.49
On March 20, 1811, Friedrich Wilhelm III issued cabinet order concerning the
proper attire of the clergy at the altar, at pastoral acts outside the church, and
in their going to and coming out from the church. According to this order, all
clergy were considered to be public servants of his majesty’s government and
were to wear a uniform appropriate to the dignity of their office. This clothing
was described as black in color and in the form of a gown with folds both in front
and back, and with a white-collar worn over it. The folds of the garment were to
be quite ample, downward from the breast. Together with this black gown and
white bands (Germ. “Beffchen”), the pastor was to wear a barret of black velvet
when out of doors.
According to the new regulations, the old preacher’s cloak was now to be laid
aside by all clergy. The new preacher’s gown rendered it completely superfluous. The
preacher’s cloak was now declared to be the sexton’s (Germ. “Küster”) attire. Other
liturgical assistants, such as cantors and organists, were to be dressed in black.50
The king recognized that Lutheran churches still maintained the tradition of
special vestments. The new regulations allowed that these traditional vestments
could continue to be used as before. Only at pastoral duties, which were ordinarily performed without the surplice, and on all solemn occasions, the clergy were
to be vested in the talar.
The Section for Worship and Public Education added on May 9, 1811, even
more specific instructions concerning the implementation of the king’s order.
Commissioners of the Department for Worship in each province were given
the responsibility of ensuring that all these instructions were complied within
a timely manner. Representatives of the department in Kurmark, for example,
informed the pastors of the new instructions in their June 2, 1811, circularly letter,
published in the Amtsblatt der Königlichen kurmärkischen Regierung (Official Gazette
of the Royal Kurmark Government), issue No. 8.
The pastors were informed that the proper attire for all public pastoral duties
and all solemn occasions, such as funerals, processions, official gatherings, and
the like as well as the introduction of clergy into their parishes by superintendents and assisting clergy, the acceptance of guest preachers, ecclesiastical visitations, sick communions, and other pastoral acts conducted outside the church in
which the pastor was to wear the appropriate vesture, would be the talar. The
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superintendents were to see to it that even outside their official pastoral duties, as
for example on the street, the pastors should be dressed in clothing appropriate to
their pastoral office so that no one would mistake them for businessmen.
Candidates not yet ordained, who were called upon to preach, should also
wear the vestment of the clergy – the talar. It was to be expected that the large
city churches should be able to furnish such vestments for their use. Upon their
ordination, however, candidates must procure their own talars.
The instructions further stated that ordinarily a pastor should use his own
funds to purchase his talar and barret. However, for needy clergy some funds
should be made available for this purpose. Churches under royal patronage
should have funds available in their treasuries. In churches under patronage from
nobles or city magistrates, approval must be sought from the patrons to use funds
from the church treasury. In rural parishes, where funds were simply unavailable, pastors might continue to wear their former clothing, and when a new pastor came or an adjunct was named, he would have to bring his talar with him.51
The implementation of the new regulations concerning vestments was to be
uniformly observed in all churches and among all pastors in a particular place on
the same Sunday. In cities, the implementation was to take place within six weeks.
Details as to the clothing firms to be employed were left up to the superintendents
and their pastors. Names were given of a few firms in Berlin which sold talars and
barrets. Those in need of funds to purchase these vestments should make their
need known.
The worship and school commissioners in Königsberg, East Prussia, issued
their implementation instructions on June 3. The implementation of the new regulation in Königsberg was to take place on July 7, the Fourth Sunday after Trinity,
and elsewhere on August 4, the Eighth Sunday after Trinity. The clergy were expected to pay for their vestments out of their own resources. It was also noted that
pastors in financial distress would be able to receive some assistance. A special
note was made that in East Prussia, where many Lutheran pastors continued to
wear white surplices, they could continue to do so. Pastors were also reminded
that they were to wear their appropriate attire whenever they were engaged in
the work of the ministry. In such circumstances, the street dress was inappropriate. Indeed, the clergy should at all time dress in a manner so as to indicate
that they were not given to vanity nor are they addicted to fashion. Furthermore,
superintendents were given the responsibility to see to it that the pastors of the
synod dressed uniformly in the vestments of their office.52
Apparently, some pastors were not altogether delighted with the new regulations and sought to circumvent them. Some pastors petitioned the commission51
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ers, asking for permission to conduct pastoral acts outside the church in their old
preacher’s cloak instead of the talar. They were informed on September 28 that
no exceptions to the rule would be granted. In all official acts outside the church,
including baptisms, marriages, burials, and sick communions, the black talar was
to be worn. However, a pastor simply visiting the sick without administering
Communion, could be permitted to wear black clothing and his clerical collar.53
When, as a result of the Congress of Vienna, new territories were acquired,
the regulations were implemented there as well. The new regulations were introduced in the newly acquired areas of Pomerania. This was announced by the royal government at Stralsund in a Publicandum on October 18, 1818. It stated that the
Ministry of the Spiritual, Educational, and Medical Affairs (Ministerium der geistlichen-, Unterrichts- und Medizinalangelegenheiten) had determined on September
24, 1818, that the regulations concerning the proper vesture of Protestant clergy
were to be made effective on January 1, 1819. The royal government at Stralsund
recalled the royal order of 1811 and the need for all clergy to submit themselves to
it. It went on to summarize the terms of the order in almost verbatim.54
The process of implementing the cabinet order in the Western provinces
presented more difficulties. On January 31, 1817, the royal consistory in Köln
(Cologne) published a Publicandum, stating that on October 14, 1816, the consistory had introduced the new vestments for the Prussian evangelical pastors in
the Province of Jülich-Kleve-Berg in time for the celebration of the tercentenary
of the Reformation. The Publicandum reminded its readers of the terms of the
cabinet order and the subsequent instructions concerning it, issued by the Section
for Worship and Public Education on May 9, 1811. The circular stated that the
talar, barret, and white clerical bands were to be the official dress of the clergy
beginning on the Day of Pentecost, May 25. Details as to how this order was
implemented in each place were to be reported. Along with it, there should be a
statement indicating those places where the vestments were not introduced and
the reason why the order was not implemented.55 The keeping of this schedule
proved difficult, especially in Ravensberg where Superintendent Johann Heinrich Scherr did not receive details as to the design and fabrication of the vestments until the beginning of May.56
The introduction of the talar in Westphalia provoked some controversy. In the
County of Mark, Pastor Wilhelm Bäumer of Bodelschwingh wrote on February 9,
1817, that this whole matter was taking precedence over the gospel, and on June
11 he introduced a discussion of the matter in the Rheinisch-Westfälischen Anzeiger
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(The Rheinlander-Westphalian Gazette). Some were of the opinion that too much
emphasis was being put on matters of ornamentation and decoration, and that
the introduction of special clergy vestments raised the specter of a special priestly order, a distinctly non-Protestant notion, which placed the clergy above the
laity. Furthermore, it would support the notion that the clergy stood before their
people as the authoritative representatives of an invisible “overlord,” a notion
that would turn Protestant hearts to stone. Bäumer stated that it was the office,
not the individual, which was important. He feared that distinctive dress violated
this notion and set the clergy and the people at odds. In general, however, neither
the Reformed nor the Lutherans offered any strong objections to the introduction
of the new attire.57
It should be noted, that the king’s cabinet order did not forbid the continued
use by Lutherans of traditional liturgical vestments. The talar, however, was
gaining ground. It was not altogether clear when or under what circumstances
the Lutheran pastors in Prussia put away their ancient vestments for the last time.
It did not happen everywhere at once, but it seems that the Union of the Lutheran
and Reformed churches and the imposition of the Union agenda were deciding
factors. It is noteworthy that the talar soon spread beyond the borders of Prussia
to other German-speaking churches. In Württemberg, the talar was introduced as
early as 1811. However, even after more than forty years, in 1854, many pastors
in this church, never noted as particularly interested in liturgy, continued to wear
surplices at the Sacrament of the Altar, confirmation, marriage, ordination, and
installation.58

1 . 5 E a r l y Atte mp ts to E s tablish Clergy Syn ods
Concerns about the constitution of the church continued, but along with it
there now arose renewed interest in the reestablishment of clergy synods. This
interest was reflected by Schleiermacher’s proposal for a new constitution for the
Protestant church in the Prussian State of November 18, 1808. This document
itself was tabled, put on the shelf with the promise that it would be taken up
and examined more carefully at a later date. Schleiermacher’s notions concerning clergy synods reflected thoughts that were beginning to spread. In December 1808, the proposals concerning the district and general (provincial) synods
attracted the backing of Nicolovius, however, the turbulent events of that time
hindered any further development of thoughts along these lines.
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1.5.1 D raf t Sy n odic al Order by the B re s la u C le rg y
The matter of synods came into consideration again in 1811 as the result of
a proposal of the Breslau commissioners, issued on June 22. Instrumental here
was commissioner Gass who had been corresponding with his friend and colleague, Schleiermacher, in Berlin and was aware that he had formulated a draft
constitution. The Breslau proposal was initiated because of the concern of the
superintendent and commissioners about the poor quality of preaching in the
parishes. It was clear to them that effective supervision and ongoing education of
the clergy were of paramount importance.59 When Schleiermacher became aware
of the Breslau proposal, he sent a copy of his proposed constitution to Gass on October 23, 1811, and expressed the thought that his plan might provide the Breslau
commissioners with a roadmap to follow in developing their proposal.60
The Breslau proposal, entitled Entwurf einer Synodal-Ordnung für die gesammte
Protestantische Geistlichkeit des Breslauschen Regierungs-Departements (Draft Synodical Order for the Entire Protestant Clergy of Breslau’s Governmental Department), was
delivered to the Department for Worship on January 16, 1812. The document was
120 paragraphs in length, and it dealt with the constitution of synods in which
clergy and their superintendents would meet together. These synods would include both Lutheran and Reformed clergy. The purpose of the synods would be
the evaluation of the clergy and pastoral candidates by a synodical board, the
filling of pastoral vacancies, the establishment of pension and other funds, as
well as the funding of other charitable work, such as reading circles and libraries, the annual joint consultation concerning religion in general, liturgy, church
music, Christian education, and practical issues and other academic themes as
well. It was determined that no pastor was to introduce the use of catechisms,
hymnals, or make any changes in the liturgies of Baptism, marriage, burials, and
the Lord’s Supper without the express consent of the synod. At the same time, the
synod would be responsible to determine that the doctrine and manner of teaching of the pastor in no way conflicted with the other pastors of the synod or with
the contents of the liturgical writings. In short, nothing was to be allowed which
stood in opposition to the church’s stated doctrinal position.
Other areas of concern to the synod were matters of the administrative structure and functions of its officers, including the operation of the office of the superintendent, the closer regulation of ecclesiastical visitations, the formation of parish councils in the congregations, and the loosening of the connection between
patrons and congregations.61
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On January 28, 1812, the Department for Worship sent the Breslau draft
for review to the spiritual and school commissioners in the territorial governments in Potsdam, Königsberg in Neumark, Stargard, Liegnitz, Marienwerder,
Königsberg in East Prussia, and Gumbinnen – the center of the Lithuanian
Province in East Prussia. The report submitted to the department by the commissioners at Gumbinnen on March 25, 1812, was positive. So too were the reports
from Stargard (June 8, 1812) and Marienwerder (July 1812). The commissioners
at Liegnitz viewed the synods with some suspicion because they feared the possible development of hierarchical tendencies. They suggested that the synods
should serve only as academic and collegial conventions of the clergy. The two
reports (June 23, 1812) from Königsberg reflected the personal views of Ludwig
Ernst von Borowski and Johann Friedrich Krause. Borowski called into question
the usefulness of synods and the timeliness of the proposal. The report of Krause
was more favorable. As was the case with the Liegnitz group, he would have
preferred that the synods devote themselves mostly to academic matters. The
Neumark (March 28, 1812) and Kurmark (June 11, 1812) commissioners rejected
the proposal altogether. They regarded themselves as the champions of liberty
and viewed the proposal as restricting the rights of the clergy and their academic
freedom. To them, the spirit of the Protestant clergy must always be the spirit
of Protestantism itself – the spirit of freedom from unnecessary constraints. As
long as the spirit of freedom was violated, no further regulation ought to be
required. In addition, the Potsdam (Kurmark) commissioners stated through
Provost Friedrich Wilhelm Offelsmeyer that the draft was improper, impractical,
and superfluous and that it would have been better to establish conventions for
preachers as the occasion for their continuing spiritual education. Reports also
were received from Lower Silesia (May 2, 1812), Pomerania (June 8, 1812), and
West Prussia (July 10, 1812).62
Gass thought Schleiermacher should now receive and evaluate the criticisms
which had been collected from the provinces. Normally such matters would be
handled by the Department for Worship, but Schleiermacher had no real connection with that department. He served as a councilor in the Department for Public
Education. Gass therefore specifically requested Nicolovius to send the report to
the Department for Public Education so that Schleiermacher could serve as the
evaluator. On July 29, 1811, Nicolovius agreed that the collected opinions would
undoubtedly be of great interest to the Department for Public Education, and for
this reason, he was submitting them to Schleiermacher for his examination.63
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1.5.2 Schl ei ermac h er’s Sugges tions C on ce rn in g
Synodi cal Order
Schleiermacher saw this as yet one more opportunity to influence the formation of the Protestant church in Prussia. This time, however, he limited himself to
the creation of a synodical constitution. The draft was finished by January 2, 1813,
and was given the title: Synodal Ordnung für die Protestantische Geistlichkeit in sämmtlichen Provinzen (Synodical Order for the Protestant Clergy in All the Provinces).64
This document contained many echoes of the section on synods in the constitution Schleiermacher proposed in 1808. He considered a synod to be a fraternal
fellowship of the clergy of both churches, gathered to deliberate on matters of
mutual interest and concern. In addition, it was to exercise special concern with
regard to the proper treatment of spiritual matters, those beyond the purview of
secular courts. It should deal with all disputes between the clergy and provide for
appropriate sanctions and punishments including, where necessary, temporary
exclusion from the ministry and in extreme cases suspension. The clergy would
necessarily also be involved in the normal workings of the synod, such as the filling of pastoral vacancies and the examination of candidates as to their fitness for
preaching and parish ministry. In addition, opportunities would need to be given
for pastors to consult together on issues of ecclesiastical practice and to consider
what changes were necessary for the church’s liturgical worship. They were also
to see that a uniform form of religious education was observed. Finally, repeating
what he said in 1808, Schleiermacher stated that the synods would provide an
avenue by which Lutheran and Reformed clergy would learn to pave over their
differences and move inexorably toward union.
Without commenting on the contents of Schleiermacher’s work, Nicolovius
passed it along to the clergy councilors of the Department for Worship for their
evaluation. Sack, the Reformed member of the department, stated that after having given the work careful consideration, he found himself to be in total agreement with it. The Lutheran members, however, were not quite so enthusiastic.
Hanstein pleaded that he had not had sufficient time to examine it carefully and
that the present circumstances of the nation made an immediate careful examination of it impossible.
So it was that Schleiermacher’s proposals were once again laid aside. It was
not until July 26, 1817, that proposals concerning synods would once again be entertained, and then it was not the proposals of Schleiermacher which came under
consideration.65
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2 . T h e In i t i at i o n o f S tate - S p o ns o r ed
L i t u r g i c al Ref o r m

2 . 1 T h e K i ng ’s Re ne we d E ff ort s t o Promot e Un ion
a n d A g e nd a
The king’s plans for liturgical reforms and the promotion of Protestant union
were put on halt because of the Napoleonic Wars. The initial attempts at liturgical
revision in 1804-06 came to nothing. However, the king was not discouraged. He
never banished the vision nor forsook the task of improving the worship of his
Prussian church. He continued to be concerned about the abiding stress on the
sermon, a heritage of both the pietist and rationalist periods, and the typically
Reformed stern and stark decor of the Court and Garrison Church in Potsdam.
Although the church was used also by the Lutherans, the decor was strictly Calvinist, and the liturgy in use there was no warmer and inviting than the starkly
plain and undecorated interior of the church. At the same time, he had no interest
in the “modern” liturgies of the neologists. His chief displeasure, however, was
that he could not receive the Sacrament together with his queen and the majority
of his subjects.
The 1813-14 war made it necessary for the king to lead his army into strange
lands with strange customs. His visits to churches and liturgical services in these
lands served to increase his dissatisfaction with Prussian worship. In 1814, he
visited England, and there he experienced uplifting worship, based on the 1662
Book of Common Prayer, which was liturgically pleasing, highly symbolic, and yet
at the same still bore the marks of Calvinism.

2.1.1 T he I n itial As s ign men t of C ou rt Ch a p la in E y le rt to
Produ ce a N ew Liturg y
Friedrich Wilhelm III returned to Potsdam after the signing the First Treaty of
Paris on May 30, 1814, and immediately turned his attention to the improvement
of the liturgy. He privately approached his Garrison Reformed Chaplain Eylert
to speak about the matter and to suggest that perhaps Eylert would be willing
to set down some proposals to correct the present dire situation in which men
of little insight and no depth were making unauthorized changes in the liturgy,
while paying no attention to the writings of Luther and Melanchthon. Eylert later
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recalled this and said that he regarded it
as a commission from the king to produce
a new liturgy for the whole of his realm.
Although he himself was very reluctant
to take on such a responsibility, the king
prevailed. Later writers have assumed
that Eylert’s reminiscences are correct
and that the king had indeed put this
monumental task into his frail hands.
What Eylert produced, however, the
king found unsatisfactory. He stated that
he respected Eylert’s intentions but that
his chaplain had fallen into the same trap
as the authors of the new liturgies and
agendas. They had all forsaken the historic grounding of the liturgy. They had
Rulemann Friedrich Eylert by Ernst
Friedrich
Oldermann. Engraving after
forgotten that Christianity is historic and
Burggraf (Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).
that the Reformation was a part of that
history. Modern writers had forgotten
this, the king declared, and the liturgies
and agendas which they produced were as it was “shot out of a pistol.” No effective liturgical reform could be effected that did not pay due regard to “Father
Luther,” as he reminded Chaplain Eylert.66
The king now turned to Friedrich von Schuckmann, the minister of the Interior,
to act as a guide for the improvement of the liturgy. He reminded Schuckmann
that he had no interest in abolishing the liturgy and wanted no arbitrary changes
to be made. Instead, it was his intention that the venerable old forms of worship
should once again be restored. He lamented that with the passing of time some
venerable old customs had come to be regarded with repugnance. These, he declared, ought once again to be restored. Among them was the decoration of the
altar with a crucifix and lighted candles – an indication that the king had indeed
gone back to the sources of Lutheran Reformation worship and had studied the
old agendas. It is noteworthy that he found little to interest him in the worship of
the churches in Zurich and Geneva, but he was very much taken with worship in
Wittenberg and Lutheran high ceremonial forms.
Friedrich Wilhelm III went so far as to direct that a crucifix be placed on the
altar of the Court and Garrison Church in Potsdam and in the Cathedral Church
in Berlin along with lighted candles. Sack, the leading Reformed clergyman in
66
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Berlin, found all this very painful to his Calvinist heart. He could hardly rebuke
his Reformed king but did let him know of his personal concerns over these innovations.
In consultation with the clerical members of the Department for Worship, Minister Schuckmann reported to the king through cabinet member Christian Friedrich Albrecht on August 17, 1814, that more was needed than simply a dignified
order of service. It was necessary also to reform the manner in which the service
was conducted and the decor of the churches in which that worship was held.
Since the liturgy pertains to the whole church, it would be necessary first of all
to properly instruct the clergy. This could best be accomplished by calling them
together in synods, the sole purpose of which would be to instruct them. He stated as well that in order to accomplish the reform of the liturgy a public decree
would be issued declaring this aim and objective.67

2.1.2 T he An n oun cemen t Con c e rn in g
t he Ref orm of Public Wors h ip
The occasion for a public announcement concerning liturgical reform was not
difficult to create. Earlier in the summer of 1814, on June 8-9, superintendents of
Kurmark had met in Berlin to discuss the need for changes in church administration and a better church constitution.68 In August, the results of their deliberations
were sent to the king in the form of a petition. The petition said nothing at all
about the reform of the liturgy, but it did provide the king with an opportunity to
issue a public statement concerning the need for the revision of public worship.69
This publicandum, with respect to the introduction of the reform of public worship of the Protestants, was issued on September 17, 1814, and it was published on
September 22, 1814, in the Berlinische Nachrichten Von Staats-und gelehrten Sachen
(Berlin Reports Concerning State and Learned Matters) and in October 7, 1814, printing of the Amts-Blatt der Königlichen Kurmärkischen Regierung (Official Gazette of the
Royal Kurmark Government).70
The public announcement stated that the form of the liturgy in the Prussian
provinces was not edifying and solemn enough to deeply touch the minds, religious feelings, and sentiments of the people. Almost exclusive attention had been
put on the sermon as the only essential part of worship, and liturgy had been left
aside and treated as of little importance. It had been left to the arbitrary whims of
67
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Public announcement concerning liturgical reform
(Berlinische Nachrichten No. 114 1814; Amts-Blatt No. 40 1814).

individual pastors, and uniformity of practice in the church had been almost completely lost. This had become more evident in the recent past, and these deficiencies had come to be seen clearly during the trials and tribulations, the struggles
and the victories through which the fatherland had passed. The king stated that it
would be regrettable if this present opportunity to reform public worship should
come to naught. In this spirit, the worthy clergy, and especially those in Berlin
and the Kurmark, were agreed with the king that reforms were necessary.
The publicandum went on to state that it was the king’s wish and desire that
a small commission should go about the task of examining the liturgy and that
this examination should include consideration of liturgical usages of Protestant
churches in other lands, and according to the instruction of the apostle, everything was to be examined and the best retained. This material should then be
compared with that of the Prussian churches and with the spirit and principles of
the Prussian Protestant religion so that the pure doctrine of the Protestant church
might be maintained and might give new power and life to the liturgy and establish more firmly the religious nature of the people.
Appointed to serve on this new liturgical commission were pastors Sack,
Ribbeck, and Hanstein, all of whom were presently serving in the Department
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for Worship in the Ministry of the Interior. Selected to serve alongside them were
Hecker, Offelsmeyer, and Eylert.71
The king restricted the work of the commissioners to the reform of the liturgy. This was not how the commissioners themselves understood their role.
They were looking for a more sweeping reform, which would include the correction of the deficiencies of the clergy and their defective self-understanding of
their office. They needed to give attention also to the deficiencies in the Protestant
understanding of the sermon as well as deficiencies in the liturgy and the need
for improving and enhancing its ceremonies. Furthermore, attention needed to
be given to church attendance and measures by which higher attendance could
be encouraged. It seemed to them that weaknesses in the church’s constitution
needed to be corrected, especially with reference to its position over against the
state. It was evident to them that all of this was of great importance, although the
Berlinische Nachrichten had given the impression that the king had decreed that
nothing more was needed than some simple liturgical innovations.

2 . 2 P u b l i c Re acti o ns to State- Spon sored
L itu r g ical Re fo rm
Many, especially among the Reformed, reacted negatively. One anonymous
reactor, who identified himself as an “old believing Protestant theologian,” wrote
in September 1814 in the strongest possible terms that he was against any notion that the central emphasis ought to be taken away from the sermon or that
new symbols ought to be introduced. These things, he stated, were completely
inconsistent with the Heidelberg Catechism and were therefore both unrealistic and
illegal.72

2.2.1 Schleiermac h er’s Con g ra tu la to ry L e tte r
Critiques of the publicandum appeared in newspapers and journals. The most
penetrating of these appeared in 1814 under the title: Glückwünschungsschreiben
an die Hochwürdigen Mitglieder der von Sr. Majestät dem König von Preußen zur Aufstellung neuer liturgischer Formen ernannten Kommission (A Congratulatory Letter to
the Reverend Members of the Commission Appointed by His Majesty the King of Prussia
for the Formulation of New Liturgical Forms). The writer of this bitterly ironic critique
did not identify himself. The title and form of the critique gave the appearance of
71
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having been produced by a foreigner, an
outsider, perhaps a theologian from the
Kingdom of Saxony, writing about events
transpiring in “your province” (Germ.
“Ihre Provinz”), based on the intentions
of “your king” (Germ. “Ihren König”)
and looking from afar with chagrin at a
proposal which viewed the liturgy as the
only solid foundation upon which the renewal of the Prussian churches and the
piety of the people could be established
and made strong. The unnamed writer
was later revealed to be non-other than
the distinguished Berlin Reformed theologian Friedrich Schleiermacher.73
The king was well acquainted with
Schleiermacher, and he had made use of
his expertise in the past. Schleiermacher
had been the author of the 1808 draft of
a church constitution, and in 1813 he had
authored the draft of the new synodical
Congratulatory letter to the members of
constitution of the Prussian Church.
the liturgical commission by Friedrich
Like his king, Schleiermacher was
Schleiermacher, 1814.
deeply committed to the renewal of the
church and the union of the Reformed and
Lutherans in a united evangelical church, but it pained him deeply that no action
had ever been taken on his 1808 proposal. Clearly, Schleiermacher and the king
had very different ideas of how the renewal of the church should be accomplished.
Schleiermacher was convinced that this renewal could only flourish if it was built on
the foundation of an adequate church constitution in which clergy synods played
a prominent role and the church enjoyed a large measure of self-regulation. The
king viewed the matter very differently. To his mind, constitutions and confessions
must be laid aside and give pride of place to the liturgy as the source of personal
piety and the foundation upon which the union could flourish.
Schleiermacher to the contrary was a strong advocate of liturgical freedom. He
believed that the spirit of Protestantism was the spirit of freedom in which only
young pastors would need guidance in liturgical matters until such time as they
had reached that level of maturity at which they could make liturgical alterations
73
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that would be helpful to their people. At the same time, he recognized that there
must be limits to this freedom, and he drew the parameters of this freedom very
widely. To his mind, the limiting factor was only that sermon, prayer, and hymns
must be and forever remain the central elements of Protestant worship.
The king, however, had publicly and clearly stated his distaste for liturgical
experimentation and the recent products of the so-called “liturgical experts.” In
his judgment, these liturgical experiments were insubstantial and had no power to
edify. It had not always been this way, he stated. In the early days of Protestantism,
the spirit of Luther had prevailed, and the result had been beautiful liturgies which
enabled the flame of devotion to burn brightly. The Reformed king adjudged the
worship of his own Calvinist Church to be dull, drab, and lacking in any power to
inspire. It was to Luther and the Lutheran church orders that he looked for help.
In them, he found what he thought to be the sure foundation on which church renewal and genuine piety could be established. It was evident that Schleiermacher
would be of little help to the king in his attempts to achieve his liturgical goals.
It was an embittered Schleiermacher who nursed his grievances by attacking
the king’s public announcement by means of his ironical congratulatory letter.
He first complained that the publicandum had everything backward. It was only a
church with a solid constitution that could move forward in renewal and heartfelt devotion. It was the duty of the government, he stated, to provide the church
with a worthy constitution or at least make it possible for chosen deputies of the
church to frame a constitution. Only then should attention be turned to the renewal of worship since ius liturgicum or ius in sacra was the responsibility of the
clergy and their congregations.
The so-called congratulatory letter was, of course, addressed to the six clergymen
who had been appointed to serve on the king’s commission. With tongue in cheek,
Schleiermacher referred to them as “six highly placed clergymen” who had been entrusted with a responsibility which they could not possibly fulfill because they were
not qualified to do so and lacked the support which would make success possible.
In short, he wished them well and stated that these “distinguished men” would produce “distinguished results.”74 In reality, however, Schleiermacher did not believe
that these “six highly placed clergymen” could prepare a liturgy that would lead to
the renewal of worship. In a letter to Gass on 29 October 1814 he wrote:
“No matter how many documents were prepared by the same men concerning the agenda on behalf of the High Consistory, nothing came to fruition, and I
actually heard one of them say that all you have to do is just do it again.”75
This penetrating critique came to be widely known and discussed.
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“Before the commission had time to meet, a vehement pamphlet, written with
a lot of dialectical art, suddenly appeared under the innocent title of a congratulatory letter to the commission… It made a lot of noise,” stated Ludwig Natorp,
advisor in the Section for Worship and Public Education of the Ministry of the
Interior. “The commission felt attacked by the congratulatory letter (which some
believe was made by Professor Schleiermacher and others by the consistory member Gass at Breslau) and issued a printed response.”76
Members of the commission felt the need to respond, especially since the anonymous writer stated that the planned work on the liturgical reform was far beyond their
strength. The response was written by Sack in the name of all the members. It was
published in 1814 in Berlin under the title: Antwort auf die unter dem Titel “Glückwünschungsschreiben an die Mitglieder der zur Aufstellung neuer liturgischer Formen ernannte
Commission” erschienene Schrift (Response to the Publication, Entitled “A Congratulatory
Letter, Addressed to the Most Worthy Members of the Commission, Established by His Majesty,
the King of Prussia, to Formulate New Liturgical Forms”). The liturgical views of the members of the commission were further expressed in the March 1815 edition of the Neue
theologische Annalen (New Theological Annals). They stated that the members of the commission were in agreement with much of what the writer of the congratulatory letter
had written. They agreed with him that the reordering of public worship could not in
itself rekindle the flame of devotion. The church would need to be redesigned from
the inside out if devotion and piety were once again to flourish. They also agreed with
him that the centrality of the sermon must not be surrendered in the name of newly
introduced symbols. The answer was written in simple and clear terms, and this made
a favorable impression on Schleiermacher himself.77
The question of the authorship of a critique, which so clearly contradicted
the plans and purposes of the monarch, must, of course, come to the attention
of the king. Minister Schuckmann was assigned the responsibility of investigating the matter. Although it was generally agreed everywhere that only Professor
Schleiermacher could have written such a bitter and yet clever denunciation of
the king’s proposal, he himself flatly denied that he had written it.
“I cannot blame the author of the congratulatory letter for his anonymity regardless of whether he lives here or at least in the area of Minister von Schuckmann
because von Schuckmann, believing that it was me, said that I must be a real
devil. I, for my part, have always considered him [the author] to be a Saxon because of the style that prevails in the writing.”78
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Schuckmann’s attempts to force the publisher to reveal the author’s name were
unsuccessful. He was not able to produce any firm evidence that Schleiermacher
was the author.79

2.2.2 O t her C ritic al Res p on s es
Other critiques were also published. In 1814, the noted attorney and jurist,
Maximilian Karl Friedrich Wilhelm Grävell, wrote his Erwiderung auf die Antwort
der allerhöchst ernannten Commissarien zur Aufstellung neuer liturgischer Formen auf
Veranlassung des an sie erlaßnen Glückwünschungsschreibens (Answer to the Response
of the Most Highly Appointed Commissioners to Formulate New Liturgical Forms at
the Instigation of the Congratulatory Letter Sent to Them). In it, he said little about
the congratulatory letter, and what he did say was largely complementary. He
devoted himself instead to the question of the authority of the state to oversee
religious matters over against the rights of the Reformed and Lutheran Churches
to determine their internal matters for themselves.80
Superintendent Karl Heinrich Neumann of Lossow, whose opinions concerning the reform of the church were already well known, stated that in the meeting
of the Kurmark superintendents in June 1814 the question of liturgical reform
had not been addressed. It was clear that the improvement of the church’s constitution must have priority. Only when a new constitution had been adopted
could questions concerning the improvement and refinement of the liturgy be
considered. He stated that he was in agreement with the congratulatory letter.81

2 . 3 T h e Cre ati o n o f a Si ngl e Lit urgy as t h e
C om mi s s i o n’s Mo s t Si gni fi c an t Task
The committee’s vision of the task laid before it by the king was somewhat
broader than the publicandum had indicated and Schleiermacher had imagined.
The commissioners considered that they had before them a six-fold task. (1) The
raising of the intellectual level of the clergy by means of a more thorough and
careful pastoral education program in the schools, universities, and seminars. In
addition, they saw that stricter supervision of those preparing for ordination and
the tightening of the ordination process was necessary; (2) A wider and more
comprehensive understanding of the sermon, its sources, and preparation was
necessary in order to prevent the misuse of texts and the spread of false doctrine.
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In addition, more training needed to be given in Hebrew and Greek. (3) Fresh
consideration must be given to the form and the use of liturgy, agendas, and
religious signs and ceremonies. (4) Closer supervision of the church discipline
process was needed on every level, beginning with the local parish. (5) The spirit of true Protestantism must again revitalize the church. A proper constitution
and the adoption of a form of church government with greater clergy involvement along the lines of a presbyterial or synodical system should supplement
the present consistorial system of administration. A supreme higher consistory
should in turn oversee the work of the provincial consistories. (6) The material
and social situation of the clergy must be made a priority concern, along with
renewed consideration of the material needs of the clergy and their families.82
All six proposals represented formidable tasks. The need to create an acceptable
single liturgy was perhaps the most daunting task of all. The king had made it clear
that the two confessions were to share a single, common liturgy. How it would be
possible to accomplish this, especially since one confession was sacramental and
liturgical and the other was not? It would create formidable obstacles to the creation
of an acceptable liturgical form. The shape of public worship in the Lutheran and Reformed churches presented little opportunity to compare the two, and to resolve the
problem would need to convince the churches to accept the committee’s proposals
once they were formulated. The king called for a single liturgy, but one might well
wonder whether alternatives might be offered at various points in the rite, and if so,
how many such options ought to be allowed and at what points? The king wanted
a liturgy, and a menu of liturgical options would not give him much satisfaction.
Given the fact that the vast majority of parishes, clergy, and people were Lutheran,
how successful could the commissioners be in their attempts to move them to use of
a new rite, unless that new rite appeared to them to be Lutheran?
In addition, the churches in each of the Prussian provinces had their own local
liturgical traditions and practices which in many cases were regarded as constitutive to their identity and an important heritage bequeathed by earlier generations.
Should the commission decide which of these were most pure and most useful
and cast all others aside or take a bit from here and a bit from there and create
some sort of liturgical stew?
More and more modern liturgies were being introduced which, it was claimed,
spoke in friendly and understandable terms to modern man. Neology was still
spreading throughout Prussia, and liturgical expression was being given to it in
new orders or worship. The majority of the members in the commission were
themselves neologists or, one might better say, they thought of themselves as
“enlightened Christians.” Modern liturgies did not much upset them.
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Furthermore, the king wanted his commissioners to provide a liturgy that
would revitalize the life of the church. Unquestioned was the assumption that
churches could indeed be reformed by liturgical alterations. The king’s own vision was the construction and use of a liturgy that would be uplifting and reverential, a liturgy appropriate for the Prussian people. In his eyes, this new liturgy
must be dignified, uplifting, and appropriate.
The commission’s liturgical task was made somewhat easier when the king
stated that he expected his commission to study carefully the ancient liturgical
models, as well as the liturgies of churches outside Prussia, and to use what it
thought to be most wholesome and helpful. As he had earlier stated to Eylert, all
eyes should be fixed on “Father Luther” and his monumental liturgical works.

2.3.1 D raft Liturgic al F ormula rie s a n d O th e r Dire ctiv e s
After seven months of study and gestation, the new liturgy was born. On June
6, 1815, the work, which had been completed a few weeks earlier, was sent to the
king along with a letter from the commissioners, giving a brief overview of the
procedures they had followed and the goals they had sought to achieve.83 They
observed that in the provinces much of the old liturgical ritual had long since
ceased to be used. It was no longer understood that the liturgy provided a proper
means by which the worship of God was enriched and the sacraments were extolled. Indeed, the liturgy was thought to be a matter of little or no importance.
Even where it had not been cast aside, imperfections and weaknesses had crept
in through alterations and improvements which really improved nothing. Even
among those who shared common rite, differences in the form of public worship
far exceeded what should be allowed and what the old agendas prescribed. Although there might be some precedent for this in some places, it had now become
so widespread and unchurchly that it had become a cause of offense among the
pious. These old agendas did, of course, contain in them some words and phrases
which were now outdated and which might on occasion give rise to a chuckle or
a derisive snort, but the revising of these words and phrases had been assigned
to men unequal to the task whose corrections gave rise to a more serious offense.
In addition, children were being baptized not at a sacred font in the house of God
but at home – a procedure completely uncalled for. So too, marriages were being
performed either in the family parlor or in the parsonage, instead of before the
altar in the house of God.
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In the estimation of the commission, these were matters which needed attention. The prayer of the church with its thanksgivings and intercessions, for example, ought not to be put at the close of the sermon when the pastor had run
out of steam and the ears of his hearers had become dull. The Lord’s Prayer, they
noted derisively, was often repeated many times in a single service – a practice
which the Reformed found very offensive. They further noted that the Lord’s
Supper was now treated as an addition to be attached at the end of the service
now and then – a development which in their eyes was completely unjustified.
They also complained that the announcements usually given after the sermon
were in many cases concerned with matters which were completely irrelevant to
the congregation gathered for worship. Announcements concerning public order,
economics, and similar matters, which had nothing to do with religion and the
church as such, should have no place in the Christian liturgy. When irrelevant
announcements are made, people tend to stop listening, and the result is that
when something important is announced, they do not hear it. A further problem
is that most of the people do not participate in the liturgical service but act as onlookers. Finally, they stated, that the judgment was not groundless that in some
Protestant churches far too little provision was given for maintaining the sense
of the sacred object and goal of the liturgical gathering and worship by means of
outward symbols.
The commission observed that in order to correct these deficiencies some had
done nothing while others had done almost too much. Those in the second group
were of the opinion that they had the right to alter the liturgical formulas according to their own notions. The result was a proliferation of alternative liturgical formulas. In the end, liturgical independence and lawlessness had come to dominate
Protestant liturgical life. At the same time, there was much valuable preparatory
material which the former High Consistory had gathered for the improvement of
the liturgy and agenda, and it was gathering dust.
The commission determined that it must move forward in three areas. The first
was the creation of a suitable liturgy, based on the understanding that Protestant
worship should adjust itself to the requirements of the present age, lay aside what
was no longer suitable, and add important elements that were still missing. Secondly, a new agenda needed to be prepared which included in it modified and
enriched forms of the divine service and pastoral acts, which should serve as the
norm for all pastors. Third, proper and edifying symbols still lacking should be
introduced.84
The commission proceeded with its general observations, stating that on the
one side Protestant worship must remain true to its genuine Protestant character
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(Germ. “ächt-Protestantischen Charakter”), while at the same time it must not cast
aside what was of value and to introduce elements which might endanger the
faith of the congregation or lead them to complain that their consciences were
being coerced.
Before it could move forward in its work, the commission had to agree to a
common understanding of the basic characteristics of Christian worship past and
present. Here, the two confessions could share little common ground. Lutherans
understood liturgy to be the context through which the divine word and means
of grace deliver to man the saving work of Christ so that the fruits of that saving
work are manifest in the church and in believers. The worshiper is understood
to be chiefly the recipient of God’s work (Germ. “Gottesdienst”). The Reformed,
operating from far different theological principles, looked upon congregational
worship as a symbolic affirmation of the gifts of Christ given to believers and the
pledge of the individual participant to live a Christian life before the Sovereign
Lord and thus prove his election.
The commission leaned toward the Reformed understanding. It decided that
the fundamental principle of Christian worship was that it should provide a reasonable, enlightening, and stimulating worship experience which awakens, revives, and encourages Christian conviction and pious resolution.
There could be no worship without ceremony, and there was no place in Christian worship for any ceremony which lacks sacred significance. Ceremonies must
serve to strengthen faith, and at the same time, nothing could be permitted which
might be offensive to that faith and the religious sensibilities of the worshipers.
Furthermore, the religious rites of the congregation must be in harmony with
the stated confession of faith of the evangelical churches. Here too, it must be
recognized that some people attach great importance to such outward things as
altars and their decoration, and pictures and religious symbols, while to others
these had at best only subjective value. Therefore, the presence or absence, introduction or removal of these decorations, pictures, or symbols may cause disagreements and divisions as has been the case also in the attempts to maintain or lay
aside old church teachings. The statement that the spirit of Protestantism is a free
spirit and does not bind one to particular ecclesiastical usages or matters of faith
is often misused. Although this statement is essentially correct, its interpretation
and application must be carefully considered.
The commission was already aware that many desired that all outward matters should be considered with caution and that the introduction of new liturgical
signs, forms, and symbols, even when justified, should be dealt with prudently.
At the same time, the arbitrary termination and removal of traditional liturgical
symbols in congregations accustomed to them would be just as offensive and
could not be tolerated since this might cause annoyance and violate consciences.
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At the same time, the commission asserted that it must be recognized that
some people were still distrustful of any ceremony or symbol which appeared
similar to forms found in the Roman Catholic Church or which might seem to
incline towards an un-Protestant spirit or be subversive to it. All this must be resisted so that no one might come to view the use of these ceremonies and symbols
as attempts to turn Protestant Christianity into a religion centered on the senses,
feelings, and the arts. Protestant Christianity must stand fast in the living word
and the clear expression of the active divine Spirit. In summary, in the whole matter of liturgical changes, the committee must recognize that it was treading in a
minefield and must recommend extreme caution and concern.
The comments of the commissioners on the agenda began with a detailed section on the most important liturgical service in the agenda, the chief divine service
(Germ. “Gottesdienst”). Since the Service of the Lord’s Supper was now celebrated
only occasionally, the commissioners wrote separately concerning the usual Sunday morning service without the Sacrament and the service of the Lord’s Supper.
As in other church orders, the time of the Sunday morning and feast day service was fixed at 9 o’clock from Easter Day through the summer months until
the Harvest Festival. From the day of the Harvest Festival until the next Easter
celebration, the service was to begin at 10 o’clock. It was noted, however, that in
some places it might be necessary to begin the service earlier or later. Churches
were to be open at least one-half hour before the divine service was to begin so
that the congregation might gather and individuals would have time for prayer
and meditation. When the hour of the service had come, the doorkeepers were to
close the doors of the church as the first notes of the organ were sounded.
Even before the service began, those who were preparing for the ministry as
candidates for the pastoral office and students who wished to become pastors or
the pastor should read out the names of those for whom thanksgivings, intercessions, or prayers of consolation were to be offered. This was to be done by a fixed
formula.
During the organ prelude, the liturgist was to approach the altar and kneel on
its lowest step, and then rising he should ascend the altar steps, turn to the congregation, and greet it with the customary salutation: “The Lord be with you,” to
which the choir would respond: “And with your spirit.” Then, after a responsory
sung by the choir or school children, the pastor was to sing the collect. The form
and content of the responsory were not specified. It was to be assumed that it
consisted in a versicle and response, sung by the liturgist and choristers. There
might be more than one collect in which case each was concluded with Amen,
sung by the choir. If the pastor was unable to chant or there was no choir or
schoolchildren, the singing of the responsory, Alleluia, and Amen were dropped,
and the salutation, responsory, and collect were to be spoken.
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The congregation was then to sing one or more hymn stanzas, followed by the
prayer of the church. Earlier in the document, the commission had indicated that
it was moving the prayer of the church away from the end of the sermon when
both pastor and people were fatigued. They decided to move it forward and stated that it should begin with an act of humility before God and a thanksgiving for
the comfort afforded by the forgiveness of sins. This would then be followed by
general thanksgivings, prayers, intercessions, and petitions for special necessities, all of which had been announced before the service began. The prayer of the
church would be followed by the German “Gloria in excelsis” – “All Glory Be to
God on High,” or Luther’s “We All Believe in One True God,” or some other short
hymn glorifying the Father, Son, and the Holy Spirit.
This act of remembrance of the church’s faith was described as an important
component of every divine service. After a creedal hymn, the pastor was in short,
powerful, and strong biblical words to present a confession of the chief truths of
Christian doctrine. No mention was made here of either the Apostolic Symbol or
the Nicene Symbol. Perhaps the committee felt that it had provided the act of confession of faith by allowing the singing of Luther’s or some other creedal hymn.
One might consider whether or not the average parish pastor would be competent to assemble such a creedal statement consisting of Scripture verses. After the
creedal statement, the choir or schoolchildren were to sing the Tersanctus (Germ.
“Heilig, heilig, heilig…”), after which the pastor would read the pericope of the day
which would not be the subject of his sermon. It was not to be accompanied by
words of explanation. After it, the congregation was to sing as the principal hymn
of the day a short hymn or some hymn stanzas chosen by the pastor.
After the hymn, the pulpit office was to begin with a word of greeting (Germ.
“Eingänge”) or a pulpit verse (Germ. “Kanzelverse”). The pastor was then to read
the designated pericope of the day – the text of his sermon. The commissioners
noted that the common practice of introducing the reading by a pulpit prayer
should be dropped, or the pastor might pray silently if he wished to do so. He
also might interrupt his sermon at one or more points with the singing of appropriate hymns. The sermon was to conclude with the Lord’s Prayer spoken
without alteration or paraphrase. This was then followed by an apostolic or other
word of admonition to close the pulpit office. The Lord’s Prayer, which had already been prayed, was not to be repeated.
If there were baptisms, they were to be performed at this point in the presence of the congregation. In this case, the service would then conclude with an
antiphon, collect, and benediction spoken by the pastor standing before the altar.
When Baptism was included in the service, the earlier act of confession of faith
was eliminated since there would be a confession of faith in the baptismal rite –
the Apostolic Symbol. This would necessitate changing the sequence of the read-

68

2. The Initiation of State-Sponsored Liturgical Reform

ing of the pericope from the altar since the confession of faith, that usually followed it, was dropped. The following sequence was to be followed instead. The
pastor would speak the Apostolic greeting: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ,
etc.,” the choir would then sing the Tersanctus, and finally, the liturgist would
read the pericope. No final hymn was to follow the benediction. Indeed, nothing
should follow the benediction excepting the organ postlude.
Instead of Baptism, on some Sundays the Lord’s Supper was to be celebrated
after the sermon. On these days, baptisms were to be administered either after
the conclusion of the morning service or in the afternoon. The commissioners
stated, that it was desirable that Baptism, which was a truly ecclesiastical rite
that involved the entire congregation, should be performed before the gathered
assembly and form an integral part of the divine service. This new order, the
commissioners stated, ought to be introduced and implemented gradually by the
decision of the synods to be held in the years ahead.
The commissioners gave special attention to the details of the baptismal service and stated that it was the duty of the father to be present at the Baptism along
with the godparents. If he was prevented from doing so by some serious cause,
then another male member of his family should be present to represent him. Of
course, in the case of illegitimate children, it was not expected that the father
would be present, but in this case the child was to be attended by his guardian.
Parish councils or presbyteries and deanery-synods would need to determine
whether the Baptism of a child might be combined with the ceremony of the
churching of its mother. This custom had been completely dropped in the larger
cities and many other places. It should be restored, but it was also desirable that
the mother should be present at the Baptism of her child. That change in tradition
might increase the possibility that some infants would die before Baptism. This
concern would be circumvented were emergency Baptism to be administered.
The commission then turned its attention to a description of the service of the
Lord’s Supper. This service, it stated, ought to be held on specially designated
Sundays, called Communion festivals, in order to call attention to their special
character. This should not be difficult to arrange, they stated, excepting perhaps
in congregations which were so large that the Lord’s Supper needed to be celebrated every Sunday. It would be no problem in smaller congregations, where it
was surely be sufficient that a quarterly Communion service or perhaps a service
every six-eight weeks be held. In congregations where old customs concerning
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper were still in force, these might be permitted
to continue. However, the commissioners thought that it was important that the
Communion celebration should not be held often, but rather it should be a special time with an enriched liturgy with antiphons, hymns, readings, prayers, and
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sermon before the altar celebration and with special emphasis of the veneration
of Christ and the redemption he has accomplished.
With reference to the outward form of the Communion celebration, it was suggested that several kneeling benches should be placed in the space before the altar
with armrests that would make it easier for women to kneel to receive the Sacrament. The men could take their places in the choir stalls. Perhaps it would be possible for as many as six, eight, or even ten people to receive Communion at one time
at the altar rail. This would be better than the present practice of simply kneeling
at kneelers on both sides of the altar to receive first the body and then the blood.
The liturgy of the Lord’s Supper should follow the last stanza of the hymn
after the sermon. The committee suggested that there should be a short pause
with organ music, during which time the communicants would gather before the
altar. Then a special communion hymn, such as the one Luther specified – “O
Christ, Thou Lamb of God,” or some other hymn should be sung. The liturgist
would then read the general confession and speak the general absolution without
a section warning the impenitent. Then, after a short pause, he was to sing the
Our Father, after which the choir would respond: “Holy is God!” The liturgist
then was to sing the Words of Christ setting apart the bread, and the choir should
respond by singing: “Holy is God, the Lord, the Lord of Sabaoth!” Then, after
the liturgist had sung the Words over the Cup, the choir would respond: “Holy
is God, the Lord, the Lord of Sabaoth! All the earth is full of his glory!” In the act
of blessing of the bread and cup, the liturgist touches first the paten and then the
cup, or where it is the custom, he lifts up each of the sacred vessels at the words:
“This is my body” and “This is my blood,” and marks the vessels with the cross.
After a short Bible word expressing the desire that the communicants will derive
sacred benefit from the Supper, the choir without organ accompaniment begins
the communion hymn while the Sacrament is distributed.
The conclusion of the service is marked by the intonation of an antiphon, followed by collect and the benediction. If the congregation is accustomed to it, a
short verse of thanksgiving may precede the benediction. However, the benediction brings the service to its completion. The commissioners were concerned that
with the exception of the schoolboys, children who are spectators in the service
should not be permitted anywhere near the altar.
It was noted also that it was the practice in some places to hold an early Communion celebration before the regular morning service. This would seem to isolate the Communion service, and where feasible this practice ought to be discontinued. Should the holding of an early Communion service still be absolutely
necessary, it should include at least hymns and an admonition from the altar.
Whether and to what extent the Lutheran practice of using unleavened hosts,
as was the practice also in the Roman Catholic Church, ought without coercion
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to be superseded by the Reformed practice of using ordinary bread ceremonially
broken should, finally, be left for the synods to decide. Reasons could be given for
both practices, but in the interest of the Union of the two confessions, the use of a
single form and distribution formula would be desirable. The committee did not
view this as a particularly troublesome matter and stated that the agenda would
provide an approved formula.85
Directions were given also for Communion preparation, which consisted in
the general confessional prayer, the affirmative answer of the penitents, and the
absolution, as found in the agenda. This was to be used the day before the celebration of Communion, and provision should be made also for private confession
in which one went to the confessional.
The commissioners stated that in their day private confession was little more than
a memory but that now perhaps the time had come to bring it back as an effective
means of individual pastoral care and church discipline. They noted that this would
also serve to cement the relationship between pastors and their congregations.
Concerning sick Communion, the commissioners advised that those who desired should not be deprived of it, but that it was advisable that at least one or more
members of the family or acquaintances should take part in the service along with
the afflicted. The practice of celebrating Communion privately for healthy persons
in their homes or in the sacristy in deference to their high rank or wealth, thus
marking them off from ordinary Christians, must not be permitted to continue.
The commissioners stated that the afternoon divine service ought not to be as
elaborate as the morning service, excepting that it should be a festal celebration.
As in the morning service, it should begin with intonation and responsories but
without the collect. Then should follow a hymn and Bible reading, and at the
close of the sermon, baptisms could be performed before the congregation. The
whole service should be concluded with the altar and choir intonations or prayers followed by the blessing. Instead of the reading of the designated pericope of
the day, which had not been preached upon, one could from time to time, and
certainly at least once a year, include sermons on the Catechism, one section at a
time. Also in the afternoon, the church ought to be open a half an hour before the
service, and the service should begin punctually with the playing of the organ. As
already stated, the commissioners were of the opinion that the early service with
the reception of the Holy Communion ought to be dropped, and Communion
should be held in the chief morning service.
Weekday services should be allowed to continue, and where they had been
discontinued, they ought to be restored. These weekday services need not include
formal preaching. Instead, the Holy Scriptures should be read and applied so as
85
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to aid people in developing wholesome Christian character and conduct. Texts
ought to be chosen which are powerful, instructive, and consoling. At least, one
sermon a week ought to be preached in every church and in rural areas at least in
the principal church. Weekday devotions in cities need not be held in every parish on the same day so that those who seek edification might have more than one
opportunity to receive it. The prayer bell should be struck in every church both in
the cities and in the countryside at a designated time. At that time, the sacristan
should open the church for an hour to give the people an opportunity to gather
for silent prayer as their needs dictate. A designated hour ought also to be set
aside for baptisms and weddings.
The commission noted that it had received a suggestion that in rural congregations a short devotion should be held by pastoral assistants or schoolmasters
fifteen minutes before the morning bell. The clergy themselves might feel called
to fulfill this special responsibility. It stated that it had been the custom in all cities
and villages that three or four special Lenten services dealing with the Passion of
Christ should be held during the six weeks of Lent.
The commissioners noted that since the blessing of marriages was a churchly
event, it should be performed before the altar with appropriate ceremony, including the singing of hymns and the praying of prayers according to a fixed form.
Any exceptions to this must be approved in each case by higher church authorities. The commissioners remarked that marriages should ordinarily be solemnized on Saturdays or other weekdays.86
Church festivals, especially important ones, should be marked by a celebration of liturgy appropriate to the occasion. Such a liturgy should include antiphons, hymns, and solemn prayers, and in the afternoon before sunset, hymns
should be sung and prayers should be prayed. Unless the obstacles to this were
insurmountable, these closing prayers should be announced by the ringing of
the bells. Maundy Thursday should be designated as a time of preparation for
the Lord’s Supper on Good Friday. The preparation service should be held on
Thursday morning. Good Friday should be marked by an appropriate liturgy to
sanctify the day. The central observance on this day should be the solemn service
of the Lord’s Supper.
The Day of Repentance with an improved litany should be established so that
the separate days of repentance, which are held in the various geographical areas,
are brought together into a single observance in the last Wednesday of the church
year or before the first Sunday in Advent.
The commissioners also suggested that the confirmation of catechumens,
which is legally established, should, excepting in the case of private confirma86
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tion, be performed in the church to promote the greater edification of the congregation. The service itself should be held only once annually to preserve its
special character and solemnity, and it should be performed by those clergy who
have instructed the confirmands. The act of confirmation ought to be combined
with the First Communion of the newly confirmed. In order that the congregation may be assured that they are properly prepared, the confirmands should be
publicly examined concerning their religious knowledge. It stated that the service
of confirmation and Communion was already long enough, and to add a public
examination to it would be inadvisable. Accordingly, it recommended that the
examination should be held earlier. The committee also recommended that in
order that the divine word might be spread, each confirmand should be given
a Bible as well as a hymnal. Poor children might be supplied with these gifts by
the Bible Societies. In other cases, parents or relatives ought to provide them so
that the pastor could present them to the confirmand at the service. It ought not
to be forgotten that confirmands become members of the congregation by the act
of confirmation, and that members of the church council as representatives of the
congregation should ceremonially receive them into membership in the presence
of their parents, guardians, or caregivers. Where possible, also their baptismal
sponsors might ceremonially hand them over to the church.
The commission also noted that the introduction of many new festivals had
been suggested. Among these were a children festival, a youth festival, a marriage festival, patriotic festivals, Commemoration of the Departed (Germ. “Totenfest”), and others. However, the members of the commission thought it unwise
to add many new festivals. There were already various appropriate patriotic and
religious festivals, such as those marking the Reformation, church anniversaries,
inclement weather, disasters, wars, good or evil fortune, and others. These days
should not necessarily be dropped. Some, such as the Reformation Festival, were
extremely important and should be appropriately honored. Texts for Reformation and patriotic festivals should be prescribed by higher church authorities, and
their prescriptions should be uniformly observed.
The commission also expressed its concern that funeral services and burials
ought again to be recognized as congregational liturgical services to be celebrated
with the customary ceremonies and the participation of the congregation. No law
should be made concerning this, but future synods ought to recommend it. According to the commissioners, the funeral service should include the intonation,
collects, and blessing or a so-called altar-address or sermon, or a funeral sermon,
after which the mourners or pastor would proceed to the place of burial. If any
special words were to be spoken by anyone other than a pastor, they should be
spoken either before the coffin in the house of the deceased or at the grave. No
one was to speak in the church but the called and ordained pastor.
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In rural areas and small towns where it has been the custom that the pastor
appears with school children in front of the home of the deceased, the pastor
should be free to enter the house during the singing when the weather is inclement or if he is of the frail constitution. He still has a liturgical work to perform – a
short burial liturgy as found in the agenda. In the Silesian congregations, it has
been customary for the bereaved families to sing so-called songs of mourning
in commemoration of the departed even during the divine service. This practice
ought to be modified so that the singing takes place not during but only after the
conclusion of the divine service when those who wish to do so may take part for
their own edification and consolation.
Turning now to speak of liturgy and music in the Protestant churches, the
committee noted that beautiful singing associated with the Moravian Brethren
Church (Unitas Fratrum) could still be found in a few churches where the musicians took seriously their obligations and met those responsibilities with knowledge, skill, and a pious spirit. They noted that it had often been proposed that
capable organists and cantors should be trained in an educational institution for
just this purpose. They suggested also that the old custom of the chanting by the
pastor and choir should be restored and made universal, and that candidates for
the ministry should be properly instructed in the singing of the service. In places
where schools have choirs, these choirs should participate in worship services.
Where such choirs are lacking, they should be introduced at once. Choirs should
take part in all the Sunday services. In towns with theaters, choristers who participate in the theater choir must be present also at worship services.
Some consistories had already shown the way to better music by introducing
hymn-singing lessons in the schools to establish the foundation for better singing
in the church. On festal occasions, the choir ought to begin with little instrumental accompaniment, and then the organ should increasingly join in. Most desirable and appropriate to the dignity and simplicity of Protestant liturgy is that the
music of the liturgy should be less dependent on instrumental and figural accompaniment, and greater attention should be given to the vocal music with possible accompaniment by the organ and appropriate brass instruments. Women’s
voices would strengthen the choral singing, but in this case, it would be desirable
that the singers be placed somewhere out of view of the congregation, perhaps
behind the screen such as the rood-screen.
The commission also suggested that a new hymnal, eliminating unacceptable
hymns not appropriately sacred in character, should be prepared for use in the
congregations of both confessions.
Special attention was given to the proposition that one hymnal should be
used by all Protestant Christians in the kingdom. This goal would be difficult to
achieve, and for the present it would have to be sufficient that uniform usage be
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achieved within each province. To achieve this, the ecclesiastical authorities in
each province should produce a draft of a provincial hymnal for use within their
borders. Here the hymnals of the capital and other major cities should play an
important role and should be deployed for use throughout the entire province.
These provincial hymnals would then serve as the basis for a new general hymnal
to be used by both confessions. The commission declared that all members of the
provincial churches, rich and poor alike, should have a copy of a new hymnal.
The poor should be provided with a hymnal paid for by the church treasury. If
sufficient funds were not available for this, a hymnal society, similar to the Bible
society, should be established to provide them.
Finally, the committee stated that the seriousness and solemnity of oaths
would best be served if they were made in the presence of a clergyman either in
church or in a place set aside for this purpose in a courthouse. Oaths should be
restricted to serious matters, and frivolous oaths should be eliminated.
In military and rural churches, a clergyman might have to preach as many as
three or four sermons on a given Sunday. In these cases, the liturgy would have
to be abbreviated, but this abbreviation should not be done arbitrarily but by arrangement with the appropriate ecclesiastical authorities.87
In the section on the agenda, the commissioners stated that work on the agenda
would begin as soon as the king had approved the introduction of an improved
liturgy. In the opinion of the commission, the task of improvement should be
turned over to the synods. The agenda book itself would need to include everything that a pastor might need to say and do in the discharge of his pastoral duties. At the same time, it would have to be remembered that certain parts of the
service must remain a matter of free choice, and in some cases the officiant must
be offered the choice of speaking words of his own devising or a written form
provided in the agenda since it is of the spirit of Protestant liturgies that the officiant should not necessarily be tied to a particular form of words. To clarify this,
it was stated that the addresses to these, included in the services of baptisms, marriages, confirmations, confession, private communion, ordination, and the like,
might be composed by the pastor himself, or he might read a form provided in
the agenda. In some circumstances, it might be in accordance with the wish of the
congregation that a particular form of words be employed.
At the same time, there must be liturgical elements that remain fixed and permanent. Included among these are the antiphons, prayers, Bible readings, and the
words associated with the sacramental acts in the rites of Baptism and the Lord’s
Supper. Included also are the essential parts of the services of marriage, confirmation, ordination, the installation of pastors, the churching of women, and burials.
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The commission set down concrete proposals concerning the forms to be included in the agenda. They stated that there should be one antiphon and collect
provided for every church festival and two for ordinary Sundays. Each service
ought to include some form of confession of the church’s faith. The commission
showed no particular interest in employing the traditional creeds for this purpose
but chose to recommend instead the reading of pertinent Bible passages. They
recommended that several such passages be collected together to be read by the
pastor and suggested that on festival occasions a more elaborate form would be
appropriate. They proposed the adoption of a two or three-year cycle of pericopes
for Sundays and festal occasions as well as readings to be used in place of them
at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. They stated that a single form of the general prayer of the church should be provided, and it should be prayed before the
sermon. A shorter form of it would need to be provided for use in rural congregations and at military services as well as during the cold winter months.
The commissioners recommended that shorter and longer forms for Holy Baptism were needed as well as a special form for emergency Baptism and for the
blessing of the mother when churched at the baptismal service. Needed also was
a form to be used at the recognition of an emergency Baptism by a layman and
three formulas for the churching of women: with the child, when the child was
born dead, and when the child died before or after Baptism. The commission
stated that unmarried mothers were not to receive a public blessing. In their case,
the churching was to be a private matter.
Also with reference to the baptismal liturgy, the commission stated that the
Words of Christ, “Let the little children come to me and forbid them not,” “He
who believes and is baptized shall be saved,” and the Words of Christ in Matthew
28:18-20 instituting Baptism must be used at every Baptism. So too, the confession
of faith (possibly the Apostles’ Creed) was mandatory, along with the scrutinies
addressed to the godparents and parents, or at least the father, or if unknown,
the guardian, and the naming of the child. The commissioners approved the traditional laying-on-of-hands with the Lord’s Prayer and stated that the making of
the sign of the cross on the head and heart of the candidate was not objectionable,
nor would they object to its reintroduction where this practice had earlier been
dropped. They declared that the use of the traditional baptismal gown ought not
to be dropped, but they would certainly not be saddened to see the exorcism
eliminated. They also noted that special forms of the Baptism would need to be
prepared in the Baptism of Mennonites and proselytes.
No particular directives were given concerning the administration of the
Lord’s Supper, excepting what the commissioners had stated in the liturgy itself.
However, they did note that a shortened form should be provided for the Communion of the Sick.
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The marriage service should begin with an address that would in every case
make reference to the apostolic admonitions to the couple. Also mandatory are
the questions and affirmative answers put to the bride and bridegroom. The
couple should be directed to turn toward each other and join their right hands
and then to kneel for the announcement of their marriage, the Triune Invocation,
and the nuptial blessing.
Concerning ordination, the commissioners declared that the ordaining minister
should in every case be assisted by two other ordained pastors. After the ordinand
has affirmatively answered the questions put to him, he is to be ordained with
prayer and the laying-on-of-hands. The words of the formula of ordination itself are
to be used in every case. Then the assisting clergy may add their words of blessing.
The service continues with the celebration of the Lord’s Supper by the ordinand.
The ordaining minister should choose the words of admonition that he addresses
to the candidate, although, perhaps, the agenda might include a form of address.
The commission turned again to the consideration of the confirmation of catechumens. It suggested that along with the designated prayers in the rite, a form
of exhortation might also be provided. What was to be considered as the universal and unalterable norm were the questions put to the confirmands, the formula
for their solemn admission into the Christian church in general and the congregation in particular, the distribution of confirmation certificates and hymnals, and
more especially, Bibles in which their names, the date of their confirmation, and
their confirmation verse were inscribed. The act of blessing of the confirmand
should be used invariably, preceded by a freely chosen short but powerful word
of exhortation or a Bible verse.
Concerning the rite of Christian burial, the commissioners stated that the
agenda should include collects and antiphons appropriate for different ages and
different manners of death as well as appropriate verses and prayers to be said at
the grave before the final benediction. Where an address is given at the grave, it
should precede the usual committal liturgy.
The commissioners were well aware that when they spoke of religious symbols and symbolical acts they were treading on sensitive ground, but they knew
that they must say something about these matters since the solemnity of Protestant worship must be increased, and for this purpose religious symbols and symbolic actions were necessary. They stated that they had received many proposals
and had considered all of them carefully. They presented a selection of some of
the more interesting ones. Included among them were a symbol of the Holy Trinity, a chalice standing on the Bible with the communion host hovering above it, a
communion chalice and baptismal ewer as symbols of the two sacraments, a series of paintings of biblical scenes for various festivals of the church year, eternal
light or a smoking thurible standing on the altar.
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Among the symbolical acts suggested were the carrying of a symbol of the
Holy Trinity in procession, the solemn placing and then carrying away a symbol
of chalice standing on the Bible with the communion host hovering above it as the
“visible holiness of the church,” the maintenance of fire of sweet-smelling wood
as a remembrance of important historic events, and the creation of special ecclesiastical vestments for solemn occasions. Also suggested were processions of the
congregation to and through the church on festal occasions and the ceremonial
burning of incense on the altar by the newly ordained.88
The committee stated that they could not advise the adoption of these or other
symbols or symbolic actions since they mitigated against the noble simplicity of
Protestant worship, and some of the suggestions involved much drama. They noted
that some of these usages would be offensive to most of the Lutheran congregations
because of their resemblance to the customs of the Roman Catholic Church. Such
symbolic signs and actions would even more be offensive to the Reformed for they
had turned away from such things in the days of the Reformation.
They thought it would be more appropriate that (1) the altar should be easily distinguished from an ordinary table. It should be a step above the floor and
should be appropriately vested. Behind and attached to its back there should be
a reredos. (2) The altar should have on it a simple, appropriately sized cross with
an appropriate symbol of the crucified Lord. The crucifix is not in itself offensive
and need not be dispensed with and replaced by a plain cross. However, many
Reformed congregations would not find it edifying, and for them a plain cross
would be preferred. Crucifixes with the body of the Redeemer should be genuine
works of art that do not leave an unpleasant impression. (3) In addition to the
cross or crucifix, there should be two burning candles on the altar not only for illumination but to symbolize that Christendom represents the light that is always
present in the church to overcome the darkness of superstition and error and to
contribute to the serenity and joyfulness with which the faithful Christian travels
through life with his faith uppermost in mind. The commission could not approve
the practice of lighting the candles only at Communion and spoke disparagingly
of what they called “the tortured frugality” of some Lutherans who extinguished
the candles immediately after Communion. (4) In addition to the cross, a large
Bible should be placed in the center of the altar since this is a bulwark of Protestantism in which only the authority of the word of God is recognized. This Bible
should be enshrined on the altar as a symbol and is not for general use. It should
be solemnly opened by the pastor when he ascends the altar steps to intone the
salutation before the collect of the day. (5) Well-to-do churches or congregations
may decorate the pulpit and altar with pictures and paraments. Pictures should
88
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represent biblical scenes and especially scenes from the life of the Savior. Pictures of deceased pastors and teachers, patriots, benefactors, and members of the
congregation may be placed elsewhere but in no case near the altar or pulpit. (6)
It is appropriate that the walls of the sanctuary be decorated with the Scripture
verses. (7) In some of Berlin churches, it is the practice to cense the church before
the service or before the service of the Lord’s Supper. This is an old tradition, but
it should not be regarded as part of the liturgy, nor should it be performed by the
pastor himself. The waving about of a thurible during the service is far too reminiscent of Roman Catholicism. Instead of this ceremony, the thurible ought to be
placed behind the altar or to one side of it. (8) The proper lighting of churches for
special services is an ancient symbol of Christian joy and ought to be employed if
the area can be easily lighted and there are sufficient funds to do so. Such lighting
is also recommended for dark churches and dark days.
Such symbols and symbolic actions as these were in earlier times practiced
among the Lutherans, the commission noted, and it would certainly not be inappropriate or an encroachment on the church’s liberty to encourage their reintroduction. However, the Reformed Church never made use of such symbols
or decorations. The rapprochement of these two ancient confessions might be
enhanced if congregations of the Reformed persuasion would consider adopting
some of the outward customs of the Lutherans.89

2.3.2 T he Commis s ion ’s Sug g es tio n s C on ce rn in g
C hu rch A dmin is tration
The commission moved beyond its assignment to offer suggestions concerning the constitution and administration of the Lutheran and Reformed churches
and the chain-of-command within them. They were dissatisfied with the 1808
arrangements, which had set aside the usual form of government in the churches
and had placed all power in the hands of the state government and its Department for Worship in the Ministry of the Interior. The commissioners desired to
see the old consistorial form of government, which had served the church so well
for so many generations, restored.
Superintendents Samuel Christian Gottfried Küster, Neumann, and Karl
Friedrich Ferdinand Tiebel all shared this desire with the commissioners. They
stated that in their opinion the Prussian church had no organic wholeness to it.
It had been made simply a branch of the Prussian government, and this situation
was in urgent need of correction. They stated that the church must once again
become an independent organic entity, separate from the state.
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To facilitate their proposal, Superintendents Küster and Neumann recommended that the church be restructured. They suggested that the basic unit of
government ought to be the presbyteries – the parish councils, which exercised
authority and discipline over the church and school in each parish. At the next
higher level should be the district synods (Germ. “kreissynoden”) in which the
parishes of a given region, represented by their clergy, would be responsible for
uniform administration.
Higher still would be the provincial synod which would operate in place of
the old provincial consistory. It would consist of those clergy members and other
specially qualified laymen who were elected to it. This provincial synod would
work in close cooperation with state authorities so that all church business would
be conducted in good order. The synod would be responsible for the examination and ordination of candidates as well as the supervision of those of candidate status. It would also act as an advisor in such matters as liturgies, agendas,
hymnals, and the like. Superintendent Neumann added his suggestion that the
superintendents in each province should assemble annually in the most important city of the region for an eight-day meeting for the purpose of mutual discussion, advice, and decision-making.
Still higher would be the General or Supreme Synod (Germ. “General oder OberSynode”) representing all the provinces. This synod would consist of clergy and
would be led by a clergyman, not least because a layman could not be expected
to have a deep insight into religious matters required. Küster and Neumann both
indicated that they were opposed to the notion that the church should have a
single bishop. They stated that it would be far more preferable to have several
bishops, the understanding being that their authority would not be that which
was usually associated with that title. The first among these bishops should serve
as the president of the general synod and should be regarded as the highest-ranking clergyman in the country. It would be his responsibility to bring ecclesiastical
matters to the attention of the monarch.
For his part, Superintendent Tiebel desired to see the church made as independent as possible from secular authority. He proposed that a council should
be established in every parish with the power to elect its parish pastor. Groups
of twelve pastors should be united under a superintendent, and these superintendents should be named by the monarch from a list of two or three names,
presented to him by the district synod (Germ. “Kreissynode”). Twelve or thirteen
superintendents would constitute a provincial synod with a general superintendent named by the king from a list of two candidates at its head. Finally, the general synod (Germ. “Landessynode”) of the entire state should be established by the
general superintends. At the head of this synod would be a bishop, chosen by the
king from a list of two worthy men nominated by the synod.
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On the basis of their own negotiations and the opinions they had received from
superintendents and others, the commissioners proceeded to state their own proposals. It was their understanding that the goal and purpose of the church were
by every means possible to establish and upbuild its members, and it was to be
ordered according to this goal and purpose. This would require several levels of
government. On the first and most basic level, each congregation would need its
own parish council (Germ. “Presbyterium” or “Collegium”) of elders and leading
members. On the second level, the clergy of a deanery should constitute a district
synod (Germ. “Kreissynode”), which would meet from time to time to consider
and advise concerning the promotion of the church’s welfare. From time to time,
these district synods should meet together in a provincial synod to discuss and
advise concerning matters of mutual concern.
At the third level, the assembled clergy of a province and its schools and
churches are to be under the authority of a provincial consistory, which was in
its turn responsible to the supreme consistory. This entire system of government
was understood by the commissioners to be a presbyterial form of government
that was generally accepted throughout Protestantism without undue strife and
which avoided the pitfalls associated with hierarchy and the danger of the establishment of a “Protestant papacy.” This, they believed, would be superior even
to a modified episcopal system such as could be found in England and Sweden.
They went on to state that the establishment of this presbyterial form of church
government must begin with its most basic unit – the local parish. Thus, the
church would be built from the bottom up and not from the top down as in the
hierarchical system.
The commissioners included lengthy proposals concerning the basic make up
of the local congregation and its presbytery, the manner of the election of the pastors as well as the constitution of deaneries (Germ. “Kreissynoden”).
The next higher rung in the ladder of authority would be the provincial consistory. It would be responsible for the regulation of all church matters, internal and
external. It should be chaired by a clergyman. The clergyman-chairman should
be the head of all the provosts and superintendents of the province. He should
bear the title general superintendent as was the case in other lands. The commission noted, however, that perhaps it would be preferable that the older and
more traditional title “bishop” should be used, although it was no longer in common among Prussian Protestants. They noted that the adoption of this title might
cause concern among those who would mistakenly see it as evidence of creeping Catholicism. However, clergy and laymen of higher intellect and worthiness
would see that concern to be of little significance. The desire that the leadership
of the consistory should be entrusted to the clergy had been communicated to
the commissioners by many, and it seemed to be particularly appropriate since

81

Darius Petkūnas

the business of the church is religion and moral, and not the secular business.
The business of the church should be in the hands of those who possessed the
necessary theological knowledge and pastoral experience. Indeed, the mere appearance that leadership in the church is a secular matter could only be described
as harmful.
With the vision of a union church before their eyes, the commissioners suggested that the office of general superintendent in any province ought not to
be determined by the candidate’s confession. It might be that the man chosen
would be of a different confession from the majority of churches and clergy in
that region. However, at least for the present, it might perhaps be more advantageous to allow the Reformed to have their own superintendents and general
superintendents as well as their own consistory. Possibly two or three Reformed
general superintendents and consistories would be adequate for the whole of the
Prussian State. Each general superintendent would be responsible for the ordination of the clergy in his own province and would be accompanied by two clergy
assistants in all ordinations. Although the general superintendent might preach
from time to time, especially at ordinations, the press of other duties, such as his
presidency of the consistory, were such that he ought not to have his own congregation.
The consistory should be a pure clergy council in which each member had
voting rights and with the general superintendent breaking ties. Secular advisors
to this purely ecclesiastical body ought to have the rights afforded to knowledgeable men in all affairs pertaining to their expertise but without the right to vote.
They should be named by the king upon the advice of the consistory itself. In
case of vacancies in the consistory, the provincial synod should choose a replacement by vote or by written ballot three names from which the highest authorities
would then choose.
Consistories should supervise churches and schools, clergy and other personnel, examine candidates for the ministry, authorize ordinations, the investiture
of superintendents, and the installation of pastors by superintendents. It should
also look into matters brought to its attention by the general superintendent as
the result of visitations carried out by the superintendents every fifth year. The
consistory should also be responsible for the supervision of institutions of mercy
and should also audit churches and church institutions, oversee the construction
of churches and schools and other buildings, supervise theological, moral, and
pastoral censorship of reading materials for young people as well as all literature
which must be examined for its religious and moral content. In addition, the consistory should also appoint a secular censor to concern himself with the rights of
the state. It should also deal with all matters pertaining to marriage and divorce
and other pertinent matters brought to its attention.
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The commissioners also suggested the creation of a High Consistory to act as
the highest authority over both Reformed and Lutheran confessions. It should
deal with the affairs of the Protestant churches and determine that their administration is in compliance with the law and sound business practices. At the head of
this High Consistory should be a president who is either a clergyman or at least
a leader not at the same time responsible to some other department of state. They
suggested also that the church should have its own ministry in the government
because this would make it clear to one and all that matters of church and school
were of the highest importance. It would also counteract the unfortunate notion
too commonly held that these matters were of lesser importance than matters of
finance, justice, defense, trade, police, etc., all of which had their own ministers.
The commissioners went on to say that, as far as they knew, church and school
matters in other Protestant countries were in the hands of designated heads.90

2 . 4 C r i ti q ue o f the Co mmi s s i o n’s Proposals
When the report of the commission reached the desk of the minister of the
interior, Schuckmann received it with immediate attention. Unlike most reports
which when filed simply gathered dust, this report was immediately brought to
the attention of the king. Little in the report seemed to stir him until he came to
the commission’s recommendation, stating that the Reformed who had no use for
the crucifix should be permitted to substitute a plain cross. By both letter and cabinet order on June 13, 1815, he declared that this was not acceptable. Surely, the
cross of Christ was central to all Christian confessions, he declared, and it could
hardly be imagined that there could be a more fitting symbol in any Christian
church and upon any Christian altar than the cross of Christ with the body of the
Savior affixed to it. The presence and use of such a cross was already common
throughout the Prussian State, including also in the Court and Garrison Church
in Potsdam. He had been told by Court Preacher Eylert that the Reformed congregation had accepted the crucifix with enthusiasm and that no one had expressed
the thought that it might be the first step on the road back to Rome. There was no
reason why Protestant churches should not have crucifixes on their altars. Those
who were opposed to it needed to be more fully and correctly informed about it
and its true mystical significance. Although he did not intend to demand that all
churches have crucifixes, this was most certainly his desire.91
The second reaction was from Minister Schuckmann. It came two days later, on
June 15, and was of a wholly different character. He expressed his chagrin that the
90
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commission had not stayed within its prescribed parameters but had ventured to
produce proposals for a new church constitution. What they had produced was, according to his marginal notes, catholicizing. He regarded their plan as reactionary
because in it he could see the control of the Ministry of the Interior over the church
slipping away. It gave him no pleasure to see a recommendation that would permit
the church to again have consistories with power to govern churches and schools
and make decisions for them. To make matters worse, these consistories would be
staffed by the clergy, a further sign that the laity was losing control.
Schuckmann addressed ten questions to commissioner Sack and asked that
the commissioners provide him with full and detailed clarifications about why
they thought that what they were proposing was better than the present system
administered by the Department for Worship in the Ministry of the Interior. His
letter indicated that he found the suggestion that education and educational institutions should be under the control of churchmen to be irritating and reminiscent
of the Jesuit control of education in the Church of Rome.92
The commissioners responded on June 27, 1815. They, of course, denied
Schuckmann’s veiled accusation that they were leading the Protestant churches
back to Rome. They could see the advantage of putting the administration of
the church under provincial consistories and a High Consistory, which was the
old and well-proved traditional way of administering ecclesiastical affairs. They
stated that the closest possible connection between the church and state would
be maintained if there were a minister whose sole duty was to give his attention to matters pertaining to churches and schools. They further declared that it
had never been their intention to give even the impression that the church ought
to superintend the whole Prussian educational system, including its university.
Its concern was only to manage the local parish schools (Germ. “Volksschulen”)
and religious affairs in the high schools and universities. All the commissioners
signed the letter with the exception of Offelsmeyer.93

2.4.1 Ludwig N icolovius ’ Contribu tion to th e C ritiqu e
The third reaction to the commissioners’ proposals was composed on September
17, 1815, by Nicolovius, the head of the Department for Worship. Concerning the
words of the commissioners with reference to the improvement of the spiritual standing of the clergy, their formation, and their educational preparation and the improvement in preaching, he was in agreement, but he said that he felt that the goals they
sought were rather too idealistic. They needed to be moderated somewhat.
92
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His own primary attention, however,
was given to the liturgical suggestions of
the commissioners. He was dissatisfied
with the commission’s revision of the liturgy. In fact, the commission had not suggested anything startlingly innovative.
The king’s September 17, 1814, charge to
them was that they diligently search out
and study the Prussian liturgies and those
of other Protestant churches. He made it
clear that they were to test them and extract what would be most suitable for use
in the Prussian churches, Lutheran and
Reformed. He expected that they would
set down “the best liturgical forms” and
that the resulting liturgy would bring
Georg Heinrich Ludwig Nicolovius,
“new power and new life to the divine serHead
of the Section for Worship and
vice,” and that by this means the spiritual
Public
Education. Painting by C.
lives of the people would be revitalized.94
Hohe, lithography by Henry & Cohen
This was a formidable responsibility
(Österreichische Nationalbibliothek).
which was laid on the shoulders of men
whose own spiritual orientation was
neither classical nor confessional but neological. They recognized that the king
would not accept a liturgy that breathed the spirit of neology, and for this reason,
they probably made no use of them in their study. They did study the official
liturgies which were in use at that time to see what in them might be serviceable.
They had no interest in looking at the liturgies of the Lutheran Reformation or in
making use of their liturgical treasures which spoke in terms no longer familiar
to up-to-date modern thinkers like themselves. To them, such liturgies called for
ceremonies that were reminiscent of Catholicism and medieval ignorance. So too,
nothing of what they produced gave any indication that they paid much attention
to foreign liturgies, such as the Book of Common Prayer.
The result was the preparation of a liturgy that did not in any way fit the specifications set down by the king. They offered only a bare-bones liturgy which consisted of little more than hymns, antiphons, and prayers surrounding the sermon,
the high point of the service. Nothing was left of the traditional order of the liturgy.
The service began with the salutation, antiphon, and collect. These were followed by a hymn. Then came the prayer of the church in an entirely new place.
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This was the argument of the committee being that the prayer needed to be given
a more prominent place than its traditional position after the sermon when minds
were wondering. After the prayer, the commission suggested the singing of the
“Gloria in excelsis,” using Decius’ “All Glory Be to God on High,” which traditionally had come at the beginning of the service before the collect. In place of the
Gloria, the congregation could sing, instead, Luther’s, “We All Believe in One
True God,” or some other hymn glorifying the Triune God.
The strongest evidence of the neological mentality of the commissioners was
perhaps seen in their next suggestion. They wanted a statement of faith, and they
wanted it to be biblical, but they clearly did not want to make use of any of the
traditional creeds. Accordingly, they suggested various compositions of confessions of the Christian faith as expressed in the words of Scripture. Evidently, it was
their intention that the verses used should describe God’s attributes but remain
rather unspecific as to his salvific work so as to strike a responsive chord in modern
rationalist hearts. The pericope was placed after the statement of faith instead of
before it. Apparently, the commissioners thought that the statement of faith would
form the foundation upon which the understanding of the pericope could be based
instead of the other way around. The commissioners directed that the pericope
should be followed by the Lord’s Prayer, which in all traditional liturgies came last
of all in the service before the blessing, or was connected with the Words of Christ’s
Testament in the Lord’s Supper. Here they placed it in an unfamiliar location, a
move which was unprecedented, and to it they added the directive that this prayer
should never be spoken more than once in any service, which ruled out its use even
when Holy Baptism or the Lord’s Supper was celebrated.
The commissioners saw the sermon to be the center of the service, and it was
their goal to magnify its place in the service. It should be a great production of
such length that it could and should be interrupted from time to time with the
singing of hymns or hymn stanzas. This was not what the king had in mind. He
would agree that the sermon is important but would never consent to mutilate
the liturgy in order to exalt the sermon.
It was in the liturgy of the Lord’s Supper that the commissioners adhered most
closely to the liturgical practices of the times. It was a simple service without preface, Vere dignum, or Sanctus. It called for a general confession and absolution after
the sermon, a short hymn, the Our Father, and the Words of Christ spoken over the
bread and cup. To exalt the solemnity of the occasion, the commissioners directed
that after the recitation of the Our Father, and after the bread-words and once again
after the cup-words, the minor Sanctus should be sung. Added was the blessing
of the bread and wine with the sign of the cross; this had not been common usage
in the older agendas. Neither the Agnus Dei nor the Pax Domini was included. Nowhere to be found was any formula for distribution since the commissioners found
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it too difficult to create a formula equally acceptable to both confessions. The Communion service ended as before with an antiphon, a collect, and the benediction.
According to Nicolovius, the service as constructed by the commissioners showed
little respect for the riches of the Lutheran liturgical tradition. It was impoverished
both in form and in content. Clearly, the members of the commission were out of
their element. They were children of the Enlightenment era, and their view of what
constituted public worship betrayed their neological mentality, although it was only
in their substitution of an ad hoc collection of Bible verses for the traditional creed that
this mentality was most clearly revealed. They were not completely lacking in their
knowledge and appreciation of liturgical practices as was evidenced by their directives concerning chanting. The pastor was to chant the antiphons, and the choir was to
chant its responses. This, they thought, would beautify the service, however, they did
not provide the congregation with any part in the liturgical service and its music. They
were simply to sing the Amen and the hymns.
Nicolovius declared that this liturgy was absolutely no improvement over what
was already being used in Prussian parishes. He stated that the commissioners were
so enamored with the notion of coming up with something new that they had forgotten to disregard the treasures of the older Lutheran liturgies and of the Church of
England. Both these sources consisted in liturgies, hymns, and prayers which were
of great value and exhibited the high character of those who produced them. One
should not be ashamed to state, he asserted, that no books of such quality were being produced at the present time. It was to these old treasures that one must look for
inspiration. More specifically, he asked that the Sursum corda, that is, the Eucharistic
preface be restored, and that the confession of faith should be the Apostolic Symbol
rather than some compilation of Bible passages put together by the liturgist.
Like Schuckmann, he was unimpressed by the commissioners’ proposals concerning the constitution. The establishment of the synods might have some value,
but he was very much opposed to the establishment of independent and autonomous consistories, as this would directly contradict the whole purpose of the 1808
reforms. More important, it would mitigate against any real possibility of establishing a union of the confessions because it would increase the tendency toward
confessionalism. He stated firmly that the reintroduction of the title “bishop”
would prove far from harmless. Although the commissioners had not brought up
the suggestion of that reintroduction in their formal opinion, the discussion concerning it could be found in the minutes of their deliberations. In general, along
with his positive view concerning the establishment of synods, Nicolovius also
viewed positively the proposal that an educational institution for the training of
pastoral candidates be established in Wittenberg, that the living conditions of the
clergy be improved, and that the position of general superintendent be elevated
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to its proper dignity. Finally, it was his desire that the old liturgies be renewed
and that music and hymns appropriate to them be prepared.95

2.4.2 Fr iedrich von Sc h uckman n ’ s A d d ition s
t o t he Commis s ion ’s Prop os al s
It was not until late November that Minister Schuckmann presented his observations concerning the liturgical reforms recommended by the commissioners. He was not himself a theologian and therefore he formed his opinion on the
basis of what he personally liked or disliked with little regard for doctrinal or
theological concerns. His November 24, 1815, critique lacked any solid center and
had in it no statement of a fundamental principle or norm to serve as the basis of
his remarks.
His report to the king consisted in no less than thirty-one specific points concerning the liturgy, plus his observations concerning the improvement of the
agenda, and eight specific statements concerning the propriety of the crucifixes,
lighted altar candles, and the Bible, and other outward symbols.
In his criticism, Schuckmann stated that he agreed completely with the commissioners that in cities and in rural areas where there were no affiliated congregations, the divine service on Sundays and feast days should not begin before 9
o’clock in the summertime and 10 o’clock in the wintertime, and that the doors
of the church should be opened no later that one-half hour before the service and
closed at the service, to be opened again by the doorkeeper only in case of emergency. He could not agree, however, to the proposal that the announcements and
intercessions should be read out before the beginning of the service. Although in
smaller communities the names of those for whom prayer was required would
probably be familiar, such was surely not the case in large cities. Therefore, it would
be better to keep the announcement and the intercessions where they had always
been – at the close of the sermon. He agreed with the proposal that an organ prelude should be played as a signal that the service was about to begin and that during the prelude the liturgist should stand before the altar and prepare for worship
by uttering a silent prayer. The church was not ready for the wholesale introduction of sung collects. He stated that where it was already the custom, it could be
continued, but the matter should be taken up by the synod and the schools must
become involved. He agreed with the proposal that one or two stanzas of a hymn
should follow immediately after the collect, and after that the hymn, the prayer
of the church should be read from the altar. Next, “All Glory Be to God on High”
or “We All Believe in One True God” ought to be sung, and the liturgist should
95
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make a confession of the Christian faith.
He did not suggest that the traditional
creeds ought to have any place in the Protestant divine service. He agreed that at
the reading of the pericope of the day the
congregation ought to stand and ought to
do so also at the prayer of the church. He
had nothing to say against the preacher
choosing a hymn before the sermon, but
he did not care much for the notion that
the singing of hymns should be allowed
during the sermon. His general comment
was that if the sermon were broken up in
this way, there would simply be too many
hymns. Apparently long sermons concerned him little. He approved the notion
Friedrich Freiherr von Schuckmann,
that the Our Father should be prayed only
Minister of the Interior
once during the service and that should be
(Österreichische Nationalbibliothek).
during the pulpit office. He did not think
much of the proposal that the closing altar
service might be interrupted by the rite of Baptism, after which the liturgist would
return to the altar for the final antiphon, collect, and benediction. Schuckmann’s
suggestion was that all this should be completed in the pulpit office before the pastor went to the font. He further suggested that when the Lord’s Supper was celebrated, it ought to follow the same pattern as Baptism, and the antiphon, collect,
and benediction should be spoken from the pulpit before the liturgist returned to
the altar for the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. He went with the commissioners that it was simply impractical to insist that all baptisms must necessarily be
administered in church and that, as in the case of the Lord’s Supper, the changes
in the baptismal rite envisioned by the commission and undoubtedly also by the
king should be brought before the synods.
With reference to the services of worship for army personnel and the suggestion that a shorter form be prepared, Schuckmann thought this to be self-evident.
For the military, the service should begin with “All Glory Be to God on High” or
“We All Believe in One True God,” followed by the prayer of the church and the
confession of faith, the chief hymn chosen by the pastor, and the sermon with no
hymns interrupting it. The service should close with the benediction.
In contradiction to the proposal of the commission, Schuckmann stated that
the shape of the afternoon service should be determined by local conditions. Catechization in the countryside would be a salutary practice, but it should be not
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obligatory in the cities. He agreed with the commissioners that where early services were found to be unnecessary, they should be discontinued, however, where
they were already being held in, weekday services should be maintained. However, they ought not be introduced where they were not presently the practice.
In the countryside, few if any would respond when the bells calling them to
daily worship were sounded. Furthermore, he could not agree with the suggestion that Protestant churches should ring a prayer bell to call the people to silent
prayer and morning devotions. In fact, it was the purpose of the bell, he stated, to
call the farmer from his field for urgent cause and to call the workers to leave their
fields. Busy city dwellers were in no position to respond to a bell and leave their
business. Protestants needed no such bell to invite them to say their morning and
evening prayers. The introduction of such bells would inevitably lead to misuse.
Concerning the holding of three or four Lenten sermons in special services
during the Lenten season, Schuckmann regarded this to be well-founded and
commendable. He stated that it was unseemly that this fine practice had in some
places fallen into disuse. Surely, these Lenten sermons must once again be held
during this holiest season. The proposal to designate certain high festivals seemed
to him a matter best left to the synods. In his opinion, the Day of Repentance was
currently scheduled at a time that was very inconvenient to all concerned, and he
agreed with the proposal that it should be moved to the last Wednesday of the
church year or before Advent.
He was pleased with the commission’s proposal that confirmation be made a
solemn observance. He stated, that it was of great importance that this ceremony
should make a profound impression that would remain with the confirmand for
a lifetime. He suggested that the synods should have input into the proper observance of the confirmation day so that a proper liturgy could be prepared for
it. He noted that every confirmand should receive an appropriate confirmation
certificate so that in the future he would be admitted without further ado in the
fellowship of any Protestant congregation.
Schuckmann agreed with the commissioners that new church festivals ought
not be introduced. However unlike them, he did not think that there was any
good reason to celebrate a Reformation Festival since the general population was
now mixed and included both Catholics and Protestants. Sermons criticizing
Roman Catholics would undoubtedly be answered by sermons criticizing Protestants. He also could not agree to the proposal that funerals in early morning
hours ought to be discouraged. Although the commissioners wanted to make
the funerals and burials congregational events with as many as possible participating, Schuckmann could not agree. To him, this was a private time when
the mourners should be accompanied and comforted by their closest friends. To
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make it a congregational event which would attract crowds would not serve the
purpose of religious edification.
With reference to hymns and organ music, he agreed that they needed
improvement, and he stated his desire that his Department for Worship should
participate with the Department for Public Education in upgrading instruction
in singing in the schools and in the teacher training institutions and that proper
organ music should also be taught. He also stated that there was no doubt that
hymnals should be improved and that the synods should take this matter under
advisement. Finally, it was not practical that all oaths should be administered in
a church in the presence of a clergyman, and it was already a matter of law that
unnecessary oaths were to be avoided. His opinion was that all oaths and related
legal matters should be left in the hands of the courts.
Concerning the preparation of an improved agenda, Schuckmann realized
that this was clearly beyond his competence, and he was content to state that like
the commission thought, this matter should be left in the hands of the synods.
However, he did wish to offer some proposals about appropriate symbols
and to comment on the proposals of the commissioners concerning symbols and
ceremonies. He noted that the commissioners considered it probable that every
church has an altar and that this altar was of such a style that it could not be mistaken for an ordinary table. The special character of the altar would be made more
obvious by covering it with appropriate paraments, the style and quality of which
could be decided by the pastor and congregation.
He also agreed that it was appropriate that the altar would have a crucifix on
it. He noted that on June 13, 1815, the king had declared in a cabinet order that no
congregation was compelled to have a crucifix on the altar but that it must be remembered that a crucifix was not an object of offense. The commission had stated
that those who thought it too close to Roman Catholicism could have instead a
plain cross, a sentiment with which Schuckmann was in agreement. However,
he did not think that many Protestants would find a crucifix offensive since it
was already found on countless Lutheran altars. To his mind, neither was the
practice of burning two candles on the altar offensive. However, unlike the commission, he suggested that the candles might be burned only at the celebration
of the Lord’s Supper as a special symbol. This, he said, would give the candles
a special significance, and at the same time it would save money. He thought it
likely that most altars already had a Bible on them. As to whether or not the walls
of the church should be decorated with paintings or Bible verses should be left up
to the elders and the congregation, in his opinion. So too, it should be up to them
to decide whether incense should be burned before the service and what type of
special illumination ought to be provided on festival days.
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In conclusion, Schuckmann stated that he thought there was no proper basis
for the opinion of the commissioners that Reformed congregations should be exempted from these proposals. Pictures, he stated, were only external symbols,
and Lutherans, who allowed them in church, did not worship them any more
than the Reformed did. Their proper use ought to be explained to the congregation so that they would not take offense, but neither should coercion be used to
introduce them.96

2.4.3 T he K in g’s Critique of th e C ommis s ion ’ s Dra ft
Both the proposals of the commissioners and Schuckmann’s critique were
carefully examined by the king, who did not hesitate to add his own comments
in the margins of both documents. He showed particular interest in even minute
liturgical matters. His comments on the commission’s June 4, 1815, report were
more occasional and particular in scope and dealt with such matters as the sung
salutation, the versicle and response, and the opening collect.
The commission had stated that the responsory should be sung by the choir
or by practiced school children. The king added the note that a congregation too
could join in on occasion with the responsory or the Amen, or the Alleluia, and for
this purpose a booklet could be prepared, entitled: Sonn und festtägliche Altar- und
Chorgesänge (Sunday and Festival Altar and Choir Chants), or this could be added to
the hymnal. He also declared that the proper musical training of theological students should be included in their preparation, and they should be examined on
it. He added two comments to the proposal that a creed of biblical words be used
in place of one of the traditional creeds. He suggested first that several collections
of creedal verses should be assembled, and that in case the altar was far from
the people, a lectern should be set up that was closer to them for this part of the
service and others like it. Concerning the pericopes, he stated that these should
be set down so that the pious Christians could prepare for the divine service by
reading them in advance and that Reformed as well as Lutheran pastors ought
to use the stated pericopes. About the proposal that special Communion days be
designated, the king added his marginal note to the effect that the synods should
make the final decision in such matters, as was the case also concerning the ringing of bells in city and rural churches, and also in the preparation of an appropriate liturgy for Good Friday and other festive occasions. He thought the proposals
concerning the celebration of special days, such as Reformation, anniversary of
church dedication, bad weather, wars, etc., to be a bit controversial. So too, the
96
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decision as to what hymns should be included in the hymnals of both confessions
should be left up to the synods.97
These undated marginal comments indicate that the king thought it unnecessary to complain about the commissioners’ proposals. He restricted himself to
comments about the implementation of their various proposals, and only in the
case of the proposals about special days of celebration, did he state that the subject, not the proposals, was a bit controversial. He did not indicate any particular
disappointment in their proposals.
Concerning the November 24 report of Minister Schuckmann, the king was
somewhat more specific in his notes. He went through the report on the liturgy,
the agenda, and symbols point by point but did not express any particular disapproval.
In his notes, the king stated that the divine service must be short and edifying.
It ought to be no more than an hour and a half in length, and the pastor should
be able to say all that he wants to say in his sermon in a half hour. Turning to
Schuckmann’s report, he could not agree that service times should be altered according to the season. The divine service should be at the same time every Sunday throughout the year. Nor could he agree to the idea that a doorkeeper should
be stationed to guard the door during the service and allow the people in or out
only in emergency cases. To his mind, the church doors must remain open during service time. Concerning the announcements, which the commissioners had
put before the divine service and Schuckmann suggested that it be done after the
sermon, the king suggested that it would be best if announcements were made
when the service was over. He also stated that the organ prelude should be very
short. Concerning Schuckmann’s recommendation that the chanting of the collects not be introduced immediately in places where this had not previously been
the practice, the king stated that Schuckmann would need to explain his thinking
on this in far greater detail before he would be willing to make a decision about
it. He had the same general reaction to Schuckmann’s proposals concerning the
singing of a stanza or two of a hymn before the prayer of the church and the
singing of “All Glory Be to God on High” or “We All Believe in One True God”
in connection with the creedal verses and the pericope of the day. The king was
particularly concerned about this since it meant that the congregation would be
standing for a prolonged period. He disapproved the proposal that the sermon
might be interspersed with hymns and regarded the proposal that the Our Father
be prayed only once as non-essential. He also disapproved making Baptism a part
of the divine service itself. It should follow the benediction, because Baptism was
not a part of the Sunday service and should remain separate from it. He stated that
97
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the traditional practice was that Baptism always should take place in the church
before the churching of the mother, and any change in this practice would need
to be discussed elsewhere. The commission had proposed that the Lord’s Supper
should follow directly after the sermon, and Schuckmann had advised that like
Baptism it should be appended to the service after the benediction. The king’s
comment that the Lord’s Supper should be placed “as up-to-now” is not easy to
understand since there were different practices regarding the place of Communion in different Prussian provinces. Concerning the distribution of the Sacrament,
the king did not agree with the commission that special kneelers should be provided. Schuckmann had not touched on this issue at all. The king noted that no
kneelers were necessary but eight or nine people ought to be able to receive at one
time standing. The introductory exhortation should surely not be longer than that
already in use, and its further amendment ought to be considered. The practice
of an early Communion service ought not to be dropped. As to whether hosts or
ordinary bread should be used was an issue yet to be resolved. The king further
stated that it should be announced at every Communion service that private confession was available for those who wished to make use of it.
The afternoon service ought not to exceed one hour in length, and the content
and order of the early service ought to be determined according to circumstances.
Schuckmann did not care much for the commission’s proposals about the ringing
of a prayer bell to call the people to silent prayer. Here the king appears to have
been in agreement with the commissioners. His terse marginal note is “between
11 and 12 o’clock.” He stated that it was important that Lenten services be held
and that any questions about the blessing of marriages should be determined
according to circumstances. Concerning special festal observances, the king indicated in his notes that he was particularly in favor of the ringing of church bells
and the preparation of more festal liturgies for special occasions, such as a Communion service on Maundy Thursday and a Good Friday service without Communion. He was not quite sure as to when the Day of Repentance ought to be
observed. Concerning confirmation, he thought that synods ought to make their
own decisions about it.
The king agreed with Schuckmann that funerals should be essentially private
services, and he remarked that they should be brief. Concerning vocal music and
the use of brass instruments, the king said that this would be appropriate if it
were carefully regulated. However, he stated, that there ought to be no women
in the choirs and the choirs ought to be out in the open. Concerning the improvement of the hymnals, the king noted that the selection of hymns ought to include
some of the good old hymns and that the matter of oaths would need to be further
discussed and determined.
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Schuckmann had said nothing about needed improvements in the agendas of
both confessions, and along with the commissioners, he suggested that this matter should be left to the synods. The king had some definite ideas about this. He
did not want to see any new forms introduced. He had no interest whatever in
innovation but insisted that the agenda must make use of forms presently in use
or taken from the older agendas. In any case, the forms must be short and compact, neither long nor protracted. The preacher might be allowed some latitude in
his sermons and addresses, but all the rest of the liturgy must be everywhere the
same in all congregations, both Lutheran and Reformed.
Concerning symbols, the commission had insisted that an altar must have a
reredos and should be located one step above the chancel. Schuckmann agreed.
The king did not speak against the inclusion of a reredos but did state that the
altar could be free-standing. He stated also that the cross should have on it the
image of the Crucified and that the candles should be burned at every service
whether or not Communion was celebrated. As to the presence of a Bible on the
altar, the king indicated that this was a commendable practice. He agreed as
well to the suggestion that there might be paintings and other decorations on the
walls, but he did not agree that memorial tablets to those died in wars should not
be allowed near the altar and pulpit. The details of the decoration of the church
and the placement of the Bible verses on the walls were not of much concern to
him, he stated. As to the burning of incense, it could be done at the beginning of
the service, and on festal occasions special lighting could be provided, but both
were optional.98
The king’s remarks indicated that the details of the worship service were of
great interest to him, and he was not entirely pleased with the recommendations
of the commissioners and the critique of Minister Schuckmann. It appeared evident to him that he would become more deeply involved in this project and take
a more direct role in it.
Nicolovius too was well acquainted with the recommendations of the commissioners and had already expressed to the king on several occasions his
thoughts concerning their recommendations. He was particularly concerned
that the commissioners had shown complete disregard for the historic liturgies
of the Lutheran Church. They showed no interest whatever in anything produced in earlier times.
Nicolovius suggested to the king that he become more acquainted with two
very important liturgical sources. The first of these was the Lutheran liturgy of
Joachim II of Brandenburg, the earliest edition of which appeared in 1540.99 This
liturgy was well known for its abundant use of medieval sources. It was perhaps
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second only to the Red Book of Swedish King John III100 in its use of so-called Catholic elements.
The second was a publication from the year 1767, which detailed the work of
Archbishop Sharp of York and his lengthy conversations with Chaplain Jablonski
from 1704 to 1713 when King Friedrich I attempted to introduce the liturgy of the
Book of Common Prayer into Prussia in an attempt to produce a form of worship
agreeable to and usable by both Lutherans and Reformed. The book appeared
under the title: Relation des mesures qui furent prises dans les années 1711, 1712. et
1713. pour introduire la liturgie anglicane dans le Roiaume de Prusse et dans L’Electorat
de Hanover. Eclaircie Par Des Lettres et autres Pièces originales Relatives à ce Projet. Le
tout extrait d’un manuscrit qui n’a pas encore été rendu public, contenant des mémoires
de la vie du Docteur Jean Sharp, Archevêque D’York. Traduit de l’anglois par J.T. Muysson, Ministre de la Chapelle Françoise du Palais de St. James, et de L’Eglise Françoise de
la Savoie à Londres.101 Nicolovius stated that the Book of Common Prayer should be
taken into account in any attempt to create a union liturgy for use in Prussia. The
king himself had visited London in 1814 and was well acquainted with the Book
of Common Prayer.102
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3. 1815-17 Reforms to Prussian Church Administration

3 . 1 8 1 5 - 1 7 Ref o r m s t o P r u ss i an C h u r c h
A d m i n i st r at i o n

3 . 1 R es tor ati o n o f the Co ns i s tories
In 1815, the king took the important step of again allowing the churches to
have consistories to administer their affairs. These consistories, however, were
different from those which had administered ecclesiastical matters in earlier
times. These consistories would be under government control, instruments for
administering the religious policies of the state as well as dealing with internal
church matters in each province. The consistories would deal with spiritual matters. External matters would be under the direct supervision of the government.
The Prussian government created these new consistories as a part of a plan for
the general rearrangement of governmental management in the state. The king desired to centralize power and authority in his government, and the church was in no
way to be exempted from this control. The restructuring of church administration
was not to be considered in isolation from the general program of reform management in the state. The plan of that general reform was published on April 30, 1815,
under the title: Verordnung wegen verbesserter Einrichtung der Provinzial-Behörden
(Regulations Concerning the Improved Establishment of the Provincial Authorities). This
document articulated the king’s purpose to provide for his provincial authorities a
simpler and more efficient and uniform instrument for the proper administration
of authorities and agencies. This instrument was at the same time to allow each and
all the full use of their personal talents in an atmosphere of trust.
The document detailed the reorganization of all provincial governments and
the delineation of the power structure within them. It highlighted the particular responsibilities of the office of the supreme president in each province. He was to be
chiefly responsible for the administration of the province. Placed under state control were economic, security, and military concerns as well as civil administration,
the court system, the local and regional police, medical faculties, and institutions
of mercy. It was in this context that the work of consistories was to be considered.
The consistories in each province would be under the direct supervision of
the provincial supreme president who was to sit as the presiding officer of the
consistory. Each provincial consistory was to be responsible for the supervision
of the Lutheran and Reformed churches in all matters. Also under the authority
of consistory were all teaching and educational institutions, excepting only the
universities which were under the direct authority of the Ministry of the Interior.
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Kingdom of Prussia after the Congress of Vienna, 1815-66 (Themaparchive.com, MOD).

Provinces were divided into administrative districts in some of which there
was no consistory. Where this was the case, a number of pastors and schoolmasters were to constitute a church and school commission under the direction
and authority of the provincial consistory. As such, this commission was to exercise the responsibilities which would normally fall to the consistory. The supervision of this commission was to be exercised by a member of the government,
and it was to meet at least annually and make a report of consistorial matters in
its administrative district.103
In the course of time, it would be necessary to make some adjustments to this
April 30, 1815, order and spell out in more exact terms how the consistory was to
discharge its responsibilities. It would later prove necessary to more thoroughly
delineate the work of the consistories. This the king accomplished in his directive,
Die Dienstinstruktion für die Provinzialkonsistorien (The Service Instructions for the
103
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Provincial Consistories), which was issued on October 23, 1817. In view of the impending Union of the Lutheran and Reformed churches, the king laid down the
particular responsibilities which would fall to the consistory of this “Evangelical
Confession.” It was to have responsibility for the work of the synods in which
the clergy would gather to discuss church matters. It was to oversee the liturgical services of worship to determine that they remain pure and proper in their
dogma and liturgical content. The consistory was also to supervise the examination of candidates to the pastoral office and administer both the pro facultate
concionandi and pro ministerio examinations. It was also to exercise responsibility
in supervising the administration of patronal rights as well as the work of superintendents and others given spiritual oversight and their installation into office.
Further, it was to supervise pastoral seminars and their instructors, the professional and moral leadership exercised by the clergy, the conduct of the visitations of churches and schools, the introduction of pastors into their parishes, the
administration of proper discipline when liturgical and other regulations were
violated, and the suspension of pastors from the ministry. It was also to oversee confirmation, regulations concerning ecclesiastical festivals, such as days of
repentance and prayer, and maintain a proper relationship with its supervising
body, the Ministry of Spiritual, Educational, and Medical Affairs (hereafter, Ministry of Spiritual Affairs).
The supervisory powers granted to Roman Catholic bishops were now seen
as a responsibility conveyed to them by the state and not an inherent right of the
Roman Catholic Church. Concerning the relationship between the Roman Catholic bishops and the provincial consistory, it was now seen as the responsibility
of the president of the consistory to determine that the Roman Catholic bishops
were administering their offices appropriately and in compliance with the laws
of the Prussian State.
In summary, the decree of April 30, 1815, made the newly established consistories state agencies pure and simple. With reference to the Roman Catholic
Church, the consistories exercised their authority according to the king’s inherent right to oversight and care for his people with respect to the exercise of their
religion (Germ. “landesherrlichen iura circa sacra”). With reference to the Lutherans
and the Reformed, the king exercised his authority in terms of iura in sacra or iura
sacrorum, i. e., his right to govern the church without restriction. It was on this
basis that he could execute decrees affecting the internal affairs of the Lutheran
and Reformed churches. Beginning in 1825, authority over the schools was taken
away from the consistories and placed under separate provincial school commissions (Germ. “Provinzialschulkollegium”).104
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3 . 2 E s tab l i s hme nt o f E p i s copac y as an H on orary O f f ic e
The king claimed that the decline of religiosity in Prussia was the result of the
clergy’s inattention to their spiritual responsibilities. It was evident to him that
the pastoral office needed to be reshaped and reconstituted. One way in which
this might be accomplished would be the establishment of an episcopal system,
such as that of the Church of Sweden. Another possibility might be the establishment of a strong synodical form of church government, usually associated with
the Reformed Church.
Nicolovius leaned toward the episcopal model. He believed that what was
most necessary for the church’s welfare was that spiritually authoritative men
should be put into leadership positions over the ordinary clergy, such as had
been the case in the Reformation age. Nevertheless, he supported the restoration
of the office of general superintendent, which, he claimed, was instituted in the
Reformation era but had been bereft of its original authority. On March 29, 1810,
he delivered a report to the king, stating that it was not bishops but rather spiritually strong and authoritative general superintendents that were most needed to
supervise the clergy, to gather them around themselves, to conduct church visitations, and to investigate all complaints concerning the exercise of the ministerial
office, the life and behavior of the clergy, and even their proper attire. However,
the Napoleonic Wars and the resulting drain on the state treasuries made the execution of his program impossible.105
Although the plan envisioned by Nicolovius could not be put into operation,
the king maintained a lively interest and concern about the restoration of a dignified clerical office. Nicolovius and Schuckmann declared that it would be senseless to institute the office of bishops because neither the Prussian clergy nor any
foreign bishops would recognize the episcopal authority of men who had simply
been declared to be bishops by royal decree, rather than by proper election and
episcopal consecration. In addition, Schuckmann stated in a June 18, 1812, letter
to State Councilor von Karl August Handerberg that the appointment of bishops
would simply play into the hands of the growing number of those given to mystical and romantic notions usually associated with Roman Catholicism. The state
ought not to give anyone the impression that it supported such notions.106
The king himself seems to have been enamored of the notion of restoring the
episcopal office. He believed that by doing so he could restore the dignity of the
ministry in the eyes of the people and ennoble their view of it. He decided that
he must renew the use of the title “bishop” in such a way as would not adversely
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affect anything in the church’s constitution. The episcopal title would be nothing
more-or-less than a title of honor.
In a decree, issued on January 18, 1816, the king announced that he had
chosen two men to be named bishops of the Lutheran and Reformed churches.
For the Lutherans, he chose General Superintendent Ludwig Ernst von Borowski
of Königsberg, and for the Reformed he selected first court chaplain and High
Consistory member Sack of Berlin. Henceforth, both were to be addressed with
the predicate “most worthy” (Germ. “Hochwürden”). The decree went on to state
that these were honorary titles which in no way mitigated the constitution of the
evangelical church of both confessions. Its purpose was to honor and extend the
influence of these eminent churchmen. Their official clothing would be a silk talar
and a golden cross on the chest.107

3 . 3 I n tr od ucti o n o f a P ro te s tan t Commemorat ion of t h e
D e p a r ted
Among the important liturgical observances introduced by Friedrich Wilhelm
III was the Protestant Commemoration of the Departed. He established this feast,
which he called Totenfest – “Festival of the Dead” – by a royal decision on November 17, 1816.108
After the end of the Napoleonic Wars, it was necessary to commemorate those
who had perished on the battlefields. At that time, no common date had yet been
set for the general commemoration. In Westphalia, the fallen soldiers were commemorated on April 21 and May 19, 1816, in Wetter, on February 23 in Schwelm, on
March 10 in Eichlinghofen, and on June 16, in Hattingen. These local celebrations
seemed to be insufficient for the proper honoring on the dead. A circular, Liturgie
zur alljährlichen Gedächtnisfeier für die Verstorbenen (Liturgy for the Annual Commemoration of the Deceased), published on June 6, 1816, was sent to all clergy, stating that on
July 4, 1816, the anniversary of Paris surrender, a “day of celebration in memory of
the fallen warriors” was to be observed throughout of Prussia.109 For this purpose,
the following liturgical form was printed and delivered to all pastors: Hymn –
Salutation with choral response – Sursum corda with choral response – Prayer – “I
know that my Savior lives. Alleluia!” – Choir: “And afterwards he will raise me
up from the earth. Alleluia!” – Reading – Blessing (apostolic greeting) with Gloria
Patri – Hymn of the Day – Sermon – Our Father – Pulpit blessing – “Blessed are
the dead, who die in the Lord. Alleluia!” – Choir: “They rest from their labors, and
107
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their works do follow them. Alleluia!” –
Collect – Choral Amen – Aaronic Benediction – Choral Amen. Remembrance of the
war dead on July 4, 1816, was celebrated in
all Prussian parishes, although it is unclear
to what extent this liturgy was followed
since in many congregations a choir was
missing.110
The memorialization of the fallen soldiers also took the form of memorial tablets
placed on the walls of the parish churches.
As early as May 5, 1813, Friedrich Wilhelm
III issued Verordnung über die Stiftung eines
bleibenden Denkmals für die, welche im Kampfe für Unabhängigkeit und Vaterland blieben
(Ordinance on the Foundation of a Permanent
Monument for Those who Persisted in the Struggle for Independence and the Fatherland), which
stated that “for all who died on the bed of
honor, a tablet should be erected in every
church at the expense of the congregations
with the inscription: ‘From This Parish Died
for King and Fatherland:’ under this inscripMemorial tablets in Coadjuthen Church
(Lith. Katyčiai) in former East Prussia
tion the names of all those who had fallen in
commemorating the parish soldiers who
the parish are inscribed.”111 The tablets indidied in 1813/14.
cated the names of those who had died in
battle and the year and place of their death.
The day of commemoration of those who died in the Napoleonic Wars was
so popular that on November 17, 1816, Friedrich Wilhelm III, apparently after
consulting with Borowski in Königsberg, issued a cabinet order concerning introduction of the Protestant Totenfest. In a November 25, 1816, circular to the consistories, Interior Minister Schuckmann announced that “an annual general church
festival in memory of the deceased should be celebrated on the last Sunday of the
church year in all evangelical churches of both confessions of the royal states…
and was to be observed with its own appropriate liturgy.”112
To Lutherans, this Totenfest might seemed an innovation. They already had a
festival remembering the departed – All Saints Day, the first day of November,
110
111
112

Kampmann 1991, 78.
Allgemeine Zeitung No. 165 1813, 659; Berlinische Nachrichten No. 66 1813, 2.
Amts-Blatt No. 1 1817, 6.

102

3. 1815-17 Reforms to Prussian Church Administration

which had been observed in some parts of Germany and generally in Scandinavia
since the Reformation.113 The king, for his part, had no great fondness for the
commemoration of the departed on All Saints Day. Furthermore, the Reformed
calendar offered no particular occasion for such a commemoration. It seemed to
him that the most appropriate time to commemorate the departed was the last
Sunday of the church year. Consequently, the joyful expectation of the heavenly
marriage feast described in Matthew 25, which in the Lutheran liturgical calendar
was the subject of the gospel on the Sunday last before Advent, now came to be
replaced by exclusive texts of a Totenfest which gave attention to death. The festive white color of the wedding banquet was forced to give way to somber black
“as on Good Friday.” The altar was to be covered in black and with two burning
candles on it. The pastor was free to choose the text of the sermon “according to
the circumstances and needs of each congregation,” but he was forbidden to mention the departed by name. Although the order did not expressly ask to do so, the
members of the congregation were expected to appear in the church in mourning
clothing.114
On November 7, 1817, the government-run consistories conformed to the
king’s decision. A circular letter from the Königsberg consistory to the superintendents stated that in accordance with the ministerial rescript of October 20,
1817, they were to see to the introduction of the new festival with an appropriately
solemn liturgical service, which was to consist of the following form: Intonation –
Altar prayer – Hymn of the Day – Sermon – Funeral collect – [Benediction].115
The 1816 proclamation by the Ministry of the Interior stated that it was not to be
doubted that this commemoration, where it was held with dignity, would make
very beneficial impressions on the minds of the faithful and would surely serve
to their spiritual edification.116

3 . 4 T h e C ons ti tu ti o n o f Cl e rgy Syn ods an d
S c h le i e r mache r’s Re s p o ns e
The restoration of consistories in 1815 was an indication that the king had in
mind nothing less than the formulation of a new constitution of the church. The
reconstitution of the consistories indicated that the church would henceforth be
under state control, and the consistories would be the instruments for exercising
that control.
113
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The establishment of the consistories, however, would be the first step. The
second step was the announcement on May 27, 1816, that the church was to be
restructured. Henceforth, every parish would be governed by its elected parish
council, and the district pastors would gather together in district and provincial
synods to discuss matters of common interest and concern. The record of their
proceedings and decisions would be forwarded to the consistories. The king also
had entertained the thought that the general synod of the representatives of all
provinces would be appropriate. He mentioned this in a personal conversation
with Minister Schuckmann.117 On November 26, 1816, he formally decreed in a
cabinet order that in the future the general synod of the church would be convened representing the entire church. How it would be constituted and the force
of its conclusions was yet to be determined.118
An elaboration of the king’s decree was issued by the Ministry of the Interior on January 2, 1817. It stated that district-wide synods were to be established
under the leadership of superintendents. The purpose of these synods would be
to consider the establishment of ongoing educational programs and both supervise and discipline the clergy and candidates by admonition and reprimand.
Where further discipline measures were required, the cases were to be referred to
the higher church authorities. The synods were also to concern themselves with
internal church affairs, the preservation of unity in doctrine and liturgy, and the
religious education in the schools.119
A higher level synod comprising the clergy of all districts would also be organized. This provincial synod would be under the presidency of the general
superintendent of the province. The synod was to examine the reports and recommendations of the district synods and discuss all matters pertaining to the interior life of the church. Reports of the proceedings of the provincial synods were
to be sent to the Ministry of the Interior for evaluation and action.
On the parish level, each parish was to elect its own church council, called
the presbyterium. Together with the pastor, the parish council was to manage the
internal affairs of the parish. In this way, the pastor and people would be linked
together in such a way as would reflect a fundamental principle of Protestantism,
according to which clergy and people work together toward a common goal.
Still needed for the effective institution and operation of synods and parish councils was a constitution that would set down the particular composition
and duties of these groups. For this purpose, Berlin Reformed Court Chaplain
Friedrich Ehrenberg prepared on behalf of the Department for Worship in the
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Ministry of the Interior a document,120
entitled: Entwurf der Synodal-Ordnung für
den Kirchenverein beider evangelischen Confessionen im Preußischer Staate (Draft of the
Synodical Order for the Ecclesiastical Associations of both Evangelical Confessions in the
Prussian State). Copies of these guidelines
were sent to all superintendents to be
shared with the clergy.121
The draft consisted in three sections.
The first dealt with the local congregation
and its presbytery. The size of the presbytery was to be determined according to
the size of the congregation, and it was to
carry on its work under the chairmanship
of the pastor. Each member of the presbytery was elected to serve a term of four
years. The presbytery was to meet monthFriedrich Ehrenberg, Berlin Reformed
ly or more often if deemed necessary by
Court Chaplain (Österreichische
the chairman.
Nationalbibliothek).
The second section dealt with the district synod lead by a superintendent with
the assistance of an assessor and a recording secretary. The superintendent was to
serve as a mediating official to bring the concerns of the district synod to the consistory and the decisions of the consistory to the district synod. He was to oversight life and behavior of theological candidates and school teachers and to administer the pro-licentia examinations of theological candidates from his district.
He was also to be responsible for the conduct of the visitation of parishes and of
all synodical business. As a rule, he would also to serve as a school inspector. He
was to be considered first among equals in the clergy. Where possible, both Lutheran and Reformed pastors should be united together in a single district synod.
Otherwise, the two confessions would need to maintain their own district synods,
each with its own superintendent. If the Lutherans and Reformed are unable to be
united into a single district synod, perhaps the two district synods should meet
together on the same day and in at the same place. It was recommended that if
there was sufficient interest, there should be common worship and discussions
concerning matters of interest to both groups. At least once every three years, a
120
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Schleiermacher 2000, LI.
The draft synodical order is published in Theologische Nachrichten 1817 and Schleiermacher
2000.
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preacher from the other confession should be invited to deliver the sermon at the
district synod.122
The third section concerned the provincial synod which was under the direction of the general superintendent of the province. He was to have general oversight over all church matters in the province, including, but not limited to, the
work and life of the clergy, candidates, and teachers. He was to deal with all complaints of congregations and clergy concerning their superintendents as well as
disputes between superintendents. He would ordinarily administer the examinations pro-ministerio on dates determined by the consistory, and he was to convey
the results of the examination to the consistory. He was to ordain candidates to
the ministry with the assistance of two superintendents or other highly placed
pastors. He was also charged with the responsibility of installing the superintendents and of carrying on the work of visitation in the churches and schools of the
superintendents.
The provincial synod was to meet every second or third year, beginning in
1818, in the town where the general superintendent was resident. Until the synodical and church orders were completed and enacted, the provincial synods
would need to meet annually. The second day of sessions was to begin with a
solemn divine service and Communion. The provincial synod was to deal with
the reports of the district synods and the report of the general superintendent
concerning visitations as well as the reports concerning ordinations, changes in
the office, and other pertinent matters. The reports of the provincial synods as
well as those of the district synods, were to be submitted to the consistory and
sent by it to the Ministry of the Interior within ten weeks.123
By allowing the clergy to gather in synods to discuss ecclesiastical matters
and make decisions concerning them, the king intended to elevate the clergy and
to draw attention to his conviction that they were able to make decisions in the
best interests of the church. Indeed, in the course of time, the decisions of the
Prussian synods would prove to be of significance. Pastors would deliver theological papers, and their auditors would engage in discussions of what they had
read and heard. Pressing pastoral issues would be discussed as well as matters
pertaining to the welfare of the church in general and the congregations in particular. The king believed that well-educated clergy could maintain the integrity
of the church’s faith tradition in continuity with the past. At the same time, he
already was thinking in terms of the coming three-hundredth anniversary of the
beginning of the Reformation which, he was convinced, was as relevant to the Reformed as it was to the Lutherans. This event would provide him with an opportunity to prepare the groundwork for the union of the Lutheran and Reformed
122
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Theologische Nachrichten 1817, 262-275; Schleiermacher 2000, 516-527.
Theologische Nachrichten 1817, 275-280; Schleiermacher 2000, 527-531.
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churches. His own ius episcopale rights did not enable him to establish a union and
implement it from above. It would have to be the decision of the church’s own
synods that would bring his plan to realization.
The synods, of course, were really only advisory bodies. The real decisions
were made by the consistories and the governmental authorities which supervised them. Following the model of Constantine, from 1815 onward the king intended to regulate his church through his direct control of the whole apparatus of
church administration. To his mind, religious individualism and democracy and
democratic decision-making power should have no place in the affairs of church
and state.
A constant source of irritation of this whole process was the highly respected
Berlin Professor Friedrich Schleiermacher. Both he and the king were members of
the same Reformed confession, but his views of the church and its proper government were diametrically opposed to those of the king. Both were strong advocates of the union of the Lutheran and Reformed churches, but they were not of
the same mind concerning the nature of the church, its proper constitution, or the
manner by which it should be governed. According to Schleiermacher, the church
was an association freely entered into by like-minded people, and this association
ought to be free to make its own decisions in all matters from faith and worship
to ecclesiastical administration. To his mind, the role of the clergy was to serve the
congregations as the congregations saw fit. They were employees, hired to serve
the church as the church wished to be served. Under no circumstances ought they
to be given any authoritative role in the life and management of church affairs.
Synods ought not to be gatherings of the clergy but rather gatherings of delegates
of the congregations together with selected clergy.
The January 2 announcement of the Ministry of the Interior to proceed with
the establishment of synods was the final provocation which led him to prepare
and publish his critical evaluation of the proposals concerning clergy synods,
which were being put forward by the Ministry of the Interior with royal approval.
His 1817 critique was entitled: Über die für die Protestantische Kirche des preußischen
Staats einzurichtende Synodalverfassung. Einige Bemerkungen vorzüglich der protestantischen Geistlichkeit des Landes gewidmet (Concerning the Synodical Constitution to
Be Instituted for the Protestant Church of the Prussian State. Some Remarks Especially
Dedicated to the Country’s Protestant Clergy). By the middle of June, all the superintendents had received copies of the draft of the synodical order, prepared by
Reformed Court Chaplain Ehrenberg and approved by the Ministry of the Interior. Schleiermacher resolved that this too needed to be critiqued. The result
was the appearance of a Supplement (Nachtrag) to his critique on the synodical
constitution.
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Schleiermacher proposed a complete
overhaul of the church’s administration.
There should, of course, be synods, he
declared, but they ought by no means be
restricted to the clergy. They should instead be forums in which both the clergy
and the laity could speak their minds and
set the church’s course. The consistory
should be answerable to the synod and act
as its agent rather than its master. Superintendents and the general superintendent ought to be chosen by the synods and
not appointed by the crown, lest they become little more than rubber stamps approving decisions made by government
bureaus. The church itself should be a
sovereign institution within the state but
not controlled by the state.124
The king had no interest in entertaining such democratic notions regardless
of shower of contrary opinions that came
from Schleiermacher’s pen. On October
23, he issued his instructions concernFriedrich Schleiermacher’s
tractate concerning the synodical
ing the constitution and functions of the
constitution, 1817.
consistories in which the real decisionmaking and administrative power was to
reside. The state-supervised consistories would stand above the synods and see
to their proper functioning. All decisions of the synods were to be submitted to
them for examination, necessary corrections, and certification.125
One more administrative action in the process of the restructuring of Prussian
Protestantism took place on November 3, 1817, when the king ordered the establishment of a single Prussian Ministry of the Spiritual, Educational, and Medical
Affairs (Preußisches Ministerium der geistlichen-, Unterrichts- und Medizinalangelegenheiten) under Minister Karl vom Stein zum Altenstein.126 Altenstein would
serve as the king’s personal instrument in the supervision and administration of
124
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Schleiermacher 1817, 3 ff. Schleiermacher 2000, 109-172.
“Instruktion für die Oberpräsidenten. Vom 23. Oktbr. 1817.” “Dienstinstruktion für die
Provinzialkonsistorien. Vom 23. Oktober 1817.” Politik der inneren Staatsverwaltung 1823,
266 ff.
“Allerhöchste Kabinetsorder vom 3ten November 1817 wegen der Geschäftsführung bei
den Oberbehörden in Berlin.” Gesetz-Sammlung 1817, 289-291.
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both the Lutheran and Reformed churches until 1838, during the critical period
when the union was effected and its agenda was issued. After a two year vacancy,
Minister Adalbert von Ladenberg would serve from May until October 1840,
when he was succeeded by Minister Johann Albrecht Friedrich von Eichhorn
who served until March 1848. After short terms of temporary administration by
Count Maximilian von Schwerin-Putzar (March - June 1848) and Karl Rodbertus
(June - July 1848), Adalbert von Ladenberg returned as a minister and served in
this position from July 1848 until the end of 1850.127

127

Handbuch der preussischen Geschichte 1992, 168; Die Geschichte der Evangelischen Kirche der
Union I 1992, 419.
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4 . T h e P r o c la m at i o n
o f t h e P r u ss i an Un i o n

4 . 1 P r e p arati o ns fo r the T e r c en t en ary
of th e Re fo rmati o n
For Prussian Protestants, the three-hundredth anniversary of the Lutheran Reformation was seen to be an event of great importance. No publicity was given to the
fact that it was the anniversary of the Lutheran Reformation. It was now referred
to as the Protestant Reformation, the anniversary of a break with Rome, which was
supposed to draw both Lutheran and Reformed together into a close association.
On February 7, 1817, it was announced that on October 31, the anniversary of
Martin Luther nailing his Ninety-five Theses, and on November 1 appropriate
festal celebrations were to be held by both Lutheran and Reformed congregations
throughout Prussia. On June 3, the Ministry of the Interior released to the consistories a detailed program of events to be followed in all provinces by all Lutheran
and Reformed congregations. The observance of the Reformation was to begin on
Thursday, October 30, with the ringing of all church bells at sunset. On Friday,
October 31, solemn and festal divine services were to be held in the morning and
afternoon, using a liturgy prepared for the occasion with prescribed prayers and
suggested sermon texts. On Saturday, November 1, morning service was to be held
in all Protestant churches, beginning with a solemn procession of school children
into the church. At this service, a special sermon was to be preached to fix the Reformation in the minds of the children so that they would recall it with a fondness
for the rest of their lives. In addition, academic festivals arranged and organized
by the universities and high schools were to be held. Pastors and preachers were to
take great care to ensure that the whole celebration was carried on in a very positive
manner so that the event would be an occasion of praise and thanksgiving, and the
memory of bitter experiences long passed would not be brought up.128
The instructions of the Ministry of the Interior were sent out by the consistories over the signatures of their general superintendents to all Prussian pastors and congregations. The Berlin consistory sent out instructions on June 7; in
Königsberg they were forwarded on June 13, signed by General Superintendent
Ludwig Ernst von Borowski.129
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4.1.1 T he Prus s ian Un ion An n ounce d
i n t he Ki ng ’s C abin et Order
The administrative reforms which had been introduced in the church and the
proposed revisions to the liturgy all seemed to be moving towards the goal of
unifying Prussia’s Lutheran and Reformed churches. Up to this point, the king
himself had maintained silence. In none of his public decrees did he state that it
was his clear goal to create a new evangelical church. However, it was no secret
that the union of the churches was his intention, and he was determined to accomplish it. Few were surprised when cabinet order appeared on September 27,
1817, clearly articulating the king’s final intention. He desired to create a true religious union of the two Protestant churches which were divided only by “outward
differences.”
According to the order, it had been the earnest desire of the king’s predecessors, Elector Johann Sigismund, Great Elector Georg Wilhelm, King Friedrich I,
and King Friedrich Wilhelm I to finally accomplish that union which would put
an end to the “unhappy sectarian spirit” which prevailed in Prussia. The king
portrayed himself as simply taking up the torch which was passed to him by
his noble predecessors, among whom he very pointedly did not include his own
father who had allowed Wöllner to issue religious edict requiring that the churches adhere to their confessions, and at the same time he would be fulfilling the
dream of the great Reformers themselves. Indeed, according to the king, it was
inherent in the very spirit of Protestantism that there should be a unity which was
unhindered by partisan confessional differences. Now, at last, the hour of destiny
had come, the time to take up this noble work which was so well-pleasing to God.
The three-hundredth anniversary of the Reformation would provide the historic
moment when his will would, at last, be done. The fruit of this union would be
a resurgence of deep religious spirit among the Prussian people and feed their
piety, and it would lead the way to many other desirable unspecified reforms in
church and school.
To clarify the new relationship between the churches, which would result
from the union, the king stated that neither would Reformed Church take precedence over the Lutheran, or vice versa, but both would fulfill the vision of Jesus,
whom he called the “holy Founder,” to manifest a true Christian spirit and enjoy
the blessings of the Reformation according to the intention of divine providence.
Having stated these lofty goals, the king proceeded to exonerate himself of
any responsibility for the reaching of these goals. He stated that it would be up
to the churches themselves to work out all the minute details so that a true union
would be effected, which was not simply impressed on a hostile or indifferent
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Draft of the Union Charter of September 27, 1817, by Rulemann Friedrich Eylert (Geheimes
Staatsarchiv Preußischer Kulturbesitz (GstA), Dept. Merseburg, 2.2.1. No. 22722, 46-48; Die
Geschichte der Evangelischen Kirche der Union I 1992).
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people or which was simply outward in
form, but which was, instead, in accordance with Scriptural principles.
Finally, he stated emphatically that this
union could not be effected by command
or force, but in order to show how it could
be done, he had decided to unite the Lutheran and Reformed Court and Garrison
congregations in Potsdam. Only by way of
example, they would by his edict worship
and partake of the Holy Sacrament together in order to ignite the zeal of all Lutheran
and Reformed congregations to imitate
them in spirit and truth. Apart from this,
he declared, he would leave it to the consistories and the synods to determine what
September 27, 1817, cabinet order concerning
the Union of the Lutheran and
form the agreement between the churches
Reformed Churches addressed to the
ought to take. Under the circumstances, consistories, synods, and superintendents
the congregations would most assuredly
(Amts-Blatt XLIII 1817).
follow them, and the desired goal would
be pursued voluntarily. As a result of these
efforts, a time would come in the near future when the flock would finally be gathered under one Shepherd into one fold in one faith, hope, and love.130
130

Handbuch I 1846, 297-299; Schleiermacher 2000, 178-179.
“
Royal Cabinet Order of the 27th of September, 1817.
My illustrious forefathers, now resting in God, Elector Johann Sigismund, Elector Georg
Wilhelm, the Great Elector, King Friedrich I, and King Friedrich Wilhelm I, have with pious
solicitude, as is proved by the history of their reigns, bestowed their earnest attention on the
subject of uniting the two separate Protestant Churches, the Reformed and the Lutheran,
into one Evangelical and Christian Church throughout their dominions. Honoring their
memory and their wholesome purpose, I gladly follow in their footsteps, and desire that
a work so well-pleasing to God, but which encountered insuperable difficulties in their
days from the unhappy sectarian spirit then prevailing, may be brought to pass in my
states, to the glory of God and the welfare of the Christian Church, under the influence of
a better spirit, which looks not to non-essential points, and cleaves to those main truths of
Christianity in which both Confessions are agreed; and I further desire to see the first steps
taken to this good work, on occasion of the approaching tercentenary of the Reformation.
Such a truly religious union of the two Protestant Churches, now only divided by outward
differences, is in harmony with the great objects of Christianity; it corresponds to the earliest
views of the Reformers; it is inherent in the spirit of Protestantism; it promotes a religious
spirit; it aids domestic piety; it will become the source of many desirable reforms in church
and school, which have been hitherto prevented only by the difference of the confessions.
Such a union, long desired and now called for more loudly than ever, yet which has been
so often attempted in vain – a union in which the Reformed Church shall not go over to the
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Gold medal celebrating the Prussian Union by Henri Francois Brandt. On the reverse side:
“The Bible that is the entire Holy Scripture. October 31, 1817.”

Although the cabinet order appeared over the king’s signature, it was his
Potsdam Reformed Court Chaplain Eylert who put the king’s thoughts and intentions into words.131

131

Lutheran, nor vice versa, but both shall form a revivified Evangelical Christian Church in
the spirit of their holy Founder – will encounter no insuperable obstacle, if only both parties
earnestly and sincerely come to desire it in a truly Christian spirit. If really the offspring
of such a spirit, it would be a worthy expression of our thankfulness to divine Providence
for the invaluable blessing of the Reformation, and a suitable mode of honoring in act the
memory of its great founders, by continuing their immortal work.
But while I cannot but earnestly wish that the Reformed and Lutheran Churches in my dominions
may share this, my well-considered conviction – esteeming, as I do, their rights and liberties, I
am far from desiring to press it upon them, or to make any regulations and determinations in
this matter. For a union will only possess a real value if it be not the product of persuasion or
indifferentism; and if it be a union, not merely in outward form, but having its roots and vital
energy in the oneness of hearts, in harmony with genuine scriptural principles.
In this spirit, I therefore propose to celebrate the tercentenary of the Reformation, by uniting
the Lutheran and Reformed congregations of the Court and Garrison of Potsdam into one
Evangelical and Christian Church, and partaking with them of the Holy Sacrament of the
Lord’s Supper; and I hope that this, my own example, may have a salutary effect upon all the
Protestant congregations in my land, and find universal imitation in spirit and in truth. To the
wise guidance of the consistories – to the pious zeal of the clergy and their synods – I leave the
outward form of the agreement to be entered into, assured that the congregations will willingly
follow their proper leaders; and that above all, wherever the eye is directed in earnestness and
sincerity, and clear from all interested views, to what is essential, and to the great and holy cause
itself, a form will readily be found, and thus the outward shape will spontaneously spring forth
from the inward essence, and assume a simple and dignified aspect. May that promised era not
be far distant, when all shall be gathered under one Shepherd into one fold, with one faith, one
hope, one love. Friedrich Wilhelm.” Bunsen 1856, 427-429.
Wappler 1992, 88-90, 102.
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4.1.2 O bser vation s Con c ern in g the C o n fe s s ion a l M a k e U p of
t he Pr u ssi a n Provin c es
The king realized that he could not command and force a union between the
churches. Only the churches themselves could make that move. It was for that
reason that in the last paragraph the king so graciously invited the participation
of consistories and clergy synods in the process. He knew well that without their
cooperation his project would be doomed.
Lutheran and Reformed congregations were not equally represented in the Prussian
provinces. Prussia was, in fact, a stronghold for Lutheranism and Roman Catholicism. In
1815, there were 10,173,838 persons living in Prussia, 5,727,746 of them were Lutherans
and 3,908,242 were Roman Catholics. There were only 384,926 Reformed in the whole
state. Present as well were 15,153 Mennonites and 123,579 Jews. Thus, 56% of the people
in Prussia were Lutheran, 38% were Roman Catholic, and only 4% were Reformed. Lutherans constituted 93.3% of all the Prussian Protestants in the state, and the Reformed
constituted only 6.7%. In the eastern provinces, there were barely enough Reformed to
constitute a congregation of respectable size. Before 1810, there were in Silesia only 7 Reformed parishes, while the Lutherans had 700.132 The situation in East and West Prussia,
Saxony, and Pomerania was similar. There were a number of regions in which there were
few, if any, Reformed congregations. In Brandenburg, the Reformed congregations were
found chiefly among the Huguenots, who had fled there and had settled in Berlin and a
few other towns. They represented only 2% of the total population, while the Lutherans
made up the other 96%. In East Prussia, 84% of the population was Lutheran; the remaining 2% was Reformed. In the Province of Saxony, out of some 1,500 congregations only
9 were Reformed.133 In the provinces of West Prussia, Posen, and Silesia, only less than
0.5% of the population was Reformed. In Pomerania, there were also a mere handful of
Reformed Christians. They represented 0.41% of the population, while Lutherans represented 98%. Only in the Province of Westphalia and the Rhine Province were there any
significant numbers of Reformed Christians. In Westphalia, 30% of the population was
Lutheran and 9% was Reformed, while in the Rhine Province 12% was Reformed and
10% was Lutheran. This made the Rhine Province the only Prussian province in which
a majority of the Protestants were Reformed. However, the province itself was largely
Roman Catholic, with 77% of the residents belonging to the Roman Catholic Church.134
In all in Prussia in the opening years of the nineteenth century, there were
some 7,000 Lutheran and only 34 French Reformed and 125 German Reformed
congregations in the entire state. This throws a rather unique light on the king’s
statement in his declaration on the Union, in which he bemoaned what he called
“partisanship” and “an unhappy sectarian spirit” in Prussia.135
132
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Table 1. Confessional affiliation of the Prussian population by provinces and
administrative districts in 1815.136
Population

Lutherans

Reformed

Catholics

Luth %

Ref %

Cath %

523 104
351 058
874 162

409 706
328 735
738 441

3 141
16 346
19 487

107 991
3 894
111 885

78
94
84

1
5
2

21
1
13

233 058
325 184
558 242

123 320
147 756
271 076

1 892
514
2 406

94 874
164 671
259 545

53
45
49

1
0
0,43

41
51
46

570 758
243 190
813 948

140 324
82 608
222 932

2 821
196
3 017

389 780
146 199
535 979

25
34
27

0
0
0,37

68
60
66

182 001
506 299
565 876
1 254 176

161 029
489 222
551 955
1 202 206

12 442
12 992
2 373
27 807

5 208
2 076
8 431
15 715

88
97
98
96

7
3
0
2

3
0
1
1

310 952
234 421
125 988
671 361

305 725
229 544
125 636
660 905

2 062
686
7
2 755

1 947
2 723
222
4 892

98
98
100
98

1
0
0
0,41

1
1
0
1

East Prussia
Königsberg
Gumbinnen
Total:
West Prussia
Danzig
Marienwerder
Total:
Posen
Posen
Bromberg
Total:
Brandenburg
Berlin
Potsdam
Frankfurt (Oder)
Total:
Pomerania
Stettin
Köstlin
Stralsund
Total:
136

Die Geschichte der Evangelischen Kirche der Union I 1992, 82.
According to the December 1816 census, there were 5,873,146 Lutherans and 391,114
Reformed in Prussia (Neher 1865). The 1817 census was the last to provide information
concerning the confessional affiliation of Prussian people. Joseph Marx Freiherrn von
Liechtenstern’s 1817 report stated that 6,106,380 of the Prussian population were Lutherans
and 4,023,513 were Roman Catholics. For reasons not specified, Liechtenstern did not
provide a total number of Reformed Christians. Although the king stated that it was not the
purpose of the union to abolish confessional identification, from 1818 onwards no statistical
reports of the confessional affiliation of Prussian people were made. The term “Evangelical”
came to replace any statement of a person’s confessional affiliation (Liechtenstern 1821, 99100). The number of Lutheran and Reformed Christians steadily grew with the growth of
the Prussian population: 1817 – 6,370,380 (Voigtel 1819, 71; Liechtenstern 1821, 100); 1837 –
8,604,748; 1840 – 9,084,481; 1843 – 9,428,911 (Schubert 1846, 555); 1858 – 10,840,024 (Neher
1865, 330); 1861 – 11,298,294 (Keller 1864, 408); 1871 – 12,275,272 (Aktenstücke VII/1 1875,
154), 1900 – 17,008,186 (Verhandlungen II 1904, 159), 1921 – 18,8 million (Besier I 1999, 91).
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Population

Lutherans

Reformed

Catholics

Luth %

Ref %

Cath %

481 906
502 037
450 217
483 872
1 918 032

345 447
33 008
248 099
408 054
1 034 608

3 452
1 843
280
314
5 889

126 275
459 655
201 455
65 074
852 459

72
7
55
84
54

1
0
0
0
0,31

26
92
45
13
44

460 405
485 531
234 477
1 180 413

445 157
481 154
165 289
1 091 600

6 423
3 230
339
9 992

6 745
978
67 483
75 206

97
99
70
92

1
1
0
0,85

1
0
29
6

347 537
335 609
374 713
1 057 859

1 891
181 650
133 430
316 971

27 625
6 956
64 100
98 681

315 837
143 049
169 683
628 569

1
54
36
30

8
2
17
9

91
43
45
59

324 632
377 775
210 147
(912 554)

30 361
70 500
14 287
(115 148)

12 145
98 079
35 933
(146 157)

284 257
201 389
158 013
(643 659)

9
19
7
(13)

4
26
17
(16)

88
53
75
(71)

337 478
288 289
307 324
(933 091)
1 845 645

43 002
27 909
2 948
(73 859)
189 007

61 563
1 414
5 758
(68 735)
214 892

227 214
256 136
296 983
(780 333)
1 423 992

13
10
1
(8)
10

18
0
2
(7)
12

67
89
97
(84)
77

10 173 838

5 727 746

384 926

3 908 242

56

4

38

Silesia
Breslau
Oppeln
Reichenbach
Liegnitz
Total:
Saxony
Magdeburg
Merseburg
Erfurt
Total:
Westphalia
Münster
Minden
Arnsberg
Total:
Rhine Province
Jülich-Kleve-Berg
Köln
Düsseldorf
Kleve
Lower Rhine
Koblenz
Trier
Aachen
Total:
Total:

4 . 2 D e ta il s C o nce rni ng Ju b i l e e Observ an c es
a n d S er v ice s
The reaction to the king’s cabinet order differed according to the religious constitution of the provinces. In the eastern provinces, it was probably assumed that
the order would not have any significant effect since the absolute majority of the
population there was Lutheran. In some areas, where Lutherans and Reformed
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lived in close proximity, the Enlightenment spirit of the age had a negative effect
on Lutheran confessional identity, and enthusiasm for the Union ran high in both
groups. In Kleve and the Mark, the pastors had already created a union among
themselves and had formulated a form of common worship even before the September 27 cabinet order was issued. Outside Prussia, Hesse-Nassau, where Lutherans and Reformed lived side by side, had also moved forward without outside encouragement. Their document of Union was dated August 11, 1817.137
In Berlin, the intellectual and cultural center of Prussia, the king’s cabinet order was received with great favor by Schleiermacher and his Reformed colleagues
and also by the Lutheran clergy of the city most of whom had deeply imbibed the
spirit of the age, the spirit of reason and neology. All were already of the opinion
that a joint synod of the clergy should be formed. All that was needed was mutual
agreement on the mechanics, such as whether a Lutheran or a Reformed should
serve as president of the synod, or whether the presidency should be alternated
between the groups.
On October 1, 1817, the Lutheran and Reformed clergy met by invitation of the
senior Lutheran pastor and High Consistory member, Andreas Jakob Hecker, the
pastor of Trinity Church. The meeting was held in the Friedrich Wilhelm gymnasium, and the assembled clergy decided to create union of all Berlin superintendencies into one Berlin city synod. They elected Professor Schleiermacher
to be president of the synod, and they decided that the coming anniversary of
the Reformation should be marked by a joint celebration of the Lord’s Supper, as
had been suggested by Lutheran Provost Gottfried August Ludwig Hanstein of
St. Peter’s Church. The original plan was that this jubilee service should be held
on November 1, the second day of the Reformation celebration. However, at the
request of the king, the celebration was moved to October 30, Reformation eve.138
Technical problems proved to be quite formidable. It was agreed that there
should indeed be a joint celebration, but there was no general agreement as to
what form it ought to take or the details of the Communion service. All agreed
that wine should be poured into the cup, but questions arose as to what sort
of bread should be set on the paten. The Reformed insisted that ordinary white
bread should be used; the Lutherans held out for unleavened host which was
their uniform practice. A possible solution was to do what had been decided in
the County of Mark in 1816, when it was decided that at the Reformation celebration there the paten should have on it both ordinary bread to satisfy the Reformed
and hosts to satisfy the Lutherans.139
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In addition to the celebration in St. Nicholas Church in Berlin, where all the
clergy were to meet together for a common celebration of the Sacrament, Sack
und Hanstein, the pastors in the Cathedral and St. Peter’s, proposed that the
Reformed congregation of the Cathedral and the Lutheran congregation of St.
Peter’s should also celebrate the unification of the churches by participating in a
single celebration of the Lord’s Supper in the Cathedral Church. This celebration
would stand out as a living example to everyone in Brandenburg of the unification of the clergy and congregations which was being accomplished.140
Sack and Hanstein faced one difficulty after another in their negotiations over
this service. Once again the question of how the Lord’s Supper was to be distributed arose. Both Sack and Hanstein wondered whether bread and hosts ought to
be put on the same paten so that the communicants could make their own choices.
The king, however, could not agree that the clergy were only to extend the bread
plate and allow the communicants to chose for themselves. He declared that a
different type of bread on a plate would testify to the absence of a true union between confessions. He insisted that the clergy themselves were to distribute the
Communion elements. The bread, he declared, should be broken and administered as Christ himself had done it. He suggested that small loaves of bread with
a cross inscribed on them should be baked, and then in the service they should be
broken into two or four parts. An additional problem was that the liturgy in the
Cathedral was expected to be used also at St. Peter’s. Pastor Hanstein declared
that this was unthinkable. He and Sack finally agreed that the service in the Cathedral on the first day should follow the Reformed rite and the service at St. Peter’s
on the second day should follow the Lutheran rite.141

4 . 3 T h e L o rd ’s Su p p e r L i tu rg y f or J ubilee Celebrat ion s
On June 19, 1817, the king received the draft of a Reformation festival liturgy
prepared by Provost Ribbeck. As he had done so often in such cases, the king
insisted that several changes be made. In fact, he altered it to such an extent that
a final result was, in fact, a new liturgy of his own creation.142
His service was to begin with an opening hymn, followed by the salutation
and the Sursum corda. Then the pastor was to intone: “This is the day which the
Lord has made,” with the choir responding: “Let us rejoice and be glad therein.”
This was to be followed by a lengthy altar prayer and the Gloria Patri, sung by the
choir. Then, after the hymn of the day, the sermon, the Te Deum, and the Lord’s
140
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Supper were to follow. The altar prayer, which Ribbeck’s prepared for the Reformation Day, was also extensively altered by the king.143
The Reformation liturgy was discussed at the Berlin clergy conference on October 1, and it was decided that the joint Communion service should follow a
single ritual, which included the breaking of the bread and the new formula of
distribution which contained only words taken directly from the Scriptures. It
was this formula that would eventually find its way into the agenda of the Prussian Union: “Jesus says, ‘This is my body, etc.’.”
On October 12, the king called the conference of Berlin clergy, at which he
stated that on October 31 the Supper of the Lord was to be celebrated in this
manner, and it alone, by evangelical Christians in all Berlin congregations. On
November 1, and until the majority have declared themselves in favor of the new
rite, congregations were free to follow their usual order, but henceforth united
services would be held mostly according to the new order. Eylert, who had not
been present at this meeting, was not overly enthusiastic about this regulation.
In his opinion, to allow the congregations to follow their usual rite on November
1 would be to celebrate separation. The king, Schuckmann, and Hanstein agreed
with Eylert’s observations. It was decided that the clergy commune together on
October 30 and the congregations on October 31 both according to the new ritual.
On November 1, there would be no celebration of Communion at all.
The bread problem still loomed. At a conference attended by Ribbeck, Hanstein,
High Consistory member Andreas Jakob Hecker, and Court Preacher Ferdinand
Stosch, it was decided that white bread was to be used, and it should be broken.
This would satisfy the Reformed. The form of the bread should be similar to the
round hosts traditionally used by the Lutherans, and it should have two incisions
in the shape of a cross in order to make it easier to break into four equal pieces.
This ought to satisfy the Lutherans. More importantly, the king was satisfied. The
precedent for it was the decision of General Superintendent Friedrich Giese of
Weilburg to use white bread in a round form and make it more Lutheran enclosing it like a sandwich between two hosts. This form of bread could then be broken
in two for distribution.144

4 . 4 T h e F e s tal Ce l e b rati o n of t h e Terc en t en ary
Sixty-five clergy, accompanied by members of the consistory, the magistrate,
and other prominent personalities of the city, assembled as planned in St. Nicholas Church on October 30 at 9 o’clock in the morning. The preacher was Provost
143
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Ribbeck and the Sacrament was distributed by Pastors Hanstein and Reformed
Pastors Stosch and Ehrenberg. Friedrich
Wilhelm III and members of the royal
family attended the service without partaking the Sacrament. At the conclusion of
the service, all the clergy shook hands and
exchanged a brotherly kiss. Court Preacher Eylert described the joint communion
as a remarkable and memorable event that
brought the church into a new era:
“All the Evangelical clergy of both
confessions, now united, took part in this
Christian celebration with deep devotion
and pious emotion, and received the Holy
Sacrament as a meaningful symbol of internal and external union. The holy act
Liturgy for the celebration of the
was heart lifting. It lifted the souls of the
Reformation Jubilee, October 31, 1817
prayerful heavenward to the Lord upon
(Theologische Nachrichten 1817).
its wings. It was and remains to all who
witnessed it and filled many eyes with
tears. It is the historical beginning of a great, immortal work and forms a new
epoch in the history of the church. It breathed of a life which is self-perpetuating
and of which it is said that the old is past, behold, all things have become new.”145
All who participated stated that they were profoundly affected.
The service at the Berlin Cathedral and St. Peter’s Church was celebrated on
October 31. Every seat was taken, and all present joined in the Communion service. A second divine service with the Lord’s Supper had to be held, and even
then there was not enough room for all who wished to participate.146
The central and the most important celebration of the Reformation tercentenary was held in Potsdam where the king and his family and ministers gathered
with others in Court and Garrison Church on October 31 at 9:30 o’clock in the
morning. Drums and trumpets called the worshipers to attention, and with full
voices the assembly sang Luther’s “Te Deum Laudamus” – “Lord God, Thy Praise
We Sing” – and the great battle hymn of the Reformation, “A Mighty Fortress
Is Our God.” The preacher on this illustrious occasion was Chaplain General
Offelsmeyer who prefaced his remarks with the reading of Hebrew 13:7: “Remember your teachers who had spoken to you the word of God; consider the
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outcome of their way of life, and follow the example of their faith.” Teachers to
whom he alluded were the great reformers Luther and Calvin and all the others.
No greater thanks to God for their work could ever be rendered than what was
being accomplished this day by the forming previously separate Lutheran and
Reformed churches into one, holy, Evangelical Christian Church.
The high point of the day was the celebration of Holy Communion – a “great
feast of brotherhood” (Germ. “verbrüderungs-Abendmahl”). Now, for the first time,
the royal family could commune together after hearing the Words of Institution
and the choir’s response, “Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world,
have mercy on us.” Court preacher Eylert described how earnestly and with a
serious mind the king nobly approached the altar with a tear in his eye, according
to Eylert’s words, to receive the bread and wine with the Words of Christ ringing
in his ears: “This is my body…,” “This cup is the New Testament in my blood.”
All were overcome with deep emotion. Every soul and heart was lifted heavenward and tears flowed from many eyes. Now Lutherans and Reformed would no
longer be separated by ancient rivalries and contradictory doctrinal confessions,
but all would break bread together as one body both here and in eternity, according to Eylert’s prediction. At the close of this lengthy celebration, with the sounds
of “All Glory Be to God on High” still ringing in their ears, the worshipers departed. Many returned to their homes, but the king and his household began their
pilgrimage to Wittenberg, the Bethlehem of the Lutheran Reformation, where the
laying of the foundation for a statue of Luther, not the “Lutheran Luther” but the
“Luther of all men,” would be solemnized. All that was lacking was the promise
of indulgences to those who participated.147
147
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“The sun shone mild and glittering against the clear blue autumn sky… The earth seemed to
celebrate the festive day and the heavens to bless it. ... The fully packed Court and Garrison
Church resonated with drums and trumpets. The hymn ‘Lord God, We Praise You’ rose to
heaven and every heart sang ‘A Mighty Fortress Is Our God.’ The king was present with
his entire family and all were dressed in state’s uniform. Chaplain General Offelsmeyer
preached a perfect sermon on this text: ‘Remember your teachers, who have spoken the
word of God to you; consider the outcome of their way of life, and follow the example of
their faith’ (Heb 13:7). He spoke golden words on the diversity and unity of the Protestant
church. He ingeniously tied in the Union accomplished with the help of God, and he proved
that the Union was in the spirit of Luther and traces a masterful characteristic from him. The
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we formed one strong, united Evangelical Church out of hitherto Lutheran and Reformed
churches and [we] were of Christian affection. The respectful stillness of deep devotion
reigned over the great assemblage, and all were truly edified. Now the Holy Supper proved
the preeminent point of the high celebration. After long separation before the countenance
of Jesus Christ since the ancient days of Christianity, it would be a meal of union, unity,
and harmony. The Words of Institution – ‘The Lord Jesus Christ, in the night in which he
was betrayed’ – were spoken and the choir began to sing ‘Lamb of God, you take away the
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The king himself greatly venerated Luther and found in him the inspiration
for his own liturgical works. To him, Luther was a giant, a man of boldness, who
stood firmly for the German people and against Roman domination. He noted
that it was from Luther that Calvin and others he had taken the inspiration and
sought to continue and bring to completion the noble work which Luther, the
first reformer, had only begun. To Friedrich Wilhelm III, Luther was and always
would be “Father Luther,” in the sense that he stood at the head of a long line of
great Reformers whose pious works had now reached the fruition in the creation
of one Prussian Evangelical Church. Although this new church would never bear
his name, it would forever stand as monument to Luther and his genius.
The preacher at the festive service on November 1 in the Court and Garrison Church in Potsdam was Eylert. In the September 27 cabinet order concerning Union, the king had spoken through Eylert. Now Eylert’s words once again
stated the king’s convictions. The Luther of whom he preached was no less rehabilitated and reformed than the Luther of whom Offelsmeyer had spoken the
day before. Indeed, he was no less than a saint, a deified Luther, who could even
now hear the words of praise being spoken in his honor. Giving little or no heed
to the prohibition against idolatry in the First Commandment, in the course of his
sermon Eylert invoked his name and called upon him:
“Honorable, great, gentle, and kind man! How you deserve our admiration
and thankfulness! We stand quietly in serious contemplation before your noble
image, and our hearts pound in your presence. We admire you in your valiant
strength, which with powerful hands lifted the world from its hinges. And we
sin of the world,’ and so on. Then the lord defender of the Evangelical Church of Germany,
the king, approached and with him the crown prince and the rest of his children. The king
appeared wan and was very serious. The peace of God rested upon his noble countenance
and a tear shimmered in his pious eye. He appeared as one who had prayed and had found
the Redeemer, as one who had done a good work, and then received the Holy Supper. He
received the bread with the words of Christ ‘This is my body which is given for you; this
do in remembrance of me’ and the wine [with Christ’s words] ‘This is the cup of the new
testament in my blood which is poured out for you; this do in remembrance of me.’ With
the sign of the cross these deep words of the Supper were directed to the king but spoken
over the entire United Territorial Church. And the ancient but eternally new song of praise
rang out: ‘Glory to God in the highest! Peace on earth! And good will toward men.’ It was
as though one had felt the harmony of a better world. Certainly the Lord was in this place;
how holy the place from which flowed a stream of life over millions! Here was God’s house,
here the gates of heaven. The king knelt and prayed; he prayed for himself and his subjects.
The crown prince followed in the warmth of devotion, then his brother, the attendants,
and a great multitude of men and women from all stations of life. No longer separated by
varying confessions, now united, clergy of the church remained long, breaking bread. And
all who took part in the Union celebration knew that the moment had lasted an eternity.
The festival service lasted very long. After it was over the king traveled to Wittenberg in
order to be present at the dedication ceremony for the memorial and statue of Luther in
Luther’s old city.” Quoted from Sasse 2001, 274-275.
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“Dr. Martin Luther’s Life and Apotheosis” by Johann Erdmann Hummel, c. 1806
(Erfurt, Angermuseum).

love you in your gentleness, which allows you to kindly stoop down to children,
in order to bless them with eternal benefits. Behold! Today, a host of millions of
children is gathered together in a celebration dedicated to you, in the presence
of God and Jesus, to whom you have led them. And with the hymns of praise of
heaven and earth are joined our praises, and those of our children.”148
This brought to its zenith the extravagant two day celebration and festival
featuring church celebrations, clergy gatherings, rifle matches, and the like after a
manner of medieval market fair.
Luther was now exalted and deified, and all this reached its climax in celebrations
in Potsdam and a city where the voice of Luther was now silenced, for his Wittenberg
148
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University had in 1817 been packed up and moved to Halle and nothing was left of
Luther, excepting relicts and a monument, and a theological seminar for the preparation of pastors in which Luther’s sacramental doctrine was no longer taught. “It could
not be forgotten that the old university in large measure, with its generous public
funding, had been transferred from there to Halle and only retained a seminary,” observed Eylert. “Still Friedrich Wilhelm III won the hearts of the residents by his dignified seriousness, his virtuous benevolence, his natural, simple nature, especially by the
true reverence which he felt for Luther, with which he honored the day. The great man
and valiant Reformer – who there lived, dwelt, taught, and worked; who there is buried next to Melanchthon in the University Church; and who is constantly remembered
now and will be into the future – will always be called a saint.”149
Those who participated in the celebration were caught up in the fever of the
moment. In the future, Eylert would speak of this celebration as the inauguration
of a great and immortal work, a new epoch in the history of the church which
would go from strength to strength. All this had been accomplished in the name
of Luther and in his spirit and, indeed, over his very bones. The Archdeacon
and Superintendent Klaus Harms of St. Nicholas Church at Kiel had warned the
Prussians in his new Ninety-Five Theses, published to commemorate the Lutheran
Reformation: “Through a marriage the poor maid, the Lutheran Church, is to be
made rich. Do not perform this ceremony over the bones of Luther. They will
become alive, and then woe unto you.”150 Had Harms lived in Prussia, he would
doubtless have been severely reprimanded. As it was, Eylert could characterize
him as a foreigner who was simply incapable of understanding Prussia and its
native spirit.151 The resurrection of Luther’s bones would, indeed, come later in
the inauguration of the Old Lutheran Church.
The tercentenary of the Reformation was celebrated throughout Prussia as
those responsible thought appropriate. In the western extremities of the kingdom,
Westphalia and the Rhineland where the Reformed Church was strongest, the occasion was marked with the same spirit, as in Potsdam and Wittenberg. Luther
was spoken of as the great reformer who paved the way for Calvin, Theodore
Beza, and others to bring the Protestant Reformation to its fullness. Now on the
three hundredth anniversary of the Reformation that work was brought to its
fulfillment in the creation of the Union Church.152
Elsewhere in Prussian regions, where the Reformed were few and far between
and Lutheranism prevailed, a different view was taken. In Königsberg, the capital
of East Prussia, a solemn and festive Reformation celebration was held. It began
149
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on Reformation eve when all the church bells in the city rang out at sunset. School
children were given Bibles and Luther’s Small Catechism. On the morning of Reformation day, General Superintendent Borowski preached in the Altstadt Church. In
the Cathedral, the university gathered for the divine service, and a sermon was delivered by Samuel Gottlieb Wald. In the evening, a theatrical production, prepared
for the occasion by August Klingemann and entitled “Luther,” was held.
On the morning of November 1, the schools gathered in the churches for special
services. Pastor Johannes Wilhelm Ebel preached in the Altstadt Church. The university marked the occasion with a special convocation with featured choral music
and the conferring of honorary degrees. Professor Ludwig Rhesa of Lithuanian
birth read his newly printed poem, Der Geist Luthers an die evangelischen Deutschen
(The Spirit of Luther to the Evangelical Germans).153 The poem appeared under a citation from 2 Kings 2:12: “My father, my father, the chariots of Israel and their horsemen!” These were the words of Elisha, as the Prophet Elijah was being taken up
into heaven in the fiery chariot. The poem celebrated Luther as a man sent from
God to cleanse the church of human tradition and in the spirit of Elijah to replace
those traditions with the heavenly teachings of Jesus. He called Luther the German
Elijah, just as Ducal Prussian Pastor Johannes Bretke (Lith. Jonas Bretkūnas) had in
his Lithuanian Postil 200 years earlier.154 Luther was the strong man of sense and
courage who did not fear death or the raging of the devil and sought to bring faithful in the new and heavenly Jerusalem. Only in the present day have men come to
understand the full significance of his work. Together with him were many “Elishas” of very different temperament: Philipp Melanchthon, Georg Spalatin, Johann
von Staupitz, Johannes Brenz, Johannes Bugenhagen, Nicolaus von Amsdorf,
and even Martin Bucer of whom Luther had no high opinion – “Your spirit is
different from ours.”155 After them came the hymn writers Paul Gerhardt, Simon
Dach, and Christian Fürchtegott Gellert. Included in the company were Philipp
Spener, the author of the Pia Desideria, and the great Pietist theologian August
Hermann Francke. Included also were men of the academy, all of them keeping
alive the spirit of Luther. Spreading beyond Prussia to Westphalia, Bavaria, and
Würtemberg, this same spirit was forming a new Germany in which men would
no longer call themselves Lutheran or Zwinglian but all would name one Master
only. The spirit of this Luther, this German Elijah, was still alive, Rhesa declared,
and still at work, and this day, this new Sabbath, would celebrate it. Having once
again established God’s word, Luther had, as it were, been carried up into heaven.
At this, Rhesa cried out: “My Father, my Father, abide with us, that a double portion of your Spirit may rest upon us.”156
153
154
155
156

Hubatsch I 1968, 281.
Jono Bretkūno postilė 2005, 155.
Meurer 1848, 367.
Geschichte der dritten Jubelfeier 1819, 251-259.

126

4. The Proclamation of the Prussian Union

Silver medal celebrating the tercentenary of the Reformation in Prussia by Daniel Friedrich
Loos. Bust of Martin Luther with the inscription: “Doctor Martin Luther, upon whom rested
the Spirit of counsel and might.” On the reverse side, the busts of Zwingli and Melanchthon
facing each other: “The Spirit of knowledge and fear of the Lord” (Isaiah 11:2).

Everywhere in East Prussia the tercentenary was celebrated in a solemn and
festal manner but little was said about the Union. In fact, it was barely mentioned.
Only in the Garrison congregation was a joint Communion service held on October 31. This was, of course, done by royal command. Outside Königsberg it
was only in Goldap, in East Prussian Masuria, that a united Communion service
was held by the Lutheran and Reformed pastors. Elsewhere, the tercentenary was
understood to be a Lutheran occasion for Lutheran celebration.157

4 . 5 E s ta b l i s hme nt o f E ccl e s i as tic al Un ion s in n on P r u s s i a n L and s
Elsewhere in German-speaking lands, the same unionistic spirit was making
itself known and in some places churches were ready to move well beyond the
Prussian model. United evangelical churches came to be established in Nassau
and the Rhine-Palatinate in 1818, in Baden 1821, in Rhine-Hesse in 1822, and in
Würtemberg in 1827.158
The evangelical churches in the Palatinate and Baden moved beyond pulpit
and altar and administrative union to a confessional union, binding the Lutherans
157
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and Reformed together in a single church
with its own confessional statement,
while at the same time outwardly honoring the older confessional documents of
these churches. The new United Church
in the Palatinate came to be known as the
United Protestant-Evangelical-Christian
Church of the Palatinate (Vereinigte protestantisch-evangelisch-christliche Kirche der
Pfalz), and in the Grand Duchy of Baden it
came to be named the United Evangelical
Protestant Church in the Grand Duchy of
Baden (Vereinigte Evangelisch-protestantische Kirche im Großherzogtum Baden).
The Charter Concerning the Unification
of both Evangelical Churches in the Grand
Duchy of Baden (Urkunde über die VereiniUnion Charter in the Grand Duchy of
Baden (Evangelische Kirchenvereinigung im
gung beider Evangelischen Kirchen in dem
Großherzogthum Baden 1821).
Großherzogthum Baden) of July 26, 1821,
gave pride of place to the Augsburg Confession as the first of the great Protestant confessions to have been publicly declared before the emperor and the estates. It also recognized the role played by
the Catechism of Luther and the Heidelberg Catechism which had been used in the
formerly separated churches. Most problematic, of course, was the understanding and use of the Sacrament of the Altar. It was necessary to reconcile doctrines
of the Sacrament which did not mix well. The answer was to resort to a neo-Platonic understanding, according to which a sacrament is understood to be a holy
act of the church instituted by Christ himself in which invisible grace and benefits
are represented and given through visible signs. It was necessary also to come up
with a statement concerning the Lord’s Supper, which would connect the Sacrament with Christ’s life-giving death, without making any statement about his
body and blood or their relationship to the bread and wine, all the while claiming
as the foundation of this article the Words of Institution as found in Matthew and
Luke. Unlike Luther, Paul was not mentioned in this context, for he was meant
to do service in establishing the neo-Platonic understanding of the Sacrament (1
Corinthians 10:16), according to which the body and blood are given with the
bread and wine. Here “with” means “alongside” or “along with” in the sense of
simultaneity. At the same time, the Union charter very specifically stated that the
bread and wine remain just that – bread and wine throughout. In any case, the
real blessing is to be the invisible grace and benefits, and these have nothing to
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do with the bread and wine. While the Union charter spoke of the benefit of the
Lord’s Supper and its worthy use in terms reminiscent of Luther’s Catechism, it
was built upon a very different basis from that confessed by Luther.
Also problematic was the question of liturgy to be used in the administration
of the Supper. A new liturgy would need to be provided to be used everywhere
and by all in which slices of bread would be broken by the clergy and placed in
the hand of the communicants and also the cup with the words: “Christ says,
‘Take and eat…’,” “Christ says, ‘Take and drink...’.”
The charter charged the Faculty of Theology at the University of Heidelberg
with the task of providing materials for the instruction of catechumens and the
Sunday catechization. It was to prepare in time for the next general synod the
essential materials that could be used to establish a new catechism for the territory. In all, it must be said that the result of the uniting of the Lutherans and the
Reformed produced a church in which the Reformed gained a new liturgy and
the Lutherans lost theirs, and along with it lost their essential doctrine.159
A pro-union spirit spread abroad in the German lands in the second decade
of the nineteenth century. Hermann Sasse has noted that “the reason not all of
Germany had accepted the Union at the time was that there were not enough
Reformed congregations, for where there were no Reformed congregations, the
Union could not be introduced… There were large German territories where
there was not a single Reformed church.” He stated that the Lutheran Church in
the Kingdom of Saxony would also have gladly joined the Union at that time, but
there simply was not a sufficient number of Reformed to warrant it. It was not
that they did not want Union, but there was no one with whom they could unite.
“There were many Lutheran churches in Germany whose virginity was like the
celibacy of a young woman who had not found a husband.”160

4 . 6 T h e Ki ng’s Atte mp ts to Cl arif y t h e N at ure
of th e Pr u s s i an Uni o n
Regardless the lack of enthusiasm for it in some places, the king in his September 27, 1817, cabinet order had clearly expressed his will concerning it. His Reformed and Lutheran subjects were to stand side by side in the fellowship of the
evangelical church. As yet, no name had been officially designated, but what the
king had in mind was most clearly expressed in the words “Evangelical Christian
Church” (Germ. “evangelisch-christliche Kirche”).
The nature of this Union was at this point left unclear. It was understood
that the churches would need to themselves express their vision of what it en159
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tailed. As the Prussian consistory in the
Province of Saxony stated in its letter to
the superintendents and pastors, dated
July 7, 1818, there were misunderstandings concerning Union that needed to be
clarified, and it would be the task of the
synods to accomplish these clarifications.
So far it was clear that the confessions of
the two churches were to remain inviolate. Both Lutherans and Reformed would
retain their unique theological perspectives, while at the same time recognizing
the legitimacy of the other church and
its unique perspectives. Nothing was
Allegorical representation of the Prussian
said about the amalgamation of the two
Union as an angel holding the Eucharistic chalice and the Bible, symbolizing the
churches or a new confessional formulaaltar and pulpit fellowship between the
tion.161
Lutheran and Reformed Churches. Sketch
So far the Union was to be understood
of the Reformation medal by Karl Friedrich Schinkel, 1817 (Geheimes Staatsarchiv
as nothing more nor less than a declaraPreußischer Kulturbesitz (GStA), Geheimes
tion of pulpit and altar fellowship between
Zivilkabinett, 2.2.1., Nr. 22728, Bl. 6).
the churches of the two confessions. Those
pastors and congregations, which held to
the spirit and words of the king’s decree, would henceforth welcome Reformed
communicants to Lutheran altars and Lutheran communicants to the Lord’s table
in the Reformed Church. Festal occasions would doubtless lead to joint celebrations
of the Lord’s Supper. So too, ordination services should be the occasion for inviting
clergy of the other confession to participate. Neither church was to be under any
obligation to abandon its confession, its usages, or its traditions. Fellowship would
be entered into voluntarily and in a spirit of brotherhood. The synods, which would
be formed in 1818, would be cordially invited to be representative bodies of both
confessions if they desired to do so. It was all to be voluntary with no compulsion and no external force which might require one to violate his conscience or his
principles. All that was done of necessity was that the churches should now have a
common administration.
Friedrich Wilhelm III himself soon moved beyond the terms of his September
27 cabinet order. It was evident to him that the Lutheran congregations had little
enthusiasm for the Union and would not voluntarily enter it. Consequently, an
instruction of the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs, dated March 8, 1821, stated that
161

“Zirkularschreiben an sämmtliche Herren Superintendenten und Prediger der Provinz
Sachsen.” Printed in Die Zeiten oder Archiv 1818, 280-284.
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consistories must make every effort to promote the Union. They must also report
the names of Reformed candidates who had passed the pro ministerio examination
and indicate whether they were willing to support the Union. The Ministry would
need to know whether they have had already joined the Union or were willing to
do so if given the opportunity. With regard to Lutheran candidates, the consistories should report to the appropriate authorities responsible for placement and
confirmation of pastoral appointments whether or not the candidate was willing
to join the Union. If he was, his name was to be listed together with the names of
others willing to join and congregations which had made no declaration against
the Union should be assigned candidates from this list. Congregations that have
not spoken out against the Union were to be regarded as willing to accept it.162

162

Handbuch I 1846, 308.
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5 . T h e K i n g ’ s Res o lve t o C r eate
a Un i o n L i t u r g y

5 . 1 L itu rg y fo r the P ru s s i an Milit ary C on gregat ion s
In the early days of 1816, the king resolved to take a more active role in the
creation of a Prussian liturgy for the Lutherans and Reformed. Although he did
not have the jus liturgicum that would
permit him to involve himself in the worship programs in the Reformed or Lutheran Churches, he had the power to
enforce his wishes on his Court and Garrison Church in Potsdam and Garrison
Church in Berlin and other churches over
which he had the jus patronatus.
The king approached the question of
liturgical reform from the layman’s point
of view. He did not pay too much attention to the liturgical theology that determined congregation’s worship to God.
Friedrich Wilhelm III by Friedrich
His thoughts concerning liturgical worWilhelm Bollinger, 1816-1825. Engraving
ship and church music were determined
after Ludwig Wolf and François Gérard
(Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).
by his apparent preference for what he
considered to be a Protestant liturgy of
the Reformation and the military-style
regulations which would be evident in all liturgies that he wrote.
In early 1816, the king prepared the first draft of the divine service in which he
delineated what kind of liturgy he would like to see in the cathedral and garrison
churches in Potsdam and Berlin. As cabinet member Albrecht pointed out in his
February 15 letter to Minister Schuckmann, the work was entitled: “Vorläufige
Bemerkungen insbesondre anwendbar auf den Dom, die beiden Garnisonkirchen in Berlin
und Potsdam” (“Preliminary Remarks, Especially Applicable to the Cathedral, the Two
Garrison Churches in Berlin and Potsdam”). The draft proposed the following order
for Sunday divine service (Table 2, 1816 *):
Choir: “Let everything that has breath and lives…” (“Was athmet und lebet…”)
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Pastor: Sunday morning prayer before the sermon: “Merciful, faithful God…”
Pastor: Lord’s Prayer “without abbreviation.”
Choir: “Forever. Amen! (Alleluia).”
Pastor: Prayer of the church (“Almighty, eternal God…”) with abbreviations.163
Pastor: Apostles’ Creed with its introductory words: “Grant us, O Lord, steadfastness…”
Pastor: Aaronic Benediction with introductory words: “Receive now the blessing…”
Choir: “Rejoice, you righteous!…” (“Freuet euch ihr Gerechten!...”).164
The king gave special regulations to be followed by the liturgist and congregation.
They indicated as to when the congregation was to raise up or sit down, the length of
the sermon, the number of hymn verses to be sung in the service, and other matters:
“The altar should have a cross with lighted candles on both sides and a large
Bible in the middle. If desired, the altar can be adorned with artwork, depicting the
institution of the Lord’s Supper. Where there is no real altar in the church, a square
table with a decent altar cloth should be placed, and if possible, surrounded by an
altar rail. If the walls of the church are to be adorned with several paintings, these
must depict the scenes from the New Testament, and their relevance ought to be
judged by art critics. All prescribed church prayers must be performed at the altar,
and under no pretext they must be altered by a clergyman. At all church prayers
and prayers from the pulpit, if the latter are offered by the clergyman, as well as
during readings, the congregation must always to rise from their seats.”165
The king proceeded to describe Sunday divine service, beginning with a short
call to worship by the organ and an appropriate chant by a four-part choir.
“Several chords on the organ mark the beginning of the divine service. Then
a four-part choir, which in large churches might have as many as thirty people,
with no women admitted in its membership, sings a very short hymn without organ accompaniment, for example: ‘Let everything that has breath and lives praise
the Lord with a festal song.’ Then the clergyman reads the prescribed prayers
and pericopes from the altar and concludes with the Lord’s Prayer and benediction. After it, the choir sings a short final hymn, such as: ‘Rejoice, you righteous!
Rejoice greatly in the Lord, etc.,” which marks the end of the first major part of
the divine service. Then follows an organ accompaniment, and the congregation,
163

164
165

Two principal prayers were published in the 1717 prayer book for the Prussian Germanspeaking Reformed congregations by the order of King Friedrich Wilhelm I. The first prayer,
“Merciful, faithful God, …” (“Barmhertziger, getreuer Gott! …”) was to be prayed “on Sundays
and feast days in the morning before the sermon.” The second, “Almighty, eternal God”
(“Allmächtiger Ewiger Gott! …”), was the “Prayer of the Church on Sundays after the sermon.”
The book also included “the prayer like this after the weekly sermons” – an abridged version
of the same prayer (“Almighty, eternal God…” (“Allmächtiger Ewiger Gott! …”)), which was
to be prayed at weekday services after a sermon. Kirchen-Gebethe 1717, 3-25.
Foerster 1905, 232-233.
Foerster 1905, 231-232.
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which has been standing so far, sits down to sing a hymn of four to six stanzas.
The clergyman now goes to the pulpit and the congregation rises again. He says
a short prayer of his own and then reads the text. After the reading, the congregation sits down again. The sermon is not to be interrupted by the singing of the
hymn stanzas (it should never be) or with additional prayers by the clergyman.
The entire sermon should never last more than one-half hour in length. Indeed,
the shorter the better. The sermon should include some religious topics pertinent
to the day, accompanied and presented with a brief and concise explanation. At
the conclusion of the sermon and pastor’s Amen, the congregation should stand
up again for a very short closing prayer and blessing. After that, everyone can sit
down, and the entire divine service would then conclude with one or two stanzas
of a hymn by the congregation.”166
As an act of courtesy, the king asked some members of the 1814 liturgical commission for their comments. The critique from the pens of Ribbeck and Hanstein,
who were members of the Lutheran Church, appeared on March 4, 1816. They
recommended that the congregation be given a larger role in the liturgy. They
stated that since the earliest days of the Reformation the congregation had always participated fully in the liturgy, and this was true also of the Church of
England. Furthermore, the intonations and their responses, congregational singing and choir responses ought to change from week to week for the sake of variety, but the general character of the service ought always to be that of thanksgiving. They thought it was not appropriate that the Apostles’ Creed be recited week
after week and suggested instead a series of Bible readings that set forth the basic
teachings of Christendom. They provided five series as samples:
I. Ephesians 1:3; John 4:24; 1 Timothy 6:15-16; John 3:16; 1 Peter 2:22; 2 Corinthians 13:4; Hebrews 13:20; 2 Corinthians 1:22-23; Romans 8:16-17; 2 Corinthians
13:13.
IV. Ephesians 1:3; 1 Chronicles 30:11; Job 12:13; Ephesians 3:14-15; 2 Thessalonians 2:14; Rom 3:25; Hebrews 9:14; Colossians 1:22; Hebrews 8:12; 1 Corinthians 2:
9-10.12; 2 Corinthians 13:13.
V. Ephesians 1:3; Jeremiah 32:17; Deuteronomy 32:6; 1 John 3:1; Ephesians
3:11-12; 1 Peter 3:18; Romans 5:10; Romans 4:25; Hebrews 5:8; Ephesians 12:18;
Ephesians 1:14; Ephesians 4:30; Romans 6:19; 1 Thessalonians 2:12; 2 Corinthians
13:13.

166

Foerster 1905, 232-233.
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Table 2. King Friedrich Wilhelm III’s liturgy for the Prussian military congregations.167890
1816 *167

1816 a168

1816 b169

1816 c170

1817 *171

Organ prelude
Choir: “Let
everything that
has…”
Pastor: “Merciful,
faithful God…”
P: Vater unser
without doxology
Ch: “Forever.
Amen!” (Alleluia)
P: “Almighty,
eternal God…”

x
x

x
x

x
x

x
x

P: “Grant us…,”
Apostolicum

P: Aaronic
Benediction
Ch: “Rejoice you
righteous!...”
Cg: Hymn (4-6
stanzas)
P: Pulpit office
(prayer, reading,
sermon, prayer,
blessing).
Cg: Hymn (1-2
verses)

P: “Merciful,
faithful God…”
Ch: Gloria Patri
P: “Almighty,
eternal God…”
Ch: Gloria Patri
P: Epistle

P: “Merciful,
faithful God…”
P: “Almighty,
eternal God…”
Ch: “Rejoice you
righteous!...”
P: Epistle

P: “Grant us…,”
Apostolicum Ch:
Sanctus
P: “May the God
of peace…”
P: Vater unser
P: Aaronic
Benediction
Ch: “Rejoice you
righteous!...”
Cg: Hymn

P: “Grant us…,”
Apostolicum

P: “Merciful,
faithful God…”
P: Unser Vater
P: “May the God
of peace…”
Ch: Alleluia
P: “Almighty,
eternal God….”
P: “Grant us…,”
Apostolicum

x
x
x
x
x
x

P: Vater unser
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

[x]

x

x

x
2 Cor. 13:14

[x]

[x]

x

x

167
168
169
170
171

167

168

169

170

171

(1816 *) “Vorläufige Bemerkungen insbesondre anwendbar auf den Dom, die beiden Garnisonkirchen
in Berlin und Potsdam.” Foerster 1905, 231-232.
(1816 a) “Versuch einer Liturgie für die Garnison-Kirchen” [March 26, 1816]. The draft is printed
verbatim in Foerster 1905, 245-246, but it is incorrectly dated February 1817. Leupold 1933,
127 fn. 104.
(1816 b) The liturgy was introduced in Potsdam Garrison Church on June 3, 1816. Leupold
1933, 128, “Beilage I.” According to Albrecht, the choir was to sing again “Rejoice you
righteous!...” after the Apostles’ Creed, before the Our Father, and in place of this motet,
it sang “Let everything that has breath and lives praise the Lord…” after the Aaronic
Benediction. Albrecht 1963, 50.
(1816 c) Liturgie für die Hof- und garnison-Gemeinde zu Potsdam und für die Garnison-Kirche in
Berlin. Berlin 1816.
(1817 *) Liturgie für die Armee. Berlin 1817.
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II. Ephesians 1:3; Acts 17:24; Isaiah 52:10; 2 Corinthians 5:19; 2 Corinthians
5:21; 1 Thessalonians 5:9; Philippians 7:2; John 1:12; Galatians 4:6; Romans 8:11; 1
Peter 1:22; 2 Corinthians 13:13.
III. Ephesians 1:3; Psalm 97:6; Romans 1:20; 1 Corinthians 8:6; Colossians 1:1920; 2 Corinthians 5:15; James 20:21; Romans 5:5; Romans 5:2; 2 Corinthians 13:13.
Ribbeck and Hanstein thought that the shape of the service ought to be: Introduction – Act of humility before God – Supplication and thanksgiving – Prayers
and intercessions – Reading from the Holy Scriptures – Confession of faith – Conclusion (benediction) – Pulpit hymn – Sermon.172
The king’s rite attached special significance to the choir, therefore it was necessary to assemble a choir to perform its musical part. “The divine service will be held
in the garrison church as soon as the choir begins to master its parts,” wrote cabinet
member Albrecht on March 26, 1816, in a letter to Court Preacher Eylert, Reformed
minister at the Garrison Church. He attached a new draft liturgy which differed in
some respects from the earlier one. Its title was: Versuch einer Liturgie für die Garnisonkirchen (Attempt at a Liturgy for the Garrison Churches) (Table 2, 1816 a).173
As in the first draft, the service begins with a brief call to worship by the organ and
the choir sings: “Let everything that has breath and lives praise the Lord with a festal
song!…” The preacher then invites the parishioners, saying: “Let us pray.” This is followed by the Sunday morning prayer before the sermon, “Merciful, faithful God, eternal Father of our Lord Jesus Christ…,” from the 1717/41 Reformed prayer book for
the Prussian German-speaking Reformed congregations.174 In the previous draft, the
liturgist was to follow this prayer with the Our Father, but in the revised rite the choir
instead sings the Gloria Patri. The pastor proceeds by inviting the worshipers: “Let
us further pray together.” Then follows the prayer, “Almighty, eternal God! Merciful
Father in Jesus Christ!...” from the 1717/41 prayer book with abbreviations, found in
the prayer “after the weekly sermons.”175 At its conclusion, the choir again sings the
Gloria Patri. In the previous rite, this prayer was followed directly by an invitation to
join in the confession of faith and the recitation of the Apostles’ Creed. These features
172
173

174

175

Foerster 1905, 235-236.
The liturgy for the garrison churches is printed in Foerster 1905, 245-246. Foerster gives the
publication date as February 1817 (sic!). Leupold 1933, 127 fn. 104.
The title page states that the prayer book was also to be used by the Prussian Lutheran
congregations: Kirchen-Gebethe, Welche Von Seiner Königlichen Majestät in Preussen, in
allen Evangelisch-Reformirten und Evangelisch- Lutherischen Gemeinen Dero Königreichs und
anderen Landen… Vorzubethen verordnet seynd (Church Prayers, Ordered by His Royal Majesty
in Prussia, for Use in All Evangelical Reformed and Evangelical Lutheran Congregations of the
Kingdom and Other Lands). Its publication together with the 1717/41 Prussian Reformed
agenda, however, indicates that it was primarily intended for the use by the Reformed
congregations. The Reformed origin of the book is also evidenced by the fact that the Lord’s
Prayer always begins with the form “Unser Vater,” (Kirchen-Gebethe 1717, 5, 25) rather than
Lutheran way: “Vater unser.” Kirchen-Gebethe 1717, 3-5.
Kirchen-Gebethe 1717, 9-25.
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are retained, but inserted before them is the reading of the epistle for the day, with the
result that the following pattern emerges: Motet – Prayer – Gloria Patri – Prayer – Gloria
Patri – Epistle – Invitation and Apostles’ Creed. At the conclusion of the Apostles’
Creed, the choir sings the Tersanctus: “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord God of Sabaoth! All
lands are full of his glory.” It is at this point then that the liturgist blesses the people
with the Apostolic blessing: “May the God of peace sanctify you through and through
and may your whole spirit, soul, and body be preserved blameless at the coming of
our Lord Jesus Christ. He who calls you is faithful; he will surely do it,” doubtless
the blessing which in correspondence between church officials was referred to as the
“New Testament blessing” (Germ. “Neutestamentlicher Segenswunsch”). In the 1717/41
Reformed prayer book, this blessing was pronounced after the morning prayer for use
before the sermon on Sundays and feast days.176 The blessing is followed by the Our
Father (“Vater unser”). Then the liturgist says: “Receive now the blessing of the Lord,”
as in the previous draft. He then imparts the Aaronic Benediction, and the choir sings
the closing motet: “Rejoice, you righteous! Rejoice greatly in the Lord!, etc.” At the
conclusion of the short organ prelude, the congregation is then to sing a hymn. Although the order does not specify how the divine service is to end, it is safe to assume
that after the hymn the pastor preaches his sermon, and the service concludes with the
final hymn stanzas.177
The revised order was enriched with choral singing. Composer Bernhard
Anselm Weber was entrusted with the implementation of its musical part. The king
invited him to write four-part settings and to teach them to sing the Potsdam garrison church choir. Weber immediately encountered difficulties because the newly
assembled choir had no experience in liturgical singing. It was accustomed to singing marches rather than four-part chorales. On May 25, Weber wrote to Albrecht
that he was making every effort to ensure that the choir sang these chorales properly, and he gave the impression that he could master them in time. However, on
May 31, Chaplain General Offelsmeyer informed Albrecht that the choir had so far
learned to properly sing only the opening and final motets, while the new liturgy
was to be introduced into the Potsdam Garrison Church on Pentecost Monday,
June 3. It was clear to him that the liturgy needed to be updated. The king agreed to
his proposals, and the divine service took place as planned on Pentecost Monday,
June 3, according to the simplified order of Offelsmeyer (Table 2, 1816 b).178
On May 31, Eylert also wrote to the king, suggesting some additional changes
to the liturgy. He said that the choir had not yet learned to sing the Gloria Patri
and Sanctus. It is only when the singing of these two chants “has reached a higher
degree of perfection, that the whole new liturgy for our Garrison Church can then
176
177
178

Kirchen-Gebethe 1717, 5.
Foerster 1905, 244-245.
Leupold 1933, 127-128.
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be printed and distributed to parishioners
in order that the congregation may know
and understand what is being sung in the
chorales.”179 He also noted that the congregation was left only a passive observer
role in the divine service and suggested
that it be allowed to sing the Amen and
Alleluia verses, and perhaps also another
verse from the hymnbook, accompanied
by the organ and assisted by the choir.
On June 7, Albrecht informed Eylert
that the king had consented to the temporary exclusion of the Gloria Patri and
Sanctus from the liturgy. Since there was
no responsory left between Sunday morning prayer and prayer after the sermon
that followed, it was decided to use an abbreviated version of the second prayer.180
Eylert received the revised liturgy the
Liturgy for the Court and Garrison
following
Sunday, June 9, and practiced
Congregation in Potsdam and the
it in the Garrison Church until August 5
Garrison Church in Berlin, 1816 (Berlin,
Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin - Preußischer
when he informed the royal cabinet counKulturbesitz, Call No: Dr 15110).
cil that the time had come for its publication.181 The rite was printed in the fall of
1816 by the Dieterici Printing Concern in
Berlin under the title: Liturgie für die Hof- und Garnison-Gemeinde zu Potsdam und für
die Garnison-Kirche in Berlin (Liturgy for the Court and Garrison Congregation in Potsdam
and the Garrison Church in Berlin.) (Table 2, 1816 c).
The liturgy appeared as a newborn without father or mother. Nowhere in the
document was the author or editor named nor was there any preface or forward
included, indicating who was responsible for it. The work was eight pages in
length, printed in large and bold Fraktur letters. The liturgy was completely unrelated to any traditional Missa catechumenorum that had gone before it, excepting,
of course, that it did bear some superficial similarities to the liturgies of the period. The prayers and other liturgical elements were strictly traditional, completely unaffected by the neological insights of the Enlightenment. With the exception
179
180
181

Leupold 1933, 128-129.
Kirchen-Gebethe 1741; Leupold 1933, 129.
Leupold 1933, 130; Albrecht 1963, 50.
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of two motets, they were taken almost verbatim from the 1717/41 agenda and
prayer book for the Prussian German-speaking Reformed congregations.
The beginning of the service was marked by a brief call to worship by the organ. No mention was made of the ringing of bells either before, during, or after
the service. At the conclusion of the organ prelude, the choir was to sing: “Let
everything that has breath and lives praise the Lord with a festal song! To him
be praise and thanks! Alleluia!” The rubrics noted that in addition to its liturgical
responsibilities, the choir might from time to time sing a verse suitable for the
occasion. During the singing, the pastor was to approach the altar, and then, turning to the congregation, he was to invite them to join him in prayer with words
from the 1717/41 Reformed prayer book: “Beloved in the Lord Jesus Christ! Let
us humble ourselves before the face of God and call upon him from the depths of
our hearts.” Then followed the Sunday morning prayer: “Merciful, faithful God,
you eternal Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who rule with your Son and Holy
Spirit for eternity!” It was followed by the Lord’s Prayer in the Reformed version
(“Unser Vater”) and the Apostolic blessing: “May the God of peace sanctify you
through and through and may your whole spirit, soul, and body be preserved
blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ. He who calls you is faithful;
he will surely do it. Amen.” (1 Thessalonians 5:23-24). The prayer texts and the
pattern: Invitation to prayer – Sunday morning prayer – Our Father (“Unser Vater”) – Apostolic blessing, was taken from the 1717/41 booklet of prayers for use
in Prussian German-speaking Reformed congregations.182 The choir was to respond Alleluia, after which the pastor was to invite the congregation to join him
in the prayer of the church: “Let us also pray together and bring our requests and
petitions to God.” He was then to pray an abbreviated version of the prayer of
the church, “Almighty, eternal God! Merciful Father in Jesus Christ! We humbly
implore you…,” from the 1717/41 prayer book. The original prayer was to be
used in all Prussian Lutheran and Reformed churches by the decision of King
Friedrich Wilhelm I in 1713 and again in 1717/41.183 At the conclusion of this
prayer, the pastor was to introduce the Apostles’ Creed, asking the Lord to grant
to the people steadfastness in their confession of faith: “Grant us, O Lord, steadfastness and daily growth in the only true and genuine Christian faith that we
confess and upon which we base the hope of our salvation.” These words bore
some resemblance to the words that introduced the Apostles’ Creed in the Lord’s
Super rite in the 1717/41 Prussian Reformed agenda.184 No reference was made
to specific pericopes or any organized series of readings. In a footnote, the king
182
183

184

Kirchen-Gebethe 1717, 3-5; Liturgie 1816, 2-5.
Ein Allgemeines Kirchen-Gebeth 1713, 3-15; Ein Allgemeines Kirchen-Gebet 1717, 3-16; KirchenGebethe 1717, 9-18; Liturgie 1816, 5-7.
Kirchen-Agenda 1717, 73; Kirchen-Agenda 1741, 73.
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stated that he had not yet decided whether the customary epistles and gospels or
other portions of the Holy Scriptures pertaining to the sermon should be included
in the liturgy. He stated that he would make his determination and announce it.
The pastor then was to invite the congregation to receive the Aaronic Benediction
with the words from the 1717/41 Reformed agenda: “Receive now the blessing of
the Lord.”185 After the benediction, the choir was to respond: “Rejoice, you righteous! Rejoice greatly in the Lord! For his grace is never far from you. Alleluia!”
The congregation was then to sing a hymn, after which the pastor preached his
sermon, and the service concluded with a final hymn. The people were to stand
for the prayers and for the preacher’s introductory words and prayer before the
sermon and sit after he had announced and read the text for the sermon.
Despite the fact that the majority of the members of the Prussian army were
Lutherans, the form and structure of the service bore more resemblance to the
provisions in the Prussian Reformed agenda and prayer book of 1717/41 than to
any Lutheran divine service found in the church orders and agendas. The king
would, in fact, admit in his April 20, 1817, cabinet order to Sack that the divine
service he prepared for the Berlin Reformed Cathedral was basically the liturgy of
the “old agenda” with “a few additions.”186 From a Lutheran perspective, it was
innovative in every respect. Moreover, the role of the congregation was simply to
sing the hymns and quietly look and listen.187
What is most significant about this work is that it was the first officially approved liturgical form to be used by Lutherans and Reformed together. In this
case, it was to be used by all members of the military whether Lutheran or Reformed in their worship together in the garrison congregations in Potsdam and
Berlin. The king had not yet declared a union of the confessions, and thus no provision was made in this service for joint Communion. Lutherans and Reformed
would still go to the Lord’s Supper in separate services.
Until then, the liturgical reform was carried out exclusively in the Potsdam
Garrison Church. In his cabinet order of October 4, 1816, Friedrich Wilhelm III
instructed the ministers of state, Schuckmann and Hermann von Boyen, to introduce now the new liturgy in the Berlin garrison church as well:
“It is my will that the provisions I have given regarding the practice of divine
service in the Garrison Church in Potsdam, should also come into practice for the
local garrison church. I instruct you to proceed according to this resolution.”188
The 1816 liturgy for the garrison churches in Potsdam and Berlin was merely
one step along the road which would lead to a liturgy for all Prussian garrisons.
185
186
187
188

Kirchen-Agenda 1717, 24; Kirchen-Agenda 1741, 24.
Foerster 1905, 240.
Liturgie 1816, 2-8.
Schleiermacher 2000, XLVI fn. 117.
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The king was now convinced that the
time was ripe to begin its introduction
into all military churches in his domains.
On November 18, Interior Minister
Schuckmann sent a letter to the consistories, stating that this order of “divine service should also take place in all military
congregations.189
On Sunday after Christmas, Friedrich
Wilhelm III assigned Field Provost Offelsmeyer to furnish all military chaplains
with appropriate liturgical instructions.
In accordance with the military church
order of 1811, all army chaplains were
under the supervision of the consistories,
therefore Offelsmeyer turned to the Minister of the Interior with a request to carry
out the king’s order. Since he saw some
deficiencies in the wording of church
prayers, he asked the king on February 9,
Liturgy for the Army, 1817 (Herzog August
1817, for permission to issue a circular to
Bibliothek Wolfenbüttel, Call No: M: Ti 583).
the military chaplains with instructions
concerning some stylistic changes that
would be more consistent with the circumstances of military life. For example,
the 1816 prayer asked that God “protect us from an evil and sudden death.” For
a soldier, whose life in combat could end in sudden death at any moment, such
a petition was not easy to understand, and therefore, the petition for protection
from the “sudden death” was to be changed to “impenitent death.”190
The king submitted Offelsmeyer’s draft to Eylert for a critical evaluation, and
after receiving his positive opinion, he agreed to introduce some minor changes in
both prayers.191 Offelsmeyer then sent out a circular to all army chaplains which
was entitled: “More detailed instructions for all military preachers concerning the
external order of the divine service in the army…”192
On February 20, the king approved the liturgy for the Royal Prussian Army.193
It was published in 1817 by Georg Decker Printing Concern under the title: Litur189
190
191
192

193

Leupold 1933, 129.
Liturgie 1816, 6; Liturgie für die Armee 1817, 6.
Foerster 1905, 244.
“Nähere Anweisung für sämtliche Militärprediger zur äußeren Anordnung des Gottesdienstes bei
der Armee…” Leupold 1933, 129.
Foerster 1905, 244 fn. 1.

141

Darius Petkūnas

gie für die Armee (Liturgy for the Army), and was bound together with a short hymnal for use by military soldiers: Sammlung geistlicher Lieder für christliche Soldaten
in Kriegs- und Friedenszeiten. Nebst einem Anhange (Collection of Spiritual Songs for
Christian Soldiers in Times of War and Peace. Along with a Supplement). The liturgical
booklet reprinted the 1816 garrison liturgy with minor changes. The pulpit office
was now to end with the Apostolic blessing: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ,
the love of God the Father and the communion of the Holy Spirit be with you all.
Amen” (2 Corinthians 13:14) (Table 2, 1817 *).194

5 . 2 S c h le i e rmache r’s Re s p on se
A substantial critique appeared written by a well-known theologian, Friedrich
Schleiermacher, professor of practical theology in the University of Berlin. His
critique, Ueber die neue Liturgie für die Hof- und Garnison-Gemeinde zu Potsdam (Concerning the New Liturgy for the Court and Garrison Congregation in Potsdam and for
the Garrison Church in Berlin), was published early in 1817, although the year 1816
appears on the title page. This time Schleiermacher did not use a “pen name” but
bravely published his critique under his own name. Regarding his criticism of
the garrison liturgy, he stated the following to Halle philologist and Reformed
Minister Ludwig Gottfried Blanc on January 4, 1817:
“It is generally said that the king himself, in company with Eylert, wrote the
new liturgy, which he first introduced in Potsdam, then Offelsmeyer introduced
it to the garrison church here, without giving the ecclesiastical authorities the
slightest official information, and then introduced in all military churches by cabinet order of November 14. So it may well be that he will very badly take my frank
reproach, and it will be a tough bouquet. But I could not help myself; everyone
thinks this liturgy is bad, but no one has the courage to say a word. In such cases
I believe I am particularly obliged to set a good example.”195
Schleiermacher stated that he was not opposed to the notion that Protestant
worship should find its center in some fixed principle, but he was unable to find
any such principle clearly annunciated in the garrison liturgy. What he found
instead was an incomplete patchwork of diverse elements arbitrarily stitched
together in haste.
Schleiermacher’s criticism was threefold. He was not content to point out the
haphazard order of the elements which constituted the service but wondered
aloud in turn why each of them had been included. He wondered how it happened that two prayers followed so closely together and why the king had de194
195

Liturgie für die Armee 1817, 8; Sammlung geistlicher Lieder 1817.
Schleiermacher 2000, XLVI -XLVII fn. 118.
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cided to include the Apostles’ Creed. He
wondered also about the inclusion of
the two choral motets at the beginning
and end of the rite and why the king had
chosen those particular texts.
Having thoroughly critiqued these
individual parts, he went on to criticize
the general arrangement as a whole, including the decision to begin the service
with a call to worship by the organ and
the choir’s opening motet, instead of the
more traditional practice of an opening
prelude and congregational hymn. Why,
he wondered, was the Aaronic Benediction put before the sermon, instead of last
of all?
Third, he turned to a discussion of
what he regarded as the inherent danger
of this liturgy, which drew primary attention to itself and robbed the sermon and
congregational singing of their proper
role in Protestant worship. To his mind,
Critique of the liturgy for the garrison
this worship failed to properly empha- congregations in Potsdam and Berlin by
Friedrich Schleiermacher, 1816.
size what alone could be the steadfast and
abiding principle at the center of Protestant worship, namely the word of God.
Schleiermacher reminded his hearers that a new liturgy ought not to be the
product of the pen of any single writer. It should always be the fruit of the long
and serious toil by the church’s synods. To him, this liturgy was not substantial
because it had no fixed center. It was not systematic and therefore it wobbled.
Schleiermacher’s criticism was sharp and pointed. At the same time, it revealed
his own understanding of the role of liturgy in the life of the Christian congregation
and the significance of the liturgy of the word and its traditional shape and spirit.
Although some of his observations were quite correct, especially with regard to the
lack of congregational participation and the arbitrary placing of the benediction
in the middle of the service, it is evident that Schleiermacher had placed central
emphasis not so much on the liturgy but on the sermon itself. Liturgy to him was
a frame in which the sermon was placed. Furthermore, his fear was that king’s
liturgy or something very much like it would soon become the standard for Protestant worship throughout Prussia. He stated that if Protestant clergy were called
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upon to introduce this service in their congregations, they would be within their
rights to state that they could not do so under these conditions.196
The general reaction to Schleiermacher’s critique, however, appears to have
been positive. Among the critiques that appeared in print were articles which appeared in Neue Theologische Annalen (The New Theological Annals), the Jahrbüchlein
der deutschen theologischen Literatur (The Yearbook of German Theological Literature),
which listed Schleiermacher’s critique under the heading, Kritische Uebersicht der
deutschen theologischen Literatur des Jahrs 1816 (Critical Survey of German Theological
Literature of 1816), and the article by Christoph Friedrich von Ammon in Magazin
für Christliche Prediger (The Magazine for Christian Preachers).197
The king read Schleiermacher’s critique with great interest, and he was somewhat concerned about the esteemed theologian’s negative reaction to the garrison
rite. According to Eylert, he was particularly concerned about Schleiermacher’s
critique of the prayer of the church from the 1717 prayer book which the king had
edited to tighten it up, omitting intercessions for the church and for the preservation of Word and Sacrament.198

5 . 3 I n tr o d u cti o n o f the K i ng’s Lit urgy
i n th e Be rl i n C athe d ral
An important component of the king’s plan for the advancement of his program of liturgical reform was the introduction of the new liturgy in the Court and
Cathedral Church in Berlin.
The Cathedral Church remained Lutheran until 1632,199 although Reformed liturgical services had regularly been held there since Elector Johann Sigismund’s Christmas Communion in 1613. The Calvinists could not tolerate that the church still bore
witness to its Lutheran pedigree with epitaphs, holy pictures, crucifixes, life-size statues of Christ and the apostles, and in 1615 the cathedral was “redecorated” and made
a true Protestant church, from which all altars, panels, pictures, and crucifixes had
been removed. Finally, on July 9, 1632, Elector Georg Wilhelm ordered the conversion
of the cathedral into a Reformed parochial church. The cathedral pastor became court
preacher, and with the establishment of the Cathedral Church Directorate in 1658,
elector gave the cathedral its own Calvinist administrative authority.200
196
197

198
199

200

Schleiermacher 1816, 3-32.
Neue Theologische Annalen 1817, 322-323; Magazin für Christliche Prediger 1817, 559; Jahrbüchlein
1819, 126.
Eylert III/1 1846, 313.
In 1608, its status was reduced to that of a parish church, and it was given the name Holy
Trinity Church.
Vahldiek 2011, 86.
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It was important for Friedrich Wilhelm III to introduce his new liturgy into
the Cathedral Church because he was convinced that it would give his liturgy
a status of greater importance. In February of 1816, he turned to his cathedral
Pastor Sack to request from him a comprehensive critique of the draft garrison
liturgy and indications of how it might be introduced for use in the Cathedral
Church. Sack worked slowly and carefully for more than a year to produce a
comprehensive critique.
Sack introduced his critique by stating that the traditional Reformed Sunday
liturgy was completely appropriate. The prayers before and after the sermon
were evangelical, understandable, scriptural, and edifying. The whole organization of the service was commendable. Any completely new liturgical form would
have to be very subtle. His suggestions included some abbreviations, additions,
and stylistic changes in the prayer before the sermon, the general confession, the
Apostles’ Creed, and elsewhere. Even more important than changes in the Sunday worship service, he stated, was the need for improvements in the formulas
for marriage, baptism, and ordination.
Some changes in the Sunday service were in order, he said. There should be
an organ prelude between the second and third ringing of the bells, followed by a
Scripture reading, read by a candidate, along with the banns of marriage and the
announcements, just as the commission had suggested in 1814. After the ringing
of the bells, the congregation should sing a hymn, and then the preacher should
read the agenda prayer before the sermon and the Apostles’ Creed. This should
be followed by the Our Father and the hymn of the day. In the pulpit, the preacher should read the Scripture text, after which the congregation should sing the
pulpit stanza. After the sermon, the pastor should read the prayer of the church
from the agenda, and after praying the Our Father, the service should conclude
with the blessing.
Sack also gave careful attention to the manner in which any new service should
be introduced. He declared that it would be quite impossible to coerce the congregations to introduce a new form of worship by governmental ordinance.
“It is not to be expected that a liturgy prepared by one or a few will generally be approved and accepted without opposition. What has become known
about the proposals of the Spiritual Commission has already caused a great deal
of dissatisfaction and apprehension that innovations in worship should be forced
upon the church at the discretion of a few theologians who cannot be trusted and
granted legislative authority in spiritual matters. Given the diversity of views
and opinions, even the most excellent and impeccable new liturgy would be accused by some of approaching the superstition of the papal church, by others of
deviating from the purity of faith, and again by others of excitement of confused,
mystical feelings. Then there should be no shortage of preachers who believe that
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orthodoxy and freedom of conscience are jeopardized in the event of a change
in the ecclesiastical rite which does not proceed from the church itself and who
believe it is their duty to put on guard against danger and act to admonish adherence to the confession of faith, from which all sorts of quarrels and concerns of
conscience arise. Ecclesiastical customs and symbols are not in themselves faith
and religion, and ordering or abolishing them does not infringe on freedom of
conscience; however, they are seen by many as such and are often considered
more sacred than the doctrine itself.”201
For these reasons, it would be necessary to call the general synod to accomplish the introduction. Until then, it would be necessary to ask provincial synods
for advice on the subject and to call upon the most learned and pious men in the
church for their opinions. As he had said before, it was clear that he was still of
the opinion that a new church constitution was more needed than a new worship
service.202
On March 15, 1817, the king reviewed Sack’s suggestions closely and added
his own comments in the margins of the manuscript. Concerning Sack’s criticism
of the placement of the prayer of the church before the sermon, the king noted
that this had been the suggestion of the liturgical commission, and therefore, it
was not a novelty which had sprung from his own brain. He stated that he was
willing to discuss Sack’s proposal that the benediction should come last of all
in the service and not before the sermon. Perhaps it would be possible to have
two blessings – a blessing from the New Testament (2 Corinthians 13:14) at the
conclusion of the prayer before the sermon and another from the Old Testament,
the Aaronic Benediction, after the sermon. Although Sack wanted the Scripture
readings to be read from the pulpit, the king insisted that the epistle and gospel
were properly read from the altar, and that there should be no hymn after the
Scripture readings. In general, he remarked that changes in the liturgy in the cathedral ought not to present a significant problem since no regular liturgical forms
were followed there and the clergy mostly did as they pleased. His purpose was
to test possible changes in the liturgy, and this test would not require any action
by the general synod. It was his opinion that if the clergy used their wisdom to
quiet any possible unrest caused by liturgical changes, the whole matter would
pass without incident.203
The king sent Sack’s critique, along with his marginal notes, to Eylert for
his comments. On March 29, Eylert added also his comments on some of
Schleiermacher’s criticisms. “What Professor Schleiermacher says reproachfully
on this point, like most of his writing, is nothing but an empty sophism, of which,
201
202
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Foerster 1905, 231, 237.
Foerster 1905, 236-238.
Foerster 1905, 238.
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thank God, a pious mind seeking edification knows nothing.”204 He stated that
from a practical standpoint the insertion of the Scripture readings between the
second and third ringing of the bells, while the congregation was gathering, was
completely pointless and ought to be dropped. The banns of marriage and other
official announcements ought to be reserved for the afternoon service. He noted
disapprovingly that Sack had failed to provide a role for the choir, although at
least in Berlin there should surely be no shortage of singers, and it ought to be
possible to form a boys choir to sing descants. Furthermore, the responses ought
to be sung by the choir and the congregation together. The readings from the
Scripture ought without fail to stand in the very center of the liturgy, right before
the recitation of the Apostolic Symbol. He disapproved Sack’s suggestion that
one of the prayers ought to be put before and the other after the sermon. It was
his opinion that both prayers were to be said before the sermon.
The king found himself to be in almost complete agreement with Eylert’s statements, although he could not agree about the participation of the congregation in
the singing of the responsories.
It would be on the basis of principles set down in Eylert’s critique that the liturgy for the Sunday divine service in the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin
be formulated. In a letter to Albrecht on April 14, 1817, the king stated that this
service was one of the best that he had ever come into contact with and would
most assuredly promote the edification of the congregation, because it offered
public worship which was very solemn and uplifting – something previously especially lacking.205
Now the king was ready to move ahead to introduce his liturgy in the cathedral. On April 20, he issued a cabinet order, addressed to cathedral Pastor Sack
with a copy to Minister Schuckmann. It contained a short description of the process by which the liturgy had been revised and was now ready to be used in the
Cathedral Church. He stated that he was grateful for Sack’s input in draft proposals and announced that, as Sack looked over the new liturgy, he would, of course,
immediately see that basically this was the liturgy of the old Reformed agenda206
with a few small additions. Concerning the previously included reading from the
Holy Scriptures between the second and third ringing of the bells before the beginning of the service, the king stated that it was completely pointless and should
be dropped because it was unnecessary. Furthermore, the reading of the banns
and other public announcements were also unnecessary at this point and could
be moved to the afternoon service, or the people can read them in the local newspaper, the Berliner Intelligenzblatt. He stated that Sack would also find that some
204
205
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Foerster 1905, 238.
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short choral selections had been added. Perhaps later the congregation’s desire to
join in the music of the liturgy could also be addressed, but such matters would
need to be left up to the congregation itself. The choir music, he stated, was now
ready, and the choirs would soon practice it so that it could be introduced in the
cathedral as soon as the interior improvements to the building have been completed. The liturgy itself would soon be published by the Dieterici Printing Concern. He concluded by stating that he looked forward to hearing from Sack that
all of this was quite agreeable to him and his cathedral staff.207
At this point, the draft liturgy for the Berlin Cathedral Church had grown to
include the following order (Table 3, 1817 a).208 At the beginning, the congregation might sing a hymn chosen by the pastor. At its close, the liturgist, standing
at the altar, was to intone the salutation: “The Lord be with you,” and the choir
was to sing a response: “And with his [!] spirit” (“Und mit seinem [!] Geiste”),
rather than the traditional: “And with your spirit.” The salutation was to introduce Sunday morning prayer: “Merciful, faithful God, eternal Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ, etc.,” as in the 1816 liturgy. Prayer added additional petitions for the
Christian church, true doctrine, and charity, taken from the prayer for all sorts
and conditions of mankind:
“We implore you to govern your Christian church with all its teachers and
servants by your Holy Spirit that it may be preserved in the pure doctrine of your
word, that true faith in us may be awakened and strengthened, and that love toward all mankind in us grow up and increase.”209
The pastor was to conclude the first part of the prayer with “Hear us, O Lord,”
and the choir was to respond in like manner: “Lord, hear us.” Then the confession of sins was to follow which included a petition for the salutary proclamation
of the divine word. The prayer was followed by the Amen, sung by the choir.
Then the epistle or gospel was read, and after it the congregation was to sing the
Alleluia. This was then followed by the prayer of the church, again as in 1816,
with a place being given in the intercessions for the king and his household. The
choir response was: “Hear us, O Lord.” This was then to be followed by the intercessions for the royal troops, for all ministers and servants of the king, for the
fatherland, for all Christian rulers and for the Holy Alliance,210 for all royal lands,
207
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Foerster 1905, 240.
(1817 a) Liturgie für den sonntäglichen Gottesdienst in der Hof- und Dom-Kirche zu Berlin. Berlin
1817. Foerster 1905, 240-241; Leupold 1933, 134, “Beilage I.”
This section of prayer was included in numerous Reformation and post-Reformation Lutheran
agendas, including Baden 1556, Zweibrücken 1557, Coburg 1626, and Prussian sources, such
as the 1751 Breslau hymnal and prayer book. Kirchenordnung 1556, XCII; Kirchenordnung 1557,
CVIII; Ordnung 1626, 17-18; Geitsliches Bet-Opfer 1751, 77; Foerster 1905, 241.
Holy Alliance – a coalition, created by Austria, Prussia, and Russia after the final defeat of
Napoleon, signed in Paris on September 26, 1815.

148

5. The King’s Resolve to Create a Union Liturgy

and for all necessities. At its conclusion, the choir was to sing Amen. Then the
introductory formula from 1816 would introduce the Apostles’ Creed, which was
followed by the choir singing of the Gloria Patri. This was in turn to be followed
by the Our Father with its introduction: “Make us worthy, Lord, that we may call
upon you with trust and innocence, and say: Our Father, etc.” Then the choir was
to sing Amen. This was then to be followed by the Apostolic blessing (2 Corinthians 13:14) and the Tersanctus: “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord, and all lands are full
of his glory.” This completed the liturgical portion of the service. After the hymn
of the day, the sermon followed, and the divine service was to conclude with the
Aaronic Benediction and final hymn.211
The liturgy for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin was the updated liturgy for garrison churches with a few rearrangements and new elements added.
The king’s statement that its form and content corresponded to the old Reformed
agenda was in many respects accurate. Improvements included the insertion of
the Gloria Patri, although it was simply put in with little consideration as to where
it might fit best, and the inclusion of the epistle or gospel reading from the altar.
Also new were the choral responses between sections of the prayer of the church
and the inclusion of the confession of sins with the petition for the proclamation
of the word. The salutation, with its highly original response, “And with his [!]
spirit,” was, of course, completely new. The service included the Sanctus after the
Apostolic blessing and before the hymn of the day and sermon. Here, the Sanctus
appeared simply as a choral response to the Apostolic blessing. Traditionally, the
Sanctus with Benedictus qui venit concluded the Eucharistic preface and served as
a welcome to Christ who comes among his people in his body and blood. In this
liturgy, however, it served a strictly esthetic purpose. It sounded nice, and the
king thought it to be so beautiful that he wanted it included in every service, and
not only in the occasional services of the Lord’s Supper. Following the criticism
of Schleiermacher, the king did away with the motets: “Let everything that has
breath and lives praise the Lord with a festal song!” and “Rejoice you righteous!”
Schleiermacher described them as pompous and exaggerated.212
Sack and his Reformed cathedral staff made it clear to the king that this improved liturgy did not have their support. This they stated in a letter, signed on
May 20, 1817, by Sack, Stosch, Ehrenberg, and Franz Theremin. They insisted that
the prayer of the church should come after the sermon and not before it, lest the
people come to think that the sermon was really only an appendix to the service,
attendance at which they could forego. They insisted also on some stylistic changes, and of course, the correction of the salutation and response. They asked also
that preachers be given greater latitude in choosing preaching texts, rather than
211
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being constrained to preach only on the epistle or gospel. Finally, they declared
that it should be clearly stated in the service booklet that this liturgy was that
which has been customary in the Reformed churches but has now been adapted
and added to. They expected the king to add the following statement:
“This liturgy is fully consistent with the one that has hitherto been used in our
church, apart from a few changes and additions. It is prescribed by his Majesty
most highly himself, and is another joyful proof of how much the sacred cause of
promoting Christian edification is dear to the heart of our dearest monarch. May
it not fail in its salutary purpose with the help of the Spirit of God.”213
With such a record, the clergy of the cathedral wanted to prevent any accusation of introducing an order not approved by the ecclesiastical authorities.
In response, the king issued a cabinet order on May 30, 1817. Some changes he
would not allow. He was not about to allow the clergy to select preaching texts
arbitrarily. They must preach on the epistle or the gospel. He declared that the notion that the people might regard the sermon as an appendix to the divine service
was without foundation.
“The provision that the divine service be held before the sermon is based on
a suggestion by the clergy commission, which I found very appropriate, and the
concern that the sermon would be viewed as a mere appendix to the divine service, or that some would leave the church before it or only come shortly before
it begins, has shown itself to be unfounded in the Court and Garrison Church at
Potsdam, much to my satisfaction.”214
In any case, it was not the beautiful devotional words of the service which
bored people but rather the string of incomprehensible words which flowed from
the pulpit, sometimes for forty-five minutes or more.
The cathedral clergy had no choice but to submit to the will of the king. They,
of course, were dissatisfied with the new liturgy but no longer expressed their
views publicly. Their mood was well conveyed by Schleiermacher in his May 26
letter to his friend, Ludwig Gottfried Blanc.
“[The king] has prepared a new liturgy for the cathedral parish, which is essentially the same – the prayers all one after another with choral chants in between and a sermon afterwards. The cathedral clergy is said to have protested
against this order and its certain details, about which I know nothing more. The
elderly Sack actually does what one can only expect good from his age and his
once rather fine character, and I believe that he would not want to be awakened
to a higher degree of hardness…”215
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Friedrich Wilhelm III was determined
to move ahead, and on October 9, 1817,216
he ordered that the new liturgy be printed. It appeared under the title: Liturgie
für den sonntäglichen Gottesdienst in der
Hof- und Dom-Kirche zu Berlin (Liturgy for
the Sunday Divine Service at the Court and
Cathedral Church in Berlin). The printer
was the Dieterici Printing Concern.217
Evident throughout this whole period
was the king’s determination to move
ahead as rapidly as possible. Criticisms
were addressed as soon as they were received. The king was determined to move
ahead because now the goal was clearly
in view. 1817 was the three-hundredth
anniversary of the Reformation, and to
his mind the time was now ripe for the
Lutherans and Reformed to unite under
one banner, worship with one form of liturgy, and become two constituent parts Liturgy for Sunday Divine Service at the
of a single Protestant establishment. The Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin, 1817
Berlin Court and Cathedral Reformed (GStA PK, BPH, Rep. 49, E. III, no. 29, Bl.
165r-168v).
Church was among the most important
churches in Prussia. The move toward a
single liturgy should necessarily proceed there, and so it was that here the king
concentrated his primary attention.
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Foerster 1905, 243, fn. 2.
Liturgie 1817; Schleiermacher 2000, LXXXI fn. 249. An English translation of the 1817 liturgy
for the Berlin Cathedral is printed in Appendix 2.
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6 . P r epa r at i o n and P u bl i c at i o n
o f t h e Un i o n A g enda

6 . 1 T h e K i ng ’s E ffo rts T o wards t h e Preparat ion
of th e Ag e nd a
Friedrich Wilhelm III realized that mere pulpit and altar fellowship would
not be sufficient to fulfill his vision. Not even outward conformity in the matter
of clergy attire at the altar would be sufficient. Some visible outward signs of the
Union were needed. The most significant of these must be the uniform adoption and use of a single liturgy and agenda in every evangelical congregation in
Prussia.
Formulation of a simple liturgical order for use in garrison churches and the
Cathedral Church in Berlin was a rather tentative step that showed his particular interest in the old church orders.218 Now the king began to understand that
he would need to produce an agenda worthy to be used throughout his realm
in every Lutheran and Reformed congregation, and this new agenda must be
substantial and include within it all necessary forms for divine service and pastoral acts.
The king had learned to be wary of the advice of the clergy and clergy commissions. He thought that some of them were shortsighted and negligent, while
others had never shed their essentially Enlightenment mentality and were far too
willing to accommodate themselves to every new idea without critically examining it. As a matter of fact, it was leading clergymen who bore the primary responsibility for producing the neological liturgies currently in use. The king surely
could not appeal to them for counsel. He would have to depend upon himself
and his own scholarship.
The development of the king’s liturgical thought can be traced by his liturgical
drafts which he prepared for various occasions after the publication of the 1817
liturgy for the Berlin Cathedral (1817 a).219 At least seven such sources can be
identified (Table 3):
218

219

In 1816, the king was made aware that Roman Catholics in the Province of Lithuania in
East Prussia were attempting to proselytize among the Lutherans. In order to remedy this
situation, he ordered that in Lithuanian-speaking Lutheran churches the altar should be
adorned with crucifixes and lighted candles. Foerster 1905, 249.
(1817 a) Liturgie für den sonntäglichen Gottesdienst in der Hof- und Dom-Kirche zu Berlin. Berlin
1817. Foerster 1905, 240-241; Leupold 1933, 134, “Beilage I.” The designation of liturgical
forms as “a, b, c, ...” follows Ulrich Leupold’s study.
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(1) (1817 b)220 Liturgy introduced in the Potsdam Garrison Church on November
16, 1817, and subsequently used in all military congregations. According to Eylert’s
testimony, it was compiled from the cathedral (1817 a) and garrison (1816 b) rites.221
(2) (1818 a) Liturgy (untitled).222
(3) (1818 b) Liturgy for Good Friday.223
(4) (1819 a) Liturgy held on February 1, 1819, in the Garrison Church in Berlin.224
(5) (1819 b) Liturgy for the military divine service.225
(6) (1819 c) Liturgy for the military divine service held on September 5, 1819.226
(7) (1821 *) Liturgy observed in the Cathedral Church in Berlin on the occasion
of the Coronation and Order feast on January 18, 1821.227
None of these liturgies were very different from the liturgy first introduced in
the Cathedral Church in 1817. They indicate that the structure of the Missa catechumenorum was already firmly established, and now the king saw only the need
to reorganize, or at least improve, its individual parts.
Among the last liturgies prepared before the publication of the first Prussian
Union agenda in 1821 was a special service for the Coronation and Order Feast
(Germ. “Das Krönungs- und Ordensfest”), celebrated at the Berlin Cathedral on January 18, 1821 (Table 3, 1821 *). The king was not identified as the author of this service,
but its authorship was clearly evident from its contents. The order was as follows:
Hymn stanza by the congregation: “Come, Holy Ghost, God and Lord” – “Peace
be with you all” – Choir: “And with your Spirit” – Sunday morning prayer – Choir:
“Hear us, O Lord” – Confiteor: “Most merciful God and Father, in deep humility
we acknowledge…”228 – Choir: “Lord, have mercy” – Bible reading: Psalm 21:1220
221
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(1817 b) Leupold 1933, 134, “Beilage I.”
The archives of the Prussian Brandenburg House and the manuscript collection of Witzleben
before WWII were in the Prussian Privy State Archives. Leupold 1933, 134, “Beilage I.”
The manuscript collection of Witzleben. Leupold 1933, 134.
Leupold 1933, 134.
Prior to WWII, the draft was located in the archives of the Berlin Garrison Church. Leupold
1933, 134.
The archives of the Prussian Brandenburg House and the manuscript collection of
Witzleben. Leupold 1933, 134.
(1819 c) September 5, 1819, order for the military divine service formerly in the archives of
the Garrison Church in Berlin. Leupold 1933, 134, “Beilage I.”
(1821 *) “Liturgie und Rede; gehalten am Altare in der Domkirche zu Berlin den 18ten
Januar 1821, bei der Feyer des Krönungs- und Ordensfestes” (“Liturgy and Address, Held
at the Altar of the Cathedral Church in Berlin on January 18, 1821, on the Coronation and
Order Feast.”). Neuestes Magazin 1822, 497-509.
“Merciful God and Father! In deep humility we acknowledge and confess to you our
unworthiness and our multiple transgressions. Look down on us with compassion, forgive
us our sins for the sake of your dear Son, our Savior Jesus Christ, and grant us the assistance
of your Holy Spirit so that we may renounce evil with all our hearts and may serve you in
righteousness all the time of our lives. Lord, have mercy!” Neuestes Magazin 1822, 498.

153

Darius Petkūnas

Table 3. King Friedrich Wilhelm III’s liturgies for the Court and Cathedral Church in
Berlin and the Prussian military congregations..
1817 a
Congregation: Hymn

1817 b
Cg: Hymn stanza

1819 c
Cg: 1-2 hymn stanzas

Cg: Hymn stanza

Pastor: Salutation

x

Choir: “And with your
spirit!”

x

x

x

P: “Merciful, faithful
God…”

x

x

x

Ch: “Lord, hear us!”

Ch: “Hear us, O Lord”

x

Ch: “Lord, hear us!”

P: Confiteor:
Ch: Amen

x
Ch: Amen! Alleluia.

P: Sal.: “Peace be to
you”

1821 *

x
Ch: “O Lord, have
mercy”

x

x
Ch: “Lord, have
mercy”

P: Bible reading

x

x

Ch: Alleluia

x

x

x

x

P: “Almighty, eternal
God…” I

P: “Almighty, eternal
God…”

Ch: “Hear us, O Lord”
P: “Almighty, eternal
God…” II
Ch: Amen

x

x

x

P: “Grant us…,”
Apostolicum

x

x

x

Ch: Gloria Patri
P: Lord’s Prayer

Ch: Amen! Gloria Patri

x

x

P: Unser Vater

x

x

Ch: Amen

x

x

x

P: “The grace of our
Lord Jesus...”

x

x

x

Ch: Sanctus

x

x

Cg: Hymn of the Day

x

P: Sermon

x

P: Aaronic Benediction

x
Ch: Amen, Amen

Cg: Hymn
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x

Ch: Sanctus with
Benedictus
x

x
Ch: Amen, Amen,
Amen
x

x
x
Cg: Te Deum
laudamus
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7 – Intercessions for the king and his household – Choir: Amen – Apostles’ Creed –
Choir: Gloria Patri – Unser Vater – Choir: Amen – Apostolic blessing (2 Corinthians
14:13) – Choir: Tersanctus with Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit – Sermon – Aaronic
Benediction – Choir: Threefold Amen – Luther’s “Te Deum laudamus” (“Lord God,
Thy Praise We Sing” / “Herr Gott, dich loben wir”) (abbreviated).
The time was now ripe for the king to take up the next step and publish a complete Union agenda for his Protestant subjects.

6 . 2 T h e F i rs t Uni o n A ge nd a

6.2.1 T he Agen da Prefac e an d Gen e ra l L itu rg ica l Dire ctiv e s
The king never made public the date when he had started working on the
preparation of the new agenda. He undertook his work quietly and without fanfare. Instead of hunting foxes, he studied liturgies, and he chose not to share with
others what he was doing. It was only his court preacher Eylert who had any
inkling of what he was concerned about. His testimony to the king’s devotion to
the cause was summarized by Hermann Theodor Wangemann:
“He began a course of study which fascinated him all the longer and deeper
that, while other princes made their gardens and museums a hobbyhorse, for the
king the agenda became the focal point of all his thoughts and will – a renewed
agenda as a wall against rationalism, as healthy food for starving people, as a
means of uniting divergent minds into a single point of common worship, such
was his goal. He could be seen for hours and days busy with his beloved agendas,
which often occupied all the chairs in the entire room as the king compared and
made excerpts from them. If he found a powerful prayer, he wrote it down. His
collections of handwritten forms fill entire volumes of folios, according to Eylert’s
testimony.”229
A certain influence of the Lutheran worship was already evident in the first liturgical draft of 1816, in which the king ordered the evangelical church to have an
altar with a cross and lighted candles on both sides. These instructions, however,
were based on the recommendation of the liturgical commission in 1815 rather
than drawn from the Lutheran church orders. The prayers and other provisions
of the 1816 liturgy corresponded mainly to those of the Prussian Reformed agenda and prayer book of 1717/41. The 1817 liturgy for Berlin Cathedral also showed
some resemblance to the commission’s recommendations, such as the use of the
229

Wangemann 1884, 109.
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salutation and its response and the singing of Sanctus, but the form and content
of the service were built upon the earlier draft. Likewise, the liturgies prepared
in February and September 1819 showed no trace of influence from the classical
Lutheran liturgies, and the service for the Coronation and Order Feast, celebrated
in January 1821, did not differ significantly from previous orders. These divine
services, including the liturgy observed on September 9, 1821, were based on the
original garrison liturgy and its derivatives and bore no relation to the ancient
Missa catechumenorum. The new structure of worship only began to appear in the
liturgy celebrated on October 21, 1821.230
The publication of the complete Union agenda came as a surprise. Not even
the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs was aware of this until the book appeared in
print. The clergy were no less surprised at its publication. The only hint about
the forthcoming agenda was the king’s October 4, 1821, statement to the Ministry
that “the liturgy for the Evangelical Church in my states, which the provincial
synods have been discussing for several years, can be expected soon.”231 Such a
commission was established in 1819 by the Berlin city synod, and its initiative
was endorsed by the king himself, but no results of its work were made public.
Moreover, the clergy, could not recall any synod at which the content and form of
the king’s agenda had been discussed.232
The new agenda was printed in two almost identical editions.233 The same
plates were used for both editions, excepting only that the cover plate of one indicated that it was for the use by the Royal Prussian Army: Kirchen-Agende für die
Königlich Preussische Armee (Church Agenda for the Royal Prussian Army). The other
edition stated that it was to be used in the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin:
Kirchen-Agende für die Hof- und Domkirche in Berlin (Church Agenda for the Court and
Cathedral Church in Berlin). Both editions were published in Berlin by the Dieterici
Printing Concern.

230
231
232
233

Orphal 1960, 120; Kampmann 1991, 160.
Foerster 1907, 59.
Kampmann 1991, 163.
The “General Remarks” in the Cathedral Church edition included a footnote, allowing the
congregation to sing longer hymns: “The clergyman may slightly extend this time [of divine
service] if a longer hymn meets the wishes of the congregation.” Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche)
1821, VII. This note has already been included in a separate print of the liturgy for the Berlin
Cathedral in 1821 (Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste (Domkirche) 1821, 6), published a week
after the appearance of the liturgy for the army (Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste (Armee)
1821). Objections to the “precise limitation of worship time” and the reduction of hymns
to a few stanzas for the civil congregations were delineated by Altenstein in a letter to
Witzleben, dated 27, December 1821. The liturgy for the cathedral was somewhat more
adapted to the needs of the civil parishes. For other minor differences between the 1821
liturgies see in Kampmann 1991, 164-165.
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Agenda for the Royal Prussian Army, 1821.

Agenda for the Court and Cathedral Church
in Berlin, 1821.

The book included a preface by the king, some general remarks concerning
the place of worship, including such matters as the placement of the crucifix,
the candles, the large altar Bible, the place of the liturgist, and the composition
of the choir as well as some directives concerning the conduct of the service and
notes about special occasions. Also included were the liturgies for the chief divine
service on Sundays and feast days and at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper,
the preparation for the Lord’s Supper either on the day of Communion or the
previous day, the forms for baptism and marriage, the three ecumenical symbols
of the Christian Church – the Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the Athanasian Creed – the Catechism for Evangelical Christians, following Luther’s form
and numbering of the Ten Commandments but without explanations. Included
also was a section comprised of prayers for special occasions during the church
year as well as patriotic festivals, general collects for use before the epistle, and
the litany. Appended was the musical supplement, consisting of four-part choral
settings for Amen, Kyrie, Salutation, Alleluia, the “offertory” verse after the Apostles’ Creed, Gloria Patri, Sanctus (one with Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit and
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the other without), the Agnus Dei, and the
response to the versicle for the Commemoration of Departed.
In his preface, the king sought to establish that his work introduced no
novelties but was, in fact, based on the
earliest and best Lutheran Reformation
church orders. He mentioned specifically
the agendas of Elector Joachim II of 1540
and Elector Johann Georg of 1572 and
Configuration of the altar:
Duke Albrecht’s Prussian church order
a. The crucifix;
b. The candlesticks with burning wax
of 1558.234 He went on to say that several
candles;
other liturgical sources were also conc. The large Bible;
sulted and that all of them were drawn
d. The place for the liturgist.
(Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821).
from the treasure house of the gospel and
represented purified Reformation version of forms from the ancient church.
The king alluded to these additional church orders and agendas in his anonymous tract, Luther in Beziehung auf die Preußische Kirchen-Agende vom Jahre
1822 of 1827.235 In it, he referred to the church order for the city of Braunschweig
of 1531, the 1533 Brandenburg-Nürnberg church order, the 1563 church order
for the Duchy of Pomerania, Elector Augustus’ Saxon church order of 1580, the
1613 Cantica sacra for the Cathedral Church in Magdeburg, and the 1697 edition
of Duke Heinrich’s Saxon agenda. These Reformation orders, king noted, were
marked by noble simplicity and brief admonitions that exposed the eternal truths
of Christendom and expressed the unity of the Protestant faith.236
In his written legacy, the king made no mention of what had inspired him to
return to the liturgical ad fontes, excepting for an experience that he had encountered while visiting the Paretz Church near Potsdam. It was his “Turmerlebnis,”237
the moment of illumination at which he came to a new understanding of the
spiritual and liturgical heritage of the Reformation.
“By chance, which I consider to be divine providence, I, without my intention, discovered in the church at Paretz the 1572 Brandenburg agenda of Elector Johann Georg which was completely unknown to me. Scriptural, antiquated,
234
235
236

237

Kirchen Ordnung 1540; Agenda 1572; Kirchen Ordnung I 1558; Kirchen Ordnung II 1558.
Luther in Beziehung auf die Preussische Kirchen-Agende 1827, 32, 34; Wangemann 1884, 110-111.
Der Erbarn Stadt Braunschwyg Christenliche Ordenung 1531; Kirchen Ordnung 1533; Kirchen
Ordnung 1540; Kirchen Ordnung I 1558; Kirchen Ordnung II 1558; Kercken Ordeninge 1563
(Agenda 1569); Agenda 1572; Ordnung 1580; Cantica sacra 1613; Agenda 1697.
A reference to Luther’s theological breakthrough in a moment of dramatic illumination at
an event known as the “Tower Experience.”
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and venerable one, as well as conveying authority of the reformers, seemed to
me quite suitable to outweigh the wavering liturgical views and proposals of
more recent times. In the spirit of those older, truthful evangelical agendas, partly
taken literally from them, the renewed agenda emerged, drawn up by me and
subsequently examined by worthy clergymen.”238
The king did not give a date for his stirring experience at Paretz.
Additional references to the liturgical sources for the 1821 agenda can be
found in the king’s personal archives. They include a handwritten document,
dated 1822 and updated in 1824, in which the king details the textual and musical
sources for the chief divine service and other liturgical forms. He never dared
to quote these sources publicly because their reference would provoke a strong
negative reaction from both Lutherans and Reformed. Among these sources, the
king mentions the post-Tridentine Missale Romanum, the Missale Parisiense (the
Neo-Gallican Missal for the Diocese of Paris, probably the 1738 edition), the Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom, The Book of Common Prayer, the French Reformed liturgies, probably the rites of Neufchatel and Geneva of 1713 and 1724
(1730). Other Lutheran sources include the handbooks of the Church of Sweden,
probably 1693 and 1811 editions, and the 1692 agenda prepared by Magdeburg
Cathedral Chaplain Philipp Hahn.239
Table 4. Friedrich Wilhelm III’ handwritten record of the sources of the 1821 agenda.
Prepared in 1822, updated in 1824.240241

Confiteor

Introitus
Kyrie

238

239

240

241

1. From the Catholic Mass Greek: Liturgy of St. Chrysostom.
2. From the Evangelical Reformed liturgy and the Catholic Mass.
3. An In extract from based on Dr. Luther’s confession of sins and from
French Reformed liturgy.
4. Amen. The music based on Russian.
5. From the Catholic Mass (Paris), Second Sunday after Epiphany.
6. Chorale from the old Evangelical Masses, and from the Catholic; the
music based on the 1697 Saxon agenda.

Friedrich Wilhelm III’s last will and testament to Crown Prince Friedrich Wilhelm. Berlin,
March 20, 1828 (GStA PK, BPH Rep. 49 E, 29 fol. 285- 290 (20. März 1828), 288r) Kampmann
1991, 159; Schubert 2013, 292. The manuscript version of the king’s last will and testament,
dated March 20, 1828, differs somewhat from the text published in Foerster 1907, 55; See:
Kampmann 1991, 159, fn. 4.
Kirchen-Buch 1692; Die Englische Liturgie 1704; The Liturgy 1712; La Liturgie 1713; Les prieres
ecclesiastiques 1730; Missale Parisiense 1738; Handbok 1693; Kyrko-handbok 1811.
An untitled document among the king’s personal records at Geheimes Staatsarchiv
Preußischer Kulturbesitz under the reference code: GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol.
222r. The document was first mentioned by Ulrich Leupold (Leupold 1933, 137 ff.). It was
transcribed and published by Anselm Schubert who gave it the title: “Das liturgische Konzept
der Kirchenagende von 1821/22 1824” (Schubert 2013, 314-315). The king’s 1824 handwritten
corrections are in italics and strikethrough.
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Gloria
Dom. Vobis.
Et cum etc.
Collect
Epistle
Gradual
Alleluia
Gospel
Laus tibi
Credo
Offertorium
Preface
Sanctus
General prayer
Our Father [V. U.]
Benediction
Exhortation for the
Sacrament
Oratio
Consecration
Pax
Agnus Dei

7. From the old Evangelical Masses, also according to the Catholic and
English Common Prayer.
8. From the old Evangelical and Catholic Masses.
9. The same; the music in accordance with the Berlin St. Nicholas Church.
10. From the old Evangelical Masses.
11. According to the English Common Prayer.
12. From the Catholic Mass (Paris).
13. Seventeenth Sunday after Trinity; the music from the Greek Russian
Mass.
14. From the English Common Prayer.
15. From the Catholic Mass.
16. The Apostolic Symbol as found in all hymnals.
17. From the Catholic Mass (Berlin) (Paris) also the music. Sixth Sunday
after Epiphany.
18. From the old Evangelical Masses, also in accordance with the Catholic.
19. The same; the music based on Russian.
20. In accordance with prayers of the church, as they were kept in most
of the Evangelical churches, but significantly shortened.
21. The Reformed Biblical.
22. The well-known Old Testament benediction.
23. From In accordance with the 1672241 agenda of Elector Johann Georg.

24. The same and in accordance with the Catholic Mass.
25. From most of the old Evangelical Masses.
26. From the agenda of Johann Georg.
27. From the old Evangelical Masses; the same from the Catholic Mass.
Music based on the Swedish liturgy.
28. According to the provision from the year 1817 on the occasion of the
Distribution of Holy
Communion
Union of both confessions.
Prayer of Thanksgiving 29. From According to the agenda of Johann Georg.
At the Feast of the
30. According to old Evangelical church books.
Departed
Words of Blessing
31. According to the Swedish liturgy.
Confessional address
32. The same.
Introduction for
33. From the 1692 Magdeburg agenda.
Confession
34. The confession based on Dr. Luther.
Question
35. Now newly added.
Absolution
36. From the 1692 Magdeburg agenda.
Private Confession
37. Now newly added and also occasionally practiced previously.
Collects
38-46. From old Evangelical agendas.
Litany
47. The same, however, especially based on the Swedish liturgy.
Inserted prayer
48. From the old Berlin Cathedral agenda.
The same
49. According to a proposal by Bishop Eylert.
Collects
50-53. From the Evangelical agendas; the last one particularly according
to the English Common Prayer, called the Prayer of St. Chrysostom.

241

The 1572 Electoral Brandenburg agenda is inadvertently noted as having been published in 1672.
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Friedrich Wilhelm III’ handwritten record of the sources for the Union Agenda, 1822/24
(GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.).
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Non-German sources of the Prussian Agenda.
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Missale Parisiense, 1738.

Missale Romanum, 1805.

The Book of Common Prayer, 1807.

Swedish Handbook, 1811.
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The king expressly stated in the preface that the sources he used were very
different from those which were affected by the destructive influences of the Enlightenment rationalism. The new liturgies that had been produced in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries departed from these ancient forms
and introduced many arbitrary alterations. What was never lost, he stated, was
the conviction that, although common fixed forms do not constitute the essence
of Christian worship, their unity bears witness to a common faith and creates a
sense of serenity and confidence which derives from the use of the same words
of praise, thanksgiving, prayers, intercessions, and vows which have been used
down through the centuries and which now are bequeathed to the new generations as they pray and praise God. Guided by these motives, he had determined
to produce the present agenda. The book, he stated, represented an improvement
over the provisional liturgy he had earlier produced for use by the Royal Army
and in the Berlin Cathedral. It would now serve the purpose of reestablishing
continuity with the past ages and promote a proper Christian fear of God, true
virtue, and faithful love of the fatherland.242

6.2.2 The Chief Divine Service with-without the Lord’s Supper
In his “General Remarks” (“Allgemeine Bemerkungen”) concerning the liturgy,
the king stated that preparations for the divine service should be made in a timely
fashion. All things must be in readiness before the hour of worship, so as to avoid
all irreverent running about at the last minute. This time of quiet should prevail
from at least one-half hour before the service until one-half hour after it.
The altar must be in order. A diagram was provided showing the crucifix in
the center of the altar with the large open Bible before it and the burning candles
to the right and the left of it. The liturgist was to stand at the very center in front
of the altar before the crucifix. The service was not to exceed one hour in duration.
A one-half hour should be sufficient for the hymns and the liturgy, and thirty
minutes should be more than enough for the sermon.
The Cathedral Church edition noted that if the congregation wished to do so,
it might sing longer hymns.243 In general, however, short hymns or only selected
stanzas ought to be used. The choir should consist of singers who did not need
organ accompaniment. They should sing four-part harmony, and must consist of
at least eight people. The congregation would need to have the accompaniment
of the organ. The choir ought to join in to support the congregational singing. If
the specified liturgical music were too difficult for the members of the choir, there
242
243

Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, III-VII; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, III-VII.
Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, VII fn.*.
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were simpler melodies provided for them
in the appendix. These could be used also
when the epistle and gospel were long or
when the prayers or liturgy were especially long, such as on Good Friday, the
Day of Repentance, and the Day of the
Commemoration of the Departed.244
The title given to the main service was
“Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service on
Sundays and Feast Days and at the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper” (“Liturgie
zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn- und Festtagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier”). The service began with a hymn. It was noted
that a few stanzas of the hymn ought to
be sufficient. During the singing, the litLiturgy for the Chief Divine Service in the
urgist was to approach the altar in his ac1821 Agenda for Berlin Cathedral.
customed vestments. The nature of these
vestments was not specified, apparently
allowing for the fact that, although the black talar was the standard, some Lutherans might wear traditional vestments over it. The liturgist was to pray his
preparation silently, and at the end of the hymn, he was to turn to the standing
congregation and say: “Blessed be the kingdom of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Spirit now and ever, and to the ages of the ages. Amen.” These
introductory words were taken from the liturgy of St. John Chrysostom where
they marked the beginning of the divine liturgy.245 Then the liturgist was to say
Adjutorium nostrum: “Our help is in the name of the Lord, who made heaven
and earth” – a familiar versicle and response from the preparatory prayers of the
priest’s confession from the medieval Mass.246 The king noted in his records that
Adjutorium nostrum was also the phrase found in some Reformed liturgies.247
The liturgist then was to pray a short prayer of confession, modified slightly
after the confiteor included in the January 1821 festal service.248
244

245

246
247

248

“Allgemeine Bemerkungen.” Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, VII-VIII; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche)
1821, VII-VIII.
“Aus der Griechisch: Liturgie des heiligen Chrysostomus.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E,
111, 29 fol. 222r.
Thompson 1972, 57.
“Aus der Evang. Ref. Liturgie, und der Cathol: Messe.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111,
29 fol. 222r. “Our help is in the name of the Lord” was the introductory phrase to the rite of
Holy Baptism in the Prussian Reformed agendas of 1717 and 1741. Kirchen-Agenda 1717, 1,
15; Kirchen-Agenda 1741, 1, 15.
Neuestes Magazin 1822, 49.
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“Most merciful God and Father, in deepest humility we acknowledge and confess before you our multiple sins and transgressions. Have mercy on us and forgive us, repentant [sinners], all our sins for the merit of your dear Son, our Savior
Jesus Christ. Amen.”
In his personal notes, the king indicated that this prayer was taken from “Dr.
Luther and the French Reformed liturgy.”249 It was a freely paraphrased prayer
from Calvin’s 1542 Geneva Form of Church Prayers, also included in the liturgies of
Neufchâtel of 1712/1713 and Geneva of 1724.250 The king changed the prayer almost beyond recognition. The confession contained no absolution and was meant
simply to remind the worshipers of their sinful condition. The choir responded
with the Amen in tune from the Russian Orthodox sources.251
At this point, the king restored an element that the Lutheran Church had universally lost in the eras of Pietism and Enlightenment. He reintroduced the introit. In this case, it was an introit of the Second Sunday after Epiphany (Psalm
(76) 77:14b-16a.2), taken from the neo-Gallican Missale Parisiense:
“Where is there a God so great as our God? You are the God who does wondrous things. You have shown your power to the peoples. To you, O Lord, I have
lifted up my voice. I have lifted up my voice to my God, and he has heard me.”252
It is known that the introit for the Second Sunday after Epiphany had been
used as a Bible text for the sermon, preached on April 17, 1814, at the thanksgiving service celebrated after the conquest of Paris.253 The king seems to have been
impressed by this verse. The term “introit,” however, was used only in his personal notes. In the agenda, it was always referred to as a “verse after the confession of sins.”254
Then followed the Kyrie, sung by the choir: “Kyrie eleison! Christi eleison! Kyrie
eleison!” A footnote stated that it could instead be sung in German: “Lord, have
mercy upon us! Christ, have mercy upon us! Lord, have mercy upon us!” The
old liturgies and hymnals, however, always kept it in Greek and used the ancient
249

250

251
252

253
254

“Im Auszuge nach dem Sündenbekenntnis (Beichte) D. Luthers, und aus der Frz. Ref.
Liturgie.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Calvin’s Geneva liturgy of 1542: “O Lord God, eternal and almighty Father, we confess and
acknowledge unfeignedly before your holy majesty… that in our depravity we transgress
your holy commandments… have mercy upon us in the name of your Son, our Lord
Jesus Christ…” Thompson 1972, 197; The Liturgy 1712, 1-2; La Liturgie 1713, 1-2; Les prieres
ecclesiastiques 1730, 3-4.
“Amen. Die Musik nach der Russian.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
“Quis Deus magnus sicut Deus noster? Tu es Deus qui facis mirabilia: notam fecisti in
populis virtutem tuam. Voce mea ad Dominum clamavi: voce mea ad Deum; & intendit
mihi” (Psalmus 76:14b-16a.2). Missale Parisiense 1738, 55. “Aus der Catholis. Messe (Paris) 2.
Sonnt nach Epiph.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Schubert 2013, 308.
Anhang 1823, 30-32.
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church melodies. The king stated in his notes that the Kyrie tune was taken from
the 1697 Saxon agenda.255
Then the liturgist recited the Gloria in excelsis and the Laudamus:
“Glory be to God on high and on earth peace and good will toward men.
We praise you, we bless you, we worship you, we glorify you, we give things to
you in your glory, Lord, heavenly King, the Father Almighty. Lord! You only-begotten Son, Jesus Christ; Lord! You Lamb of God, Son of the Father, you carry the sin of
the world, have mercy on us, receive our prayer! You who sit at the right hand of the
Father, have mercy on us, for you only are holy, you alone are the Lord! You alone, O
Christ, with the Holy Spirit, are the most high in the glory of God the Father. Amen.”256
A footnote stated that ordinarily the Laudamus was to be used only at festival
services.
The liturgist then said the salutation: “The Lord be with you,” and the choir
responded by singing: “And with your spirit” in tune from St. Nicolaus Church
in Berlin.257
The liturgist then read the collect, and the choir responded with the Amen.
The collect provided was the prayer to be prayed on Sundays at Vespers in the
Saxon agenda of Duke Heinrich with only minor changes in wording:258
“Lord God, dear Father, we implore you to govern and guide us by your
Holy Spirit so that we may hear and receive your word with our whole heart and
thereby be sanctified and place all our trust and hope in Jesus Christ your Son,
improve our lives according to your Word, and be forever blessed through Jesus
Christ our Lord. Amen.”
The pastor was to introduce the epistle by saying: “The epistle is written”
(“Die Epistel stehet geschrieben”).259 It was followed by an alleluia verse, read by
255

256

257

258
259

“Chor aus den alten Evangel. Messen, und aus der Cathol: die Musik nach der Sächsischen
Kirchenagende von 1697.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r. Agenda 1697, 79.
The text of Gloria and Laudamus was based on the old evangelical Masses, likewise the
Roman Mass, and the Book of Common Prayer. “Aus den alten Evangelis. Messen, desgl.
nach der Cathol. und Engl. Common Prayer.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol.
222r. The wording differed slightly from the traditional sixteenth-century German text in
the Lutheran hymnals and church orders (Gsangbüchlein 1561, 110; Agenda 1569, 393-395;
Kirchen Ordnung 1600, 507-508).
“Desgl. die Musik nach der Berl. St. Nicholas Kirche.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111,
29 fol. 222r.
Agenda 1564, 62; Agenda 1697, 133.
“Die Epistel (Das heilige Evangelium) stehet geschrieben…” The king marked in his notes
that the introductory phrase for the epistle and gospel was taken from The Book of Common
Prayer (“aus dem Engl. Common Prayer”). GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
In the Book of Common Prayer the reading was to be introduced with the wording: “The
epistle (the gospel) written in the… chapter of…” (The Book of Common Prayer 1637, “The
Communion”), or: “The Epistle (the Holy Gospel) is written in the… Chapter of… beginning
at the… Verse…” (The Book of Common Prayer 1807, “The Communion”).
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the liturgist, which was, in fact, a combination of a gradual and alleluia for the
Seventeenth Sunday after Pentecost from the Missale Parisiense:
“The Lord preserves all them that love him: But all the wicked will he destroy.
He will fulfill the desire of them that fear him: He also will hear their cry, and
will save them. We know that all things work together for good to those who love
God. Alleluia!” (Psalm 145:20.19; Romans 8:28).260
The king did not explain why he chose this particular gradual for the Prussian
liturgy, but it is known that the gradual for the Seventeenth Sunday after Pentecost from the Missale Parisiense was used on September 11, 1815, the day of St.
Alexander, at a religious celebration of incomparable proportions to mark the end
of the Wars of Liberation, organized by Tsar Alexander I at Vertus in the plains of
Châlons-en-Champagne.261
The alternative alleluia verse was given in the footnote:
“Lord, let our souls live in your word, that they may praise you forever and
ever. Alleluia.”
The choir was to respond with a sung alleluia in tune from the Russian Orthodox Mass.262
The pastor then announced and read the Holy Gospel which he concluded
with the words, “Laus tibi,” from the Missale Romanum: “Praise to you, O Christ.
Amen,” or according to the footnote: “O Lord, remember us according to your
word, even as we hope in you.” The choir again sang Amen.
The liturgist then recited the Apostles’ Creed, and the choir responded with
an “offertory” verse:
“I will confess to you, O Lord, with my whole heart. Render to your servant,
I shall live and keep your words. Enliven me according to your word, O Lord.”
The introduction of the offertory verse was a significant decision. Luther had
stigmatized the offertory as totally abominable (“tota ilia abominatio”) and removed
it from the Wittenberg Mass. In place of the offertory, the sixteen century Lutheran
agendas ordered the singing of a hymn. “Then a hymn should be sung in place
earlier held for the offertory,” said the 1572 Mark Brandenburg church order.263 The
theme of the hymn was to be the Sacrament of the Altar, the confession of faith,
repentance, or de tempore. Of the sixteenth century liturgical reformers, only John
III of Sweden reinstated the offertory, but instead of the medieval prayer, which
260

261
262
263

“Custodit Dominus omnes diligentes se, & omnes peccatores disperdet. Voluntatem
timentium se faciet, & deprecationem eorum exaudiet, & salvos faciet eos. Alleluia, alleluia.
Scimus quoniam diligentibus Deum omnia cooperantur in bonum. Alleluia.” (Psalmus
144:20.19; Romanos 8:28). Missale Parisiense 1738, 435-436. “Aus der Cathol. Messe (Paris).
17. Sonnt nach Trinitatis.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Schubert 2013, 308.
“…die Musik aus der Griechisch. Russ. Messe.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Agenda 1572, 184.
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asked the heavenly Father to accept the “unblemished sacrificial offering,”264 the
king ordered in his 1576 Liturgia Svencana to pray the Communion prayer from the
Nova Ordinantia of 1575.265 Friedrich Wilhelm III introduced the offertory verse for
Judica Sunday (Psalm 119:7.10.17.25) from the Missale Romanum.266
The king explained the rationale for including the offertory in his 1827 treatise:
“In the early days of the Christian Church, the offertory was called the song
during which the congregation placed its offerings at the altar, as is still the case
today with the bowl and collection bag. Therefore, this chant should not be confused with the so-called sacrifice in the Roman sense which is also referred to by
the term offertory. Luther, however, fought with great force against it, just as he
did against what follows it, commonly known as the Canon of the Mass. This
verse seems to have survived in our liturgy partly because it is found in the two
oldest Brandenburg agendas under the name offertory, and also in the English
Church to this day, and partly because it contains nothing that can in the least
relate to the sacrifice mentioned above in the Roman sense.”267
The king, however, did not specify why he included this particular verse from the
Missale Romanum which was missing in the Brandenburg agendas. It is known that
this Judica Sunday offertory was part of the Roman Catholic Mass, offered on April 3,
1814, when the forces of the Sixth Coalition celebrated their entry into Paris.268 In the
agenda, the king did not give the verse a name, but in the 1823 Anhang von Gebeten
(Appendix of Prayers), he called it the “verse after the confession of faith.”269
Then followed the Sursum corda and Vere dignum, said by the pastor:
“Lift up your hearts and let us give thanks to the Lord our God.
It is truly right, worthy, and salutary to give thanks to you, Almighty, at all
times and in all places, through Jesus Christ our Lord, and especially that you
have spared us, forgiven our sins, and promised eternal salvation, and with all
264

265

266

267
268
269

“Suscipe, sancte Pater, omnipotens aeterne Deus, hanc immaculatam hostiam…” Thompson
1972, 65.
“Almighty eternal God, heavenly Father, you who has promised us the Spirit of grace
and prayer. We beseech you to grant us grace that we according to thy commandment
and promise may call upon you in spirit and in truth. Let you holy Spirit rule our hearts,
for without you we cannot please you.” English translation in Yelverton 1920, 101; Kyrkoordningar 1872, 321-324; Litvrgia Svecanae Ecclesiae 1576, 37.
“Aus der Cathol. Messe (Berlin) desgl. die Musik.“ GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol.
222r. “Confitebor tibi, Domine, in toto corde meo: retribue servo tuo: vivam, et custodiam
sermones tuos: vivifica me secundum verbum tuum, Domine” (Psalmus 118:7.10.17.25).
Missale Romanum 1805, 114.
Luther in Beziehung auf die Preussische Kirchen- Agende 1827, 12-13.
Schubert 2013, 308.
Anhang 1823, 40. Wilhelm Löhe was the first among the Lutheran liturgiologists to restore
the offertory verse. He suggested to sing the psalm verses, “Create in me a clean heart, O
God…,” after the sermon during the collection of alms. Löhe 1844, 21; Löhe 1853, 38-36; Loehe
1902, 21-22.
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angels and archangels and the whole company of heaven we sing to you and your
unending glory a hymn of praise.”
The choir responded by singing the Tersanctus, Hosanna, and Benedictus qui venit:
“Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of Sabaoth! All lands are full of his glory! Hosanna in the highest! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord! Hosanna
in the highest!”
Then followed the general prayer “in accordance with the prayers of the
church, as they were observed in most Evangelical churches, but considerably
shortened,”270 as the king indicated in his notes. In addition to the intercessions
for the Christian Church, the prayer included petitions for the king, the crown
prince, the royal household, and the court as well as the king’s ministers and the
fatherland:
“Lord God, heavenly Father! We implore you to govern your Christian Church
with all its teachers and servants by your Holy Spirit so that they remain steadfast
in the pure doctrine of your word, that true faith in us may be awakened and
strengthened, and that also love toward all mankind in us grow up and increase.
O Lord, let your grace rest mightily upon the king, our Lord, the crown prince,
and the whole royal household and all who are related to and attached to it. Grant
them length of days among us that they may be a constant blessing and pattern in
Christian living. Grant our king a long and blessed reign. Preserve the royal army
and all loyal servants of the king and fatherland. Teach them to bear in mind the
oath they have taken, as is due to Christians, and let their service be a blessing to
your glory and the good of the fatherland. Bless us and all the royal lands. Help
each according to his need and be the Savior of all men, and most especially of your
faithful. Preserve us from a wicked and impenitent death, and bring us all at length
into your eternal heavenly kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.”271
This was followed by the choral Amen and the Lord’s Prayer. The pastor
might choose to introduce it with the Reformed “Unser Vater” or the Lutheran
“Vater unser.”272 The choir responded with the threefold Amen.
After the congregation sang several stanzas of a hymn, the pastor was to go to
the pulpit, and after a short introductory prayer, he would read his text, and at
the close of his sermon, he would bless the congregation with the Aaronic Benediction and the sign of the cross. The choir then would respond with the threefold Amen, and the congregation would sing several more hymn stanzas. When
there was no Communion, the service ended at this point and the congregation
departed.
270

271
272

“Nach Art der Kirchengebete wie sie in den meisten Evangel. Kirchen gehalten wurden,
aber bedeutend abgekürzt.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 16; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 16.
“Das Reformierte.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
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When there was Communion, the liturgist returned to the altar during the
hymn, and at its conclusion, he read the admonition to the communicants who
remained. The admonition, originally published in the 1533 Brandenburg-Nürnberg church order,273 was taken from the 1572 Mark Brandenburg agenda. The
king shortened and reworded it to suit his Reformed sensibilities:
“Beloved in the Lord, since we are now minded to observe the remembrance
meal of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was instituted by him for the strengthening
and confirmation of our faith, so let each one examine himself as the Apostle Paul
exhorts us to do, for this Holy Sacrament is given for the strengthening and comfort of troubled consciences who confess their sins, fear God, and desire salvation.
Because we must now acknowledge ourselves to be sinful, guilty, and unable to
help ourselves, Christ, the Son of God, our dear Lord, has had mercy upon us,
and for the sake of us, sinners, was made man that he might fulfill for us the law
and will of God and for our redemption endure death and all that we by our sins
have deserved. To confirm this, he established his Holy Supper so that everyone
who eats of this bread and drinks of this cup may believe the spoken words and
receive the signs of Jesus Christ so that he may dwell in Lord Christ and Christ
in him and live forever. To this end, we are to remember him and proclaim his
death, namely, that he died for our sins and rose again for our justification. Giving him thanks for this inexpressible mercy, each one should take up his cross
and follow him, and according to his commandments, love one another as he has
loved us, for we are all one body, even as we all partake of one bread and drink
from one cup.”274
Then followed a prayer, taken from the 1540 and 1572 Mark Brandenburg orders, translated from Latin.275 This prayer from the medieval Mass, “Domine Jesu
Christe, Fili Dei Vivi…,”276 was also included in Luther’s Formula Missae as the preCommunion prayer. Luther changed the prayer from singular to plural.
“Lord, who through your death gave life to the world, deliver us from all our
sins and all evil; grant us the strength of will always to remain faithful to your
commandments and grant that nothing may ever separate us from you who with
the Father and the Holy Spirit reigns in eternity. Amen.”277
The choir responded with Amen.
The pastor then instructed the people to kneel and take to heart the Words of
Institution. They were to remain kneeling until the choral Amen. At the words
over the bread and cup, the pastor was to make the sign of the cross over the ele273
274
275
276
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Kirchen Ordnung 1533, XLVIII; Kirchen Ordnung 1540, Liij; Agenda 1572, 187.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 19-21; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 19-21.
Kirchen Ordnung 1540, L; Agenda 1572, 186.
“Desgl. [Nach der Kirchen Agende des Churfürsten Joh. Georg von 1672] und nach der
Kath. Messe.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 20-21; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 20-21.
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ments. He then turned to the congregation for the Pax Domini: “The peace of the
Lord be with you all. Amen,” and the choir responded with Amen and sang the
Agnus Dei in wording and tune after the Swedish handbook:278
“O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, redeem us, Lord God.
O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, hear us, Lord God.
O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, bestow on us your peace
and blessing.”
The distribution of the Sacrament began during the singing of the Agnus Dei.
Other hymns might follow. At the distribution of the bread, the pastor was to say:
“Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: ‘This is my body which is given for you;
do this in remembrance of me’.” When giving the cup, he said: “Our Lord and
Savior Jesus Christ says: ‘This cup is the New Testament in my blood which is
shed for you; do this in remembrance of me’.”
After all have communed, the liturgist was to say the prayer of thanksgiving,
the source of which, according to king’s notes, was the 1572 Brandenburg agenda.279 This prayer was, in fact, modeled after the 1540 Mark Brandenburg church
order stitching together elements from the 1533 Brandenburg-Nürnberg church
order, Luther’s post-Communion prayer in the Deutsche Messe, and even the Heidelberg Catechism:280
“Almighty, eternal God, we give you fervent thanks for the inexpressible grace
by which we have become partakers of your Holy Supper. We humbly implore
you to make us, who have now received your Holy Sacrament, sure of the effects
of your Holy Spirit so that we may share your divine grace, forgiveness of sins,
oneness with Christ, and eternal life, as it is promised to us all, cling to it with
steadfast faith and preserve it forever. We thank you also, Almighty, that you
have refreshed us through your divine grace and beseech you that your mercy
would lead us in a steadfast faith toward you and brotherly love towards all
people and grow us in godliness and in all Christian virtues, through our Lord
Jesus Christ, who in union with you and the Holy Spirit reigns forever. Amen.”281

“Aus den alten Evangel. Messen, desgl. aus der Cath. Messe. Musik nach der Schwedischen
Liturgie.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
“O
Guds Lamm, som borttager werldens synder, fräls oß milde Herre Gud!
O
Guds Lamm, som borttager werldens synder, hör oß milde Herre Gud!
O
Guds Lamm, som borttager werldens synder, gif oß Din frid och wälsignelse!” Kyrko-handbok
1811, 18. Paul Einbeck cites the Swedish choral book as the source of the Agnus Dei in the
Prussian liturgy. Leupold 1933, 137 fn. 169.
279
“…Nach der K. Ag. Joh. Georgs.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
280
Kirchen Ordnung 1533, LI; Kirchen Ordnung 1540, Liij; Agenda 1572, 187-188; Pahl 2005, 104 fn.
50.
281
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 23-24; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 23-24.
278
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The liturgist then blessed the congregation with the Aaronic Benediction282
and the sign of the cross,283 and the service concluded with the singing of hymn
stanzas.
Under ordinary circumstances, pastors were not to make arbitrary changes in
the liturgy. There were, however, a few cases in which the need to make alterations was recognized and acknowledged. Such was the case when there was a
liturgy without a sermon. In this situation, the choir was not to sing the threefold
Amen after the Lord’s Prayer. Instead, the liturgist was to pass immediately from
the Lord’s Prayer to the benediction, and then the choir was to sing its threefold
Amen. Modifications were also in order when the liturgy with the Lord’s Supper
was held without a sermon, such as on Maundy Thursday, but when a preparatory service with confession and absolution had been held the day before. On
such occasions, there was to be no threefold Amen after the Our Father, but the
liturgist was to deliver his exhortation to the communicants, and the service was
to continue as usual.
It was also permitted that the choir might enrich the service by singing some
parts ordinarily read by the liturgist. These included the versicle, which followed
the confession of sins, the “Gloria in excelsis,” the verse before the alleluia after
the epistle, the creed, and the Great Thanksgiving before the Sanctus. It was stated that music for these parts of the service would be provided. Pastors were reminded also that there was an appendix of special collects that could be used on
festal days in place of the usual prayers. Additional provisions were also made
for the prayer of the church on these days. Special patriotic festivals, such as were
celebrated on October 18, March 30, and June 18,284 could be observed on the Sunday following rather than on the day itself.285
282
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285

The king noted that the final benediction was taken “from the Swedish liturgy” (“Nach
der Schwedischen Liturgie.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.). A special
feature of the Swedish Mass was the addition of the trinitarian formula to the Aaronic
Benediction:“In the name of the God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Amen.”
(“Herren wälsigne dig, och beware dig: Herren upplyse sitt ansigte öfwer dig, och ware
dig nädig: Herren wände sitt ansigte till dig, och gifwe dig en ewig frid, i Guds, Faders och
Sons och den Heliga Andas, namn. Amen.”). Handbok 1693, 104-105; Kyrko-Handbok 1811,
70. It is not clear why the king referred to the Swedish liturgy as the source of the Aaronic
Benediction since the trinitarian formula was not part of the blessing in the Prussian liturgy.
Lutheran clergy traditionally made the sign of the cross at the Aaronic Benediction, but
the sign itself was not ordinarily displayed in the Prussian and Brandenburg agendas of
the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries. King Friedrich Wilhelm I (1688-1740) sought to
eliminate the sign of the cross from Lutheran liturgy and ceremonies by his anti-ceremonial
decrees since he believed that it had originated from the Roman Catholic Mass and was
therefore “an offensive and superstitious ceremony.” Faßmann 1741, 746-747.
The patriotic festivals sought to glorify Prussia’s military victories over the armies of
Napoleon at the Battle of Leipzig on October 18, 1813, the Battle of Paris on March 30, 1814,
and the Battle of Waterloo on June 18, 1815.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 19-26; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 19-26.
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6.2.3 T he Servic e of G en eral Con f e s s io n a n d A bs o lu tio n
A form was also provided for a preparatory service to be held in the afternoon
of the day before the Communion service
or before the liturgy on the day of Communion. This service was to begin with a
hymn of two or three stanzas, followed
by the Triune invocation spoken by the
liturgist: “In the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.”
The king noted in personal records that
he had taken the invocation directly from
the Roman Mass.286 This was to be followed by a confessional address. No text
was given, but the pastor was reminded
that the address should call the congregation to repentance: “All people are sinners; it is only through the redemption
of Jesus Christ that the penitent obtains
grace when he trusts in the merits of
Christ.” After the address, he was to invite the people to make confession in an
invitation, taken from Magdeburg Cathedral Chaplain Philipp Hahn’s church
book of 1692:287
“Beloved in Christ! Because we all Service of general confession and absolution
in the Liturgy for the Court and Cathedral
gathered here in the name of the most
Church in Berlin, 1821.
high God and have listened to his holy,
only saving word, let us humble ourselves before him and from the bottom of our hearts confess all our sins, saying
together:
Almighty God, merciful Father, I, a poor, miserable, and sinful man, confess
to you all my sins and iniquities, and with which I have ever offended you and
merited your temporal and eternal punishment. But I am heartily sorry for them
and bewail them greatly, and I pray you of your boundless mercy and for the sake
286
287

“Aus der… Kath. Messe.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
“Aus der Mgdbg Kirchen Agende des Jahres 1692.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29
fol. 222r. Kirchen-Buch 1615, 400; Kirchen-Buch 1692, 170.
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of the innocent, bitter sufferings and death of your dear Son Jesus Christ that you
would be gracious and merciful to me, a poor sinful man. Amen.”288
288

“Die beichte nach D. Luthers.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r. Friedrich
Wilhelm III inadvertently identified Luther as the author of this prayer, probably because
this confiteor had been published in some late fifteenth-eighteenth century liturgical books,
catechisms, hymnals, and other devotional material. The prayer first appeared in the 1537
church order for St. Wenzel’s Church in Naumburg, written by Superintendent Nicolaus
Medler and approved by Luther, Bugenhagen, Melanchthon, and other theologians (EKO
I/2 1904, 61 fn.1). Its text was as follows: “I, a poor sinner, confess to you, O almighty God
and merciful Father, before this whole congregation, all my sins and iniquities, with which
I have so manifoldly offended you, and beseech you, through your boundless mercy and
through the bitter sufferings and death of your dear Son Jesus Christ to be gracious to me, a
poor sinner.” (EKO I/2 1904, 78). In Electoral Saxony, Duke Heinrich’s 1539/40 agenda was
binding on all congregations. It provided only for private confession before receiving the
Sacrament. The agenda was reprinted with minor amendments in the 1580 church order
of Elector Augustus, but the elector also wanted a general confession to be included in
the divine service so that he could hear the absolution more often. He inquired the court
preachers whether the introduction of general confession and absolution was biblically
permissible. “If I am a man, I must also confess that I am a sinner… But since it would
be difficult for priests to hear confession every hour, and even for some people the way
otherwise may be too short, so I would be very, very happy with such a daily absolution
in the name of God. But [I am] not of the opinion that this absolution should abolish the
order of auricular confession and absolution; it is solely meant to comfort afflicted and
troubled hearts at all times and to bring them to further knowledge” (Müller 1895, 68). In
their report of March 24, 1581, the court chaplains, Martin Mirus, Gregory Lysthenius, and
Balthasar Kademann, not only emphasized that general confession and public absolution
was not forbidden in the Holy Scriptures, but also referred to the fact that Martin Luther
and other theologians approved such a confession for Naumburg. They suggested to adopt
it from the Naumburg church order and use it after the sermon. The elector responded the
same day, expressing his delight at the report and declared himself in agreement with their
proposal. “I think it is very good that this should happen daily in all sermons. May our
dear Lord God grant His grace to His honor and praise and fill sad hearts with consolation”
(Müller 1895, 68-69). The court preachers agreed on a formula, and it was subsequently
introduced in the Court Church in Dresden (Pfuch 2018, 94). The 1581 Dresden confiteor: “O
almighty, gracious God, merciful Father, I, a poor, miserable sinner, confess to you all my
sins and iniquities with which I have ever offended you and deserved your punishment in
time and in eternity. I am heartily sorry for all of them and sincerely repent, and I beseech
you, through your boundless mercy and through the holy, innocent, and bitter sufferings
and death of your dear Son Jesus Christ to be gracious and merciful to me, a poor sinner.
Amen.” (EKO I/1 1902, 557). The order itself was published by Martin Mirus in 1598 in his
Consolation for the Soul, in Which Confession and Absolution Is Always Spoken with Short Service
After the Sermon in the Castle Church in Dresden (Mirus 1598). Under Elector Christian II, at
a period when the church was restored to confessional Lutheranism after crypto-Calvinist
turmoil, the form was introduced in the entire Electorate of Saxony. On October 12, 1601, it
was confirmed by the Leipzig consistory (Pfuch 2018, 97). The order followed Mirus’ 1598
edition. Its foreword stated that the clergy were to read the confession and absolution after
the sermon “… to their congregations with hearty zeal as often as they preach the law
and penance sermons, or otherwise on the comforting article, dealing with justification and
gracious forgiveness of sins” (Seelentrost 1601, Aij). Since then, it has been used continuously
in Electoral Saxony. In 1668, it appeared in the first edition of the Vollständiges Kirchen-
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The following penitential question was framed by the king himself.289 The liturgist was to ask:
“If this is your earnest desire, and if you sincerely resolve to better yourselves,
then answer: Yes.” Congregation: “Yes.”
The absolution, which was taken from Philipp Hahn’s church book of 1692,
was to follow:290
“Upon this your confession, I announce to you all, who earnestly bewail your
sins and comfort yourselves with true faith in the merit of Jesus Christ, by the
power of my office as a called and ordained servant of the word, the grace of God
and the forgiveness of your sins in the name of God the Father, of the Son, and of
the Holy Spirit X. Amen.”291
The absolution was followed by an invitation to those with oppressed consciences to consult the pastor:

289
290

291

Buch (Complete Church Book) which contained almost all liturgical material needed by the
clergy for public worship. The order of general confession and absolution was entitled: “Die
Allgemeine und gewöhnlichen Kirchen-Gebete, Als da ist: Die Beichte, Sontags- Betstunden- und
Türcken-Gebet” (“General and Ordinary Church Prayers, as They Are, Confession and Prayers
on Sunday, Prayer Hours, and [Against] Turks”) (Vollständiges Kirchen-Buch 1668; unpaged
section after Luther’s Small Catechism). The form was reprinted in the 1681, 1692, 1697, 1707,
1718, 1731, 1743, 1748, and 1771 editions of the Vollständiges Kirchen-Buch. The confiteor again
appeared, with some alterations, in the 1812 Saxon agenda which was accomodated to
modern Enlightenment principles (Kirchenbuch II 1812, 147). The prayer was also published
in the Ernestine Saxe-Weimar agenda of 1664 (Verbesserte Kirchen-Ordnung 1664, 29-30)
and in the 1696 bi-lingual agenda for Sorbian-speaking congregations in Upper Lusatia
(Die Evangelische Kirchen-Agenda 1696, A2). Other sources that included this confiteor were
Hieronymus Hahn’s Christlich Kleinod of 1596 (Christlich Kleinod 1596, Jiij), Georg Zöllner’s
Christlichs und Nützliches Handbüchlein of 1603 (Zöllner 1603, 279), Geistlich Kleinod of 1622
(Geistlich Kleinod 1622, 272) as well as 1688 and 1705 Lutheran catechisms (D. Martin
Luthers sel. Kleiner Catechismus 1688, 523-524; Serpilius 1705, 274-275). The confiteor was first
translated into English in The Shorter Catechism of Dr. Martin Luther, published in London in
1770. The English text was as follows: “Almighty everlasting God, merciful Father in Christ
Jesus, I a poor, miserable sinner, confess unto Thee all my sins and iniquities, wherein
soever I have offended Thee, and deserved Thy punishment, in time and in eternity. But I
sincerely mourn for and repent of all my sins. And I beseech Thee by Thine infinite mercy,
and by the innocent and painful sufferings and death of Thy dear Son Jesus Christ: to be
gracious and merciful unto me a miserable offender, and graciously to grant the powerful
assistance of thy Holy Spirit to amend my life. Amen” (The Shorter Catechism of Dr. Martin
Luther 1770, 64-65). By introducing this confiteor in the Prussian agenda, Friedrich Wilhelm
III much contributed to its further spread. Over time, this prayer became one of the most
common prayers of general confession in the Lutheran liturgies.
“Jetzt neu hinzugesetzt.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
“Aus der Mgdbg Kirchenagende des Jahres 1692.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol.
222r; Kirchen-Buch 1615, 402; Kirchen-Buch 1692, 170.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 30; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 30.
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“If there should be any persons found among us who are oppressed by pangs
of conscience and who may desire our special counsel and comfort, we are by virtue of our office and according to our best ability prepared to offer them such.”292
The service concluded with the Our Father and the benediction, after which
the congregation sang a hymn stanza.
If the confessional service was held on Sunday morning, the same order was
used, but after the absolution the congregation sang a hymn stanza as the liturgist left the pulpit, and the chief divine service began. In such case, there was to
be no sermon.293

6.2.4 Some Obs ervation s Con ce rn in g th e F orm
and Conten t of th e Agen da
The sudden appearance of this liturgy was like a shock to the church, which
during the forty years of Enlightenment liturgical experiments often neglected
the classical order of the Mass. The agenda was to look to the progressive clergy
as a renunciation of modernism and a return to the dark ages of the past, to dead
Orthodoxy, and even to the “superstitious medieval Catholicism” from which
the church was “liberated” by Luther. It even went so far as to reintroduce the
appalling exorcism in the rite of Baptism in a declarative form: “Let the spirit of
uncleanness depart from you, N., in the name of the Father X, and of the Son X,
and of the Holy Spirit X. Amen.”294 Neologists would find the agenda upsetting,
and even more, it would seem to them a throwback to an age long left behind.
The liturgy would be identified by the Reformed as definitely Lutheran, and
certainly not according to their preference. To add insult to injury, there was a
crucifix on the altar surrounded on either side with candles which were ablaze.
Furthermore, the worshipers were directed to kneel at the Words of Christ in
the Lord’s Supper, indicating that this was more than simply another reading
from the gospel included only to indicate the remote historical origins of the rite,
and pastors were to make the sign of the cross not only in the air at the Aaronic
Benediction but over the bread and wine in Communion and on the forehead and
breast of the candidate in Baptism.
292
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At least until the Enlightenment, private confession and absolution were observed,
therefore Lutheran agendas generally did not include such references in this rite. In offering
this option, the king probably followed the guidelines of the 1717/41 Prussian Reformed
agenda which noted: “But if someone also has an urgent concern that he would like to
discuss with our church ministers, he should not be denied this, as he comes in the name of
God.” Kirchen-Agenda 1717, 50; Kirchen-Agenda 1741, 50.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 28-31; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 28-31.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 33; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 33.
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The king’s liturgy undoubtedly gave
a new direction to evangelical worship,
a step away from the neological innovations. He once again put to use the treasures of past ages, most notably of the
early Reformation period. Some German
scholars viewed his work as a monumental attempt to return to the sources of the
Reformation and to heal the wounds inflicted on the church’s worship by the Enlightenment. The early twentieth century
liturgiologist, Georg Rietschel of Leipzig,
author of the prominent two-volume
study, Lehrbuch der Liturgik (Textbook of the
Liturgy), said:
“The Prussian agenda of Friedrich
Wilhelm III is of epoch-making importance for the entire liturgical development and the awakening of the meaning
Exorcism in a declarative form in the
and understanding of the liturgy.… In a
Agenda for Berlin Cathedral, 1821.
time when there was a complete lack of
any liturgical clarity, it signifies a great
progress and an astonishing understanding, especially on the part of King Friedrich Wilhelm III, of the historical foundations of the Reformation. Prussian agenda was the first to arouse liturgical interest and encourage the study of liturgy.”295
Still, the king was not alone who sought to restore the traditional liturgy
defaced during the Enlightenment. Around the same time, Ignatius Aurelius
Fessler, a former Capuchin monk, demonstrated his appreciation of the Reformation liturgy in his 1823 agenda for the German colonies along the Volga River in
Russia.296 His work, however, was considered by some to be too Roman Catholic297 and therefore was not well-known outside Russia. In the 1840s, the works
of Wilhelm Löhe opened the door for a wholesale reappreciation of the church’s
ancient liturgical treasures by German theologians.298
However, the first step in this direction was taken by Friedrich Wilhelm III.
He sought to construct an evangelical Mass, based on his impression of the sig-

295
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Rietschel 1900, 447, 449.
Liturgisches Handbuch 1823.
Limmer 1823, 214.
Löhe I 1839; Löhe II 1842; Löhe III 1842; Löhe 1844; Löhe 1853.

177

Darius Petkūnas

nificance of Luther’s liturgical writings, the numerous Lutheran agendas of the
Reformation as well as other classical liturgical sources.
In the king’s 1821 agenda, one sees the first attempts to reintroduce the introit.
It is to the king’s credit that the preparatory confession of sins was placed before
this verse. He also restored the use of the complete “Gloria in excelsis” with the
Laudamus in place of the commonly used Decius’ hymn, “All Glory Be to God on
High.” He suggested the use of a verse to introduce the alleluia after the epistle
in the manner of the ancient graduals and restored the offertory verse after the
Apostles’ Creed. The Vere dignum as well as the Sanctus with Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit were also included, although the Eucharistic preface was arbitrarily
placed before the prayer of the church. Included also was a short prayer before the
Words of Christ’s Testament, reminiscent of the medieval Mass. Over against neological inventions, the king restored the complete Aaronic Benediction with the
sign of the cross. None of these elements had been lost everywhere, but Friedrich
Wilhelm III was the first to reinstate them in a nineteenth century rite. Doubtless, some regarded his work as too Roman Catholic or retrogressive. For the progressives, it would have seemed abhorrent, and to the Reformed it represented a
mind-blowing surrender to Lutheranism and a step back towards Rome.
Although to uncritical eyes the liturgy would indeed appear to be Lutheran,
it was, in fact, Lutheran only in a superficial sense. Its admonitions were altered
to avoid any suggestion that communicants were receiving the body and blood
of their Lord. The referential distribution formula no longer declared the sacramental nature of the Eucharistic gifts. Instead, it simply stated: “Our Lord and
Savior Jesus Christ says, ‘This is my body…’,” leaving the worshiper to interpret
these words as he saw fit. Although at that time there was an option allowing to
begin the Lord’s Prayer with “Vater unser,” the Reformed form “Unser Vater” was
definitely preferred. The preface and Sanctus were completely divorced from the
Lord’s Supper, and the prayer of the church and the Our Father were put before
the sermon instead of after it.
The service was a Lutheran service only in the sense that Lutherans could
bring a Lutheran understanding to it and think of it as in some sense having a
certain continuity with Lutheran liturgies. The service could, however, be interpreted from the Reformed point of view with entirely different results. In short,
worshipers could make of it what they wanted.

178

6. Preparation and Publication of the Union Agenda

6 . 3 T h e I n t ro d u cti o n o f the A gen da in t o All Milit ary
C on g r e g a ti o ns and the Co u rt an d Cat h edral C h urc h
in Berlin
The title pages of the agendas for the Royal Prussian Army and Berlin Cathedral advertized that they were printed in 1821 and introduced in the churches
at Christmas. In fact, it was only the liturgical booklet for the army that appeared
before Christmas.299 It was published by the Dieterici Printing Concern under the
title: Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn- und Feiertagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier
für die Königlich Preußische Armee (Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service on Sundays and
Feast Days and for the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper for the Royal Prussian Army).
This twenty-seven-page booklet printed the king’s preface, the general remarks,
and liturgy for the chief divine service and at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper
together with the preparatory service before Communion and sixteen prayers for
festal and other special occasions.
On December 24, 1821, adjutant-general to the king, Karl Ernst Job Wilhelm
von Witzleben, sent the first two printed copies of the booklet to the Minister of
Spiritual Affairs, Karl vom Stein zum Altenstein, with the king’s order to introduce the rite in the garrison churches in Potsdam and Berlin. The service according to the new liturgy was to be celebrated in both churches beginning on Christmas Day, even though the publication of its musical appendix had not yet been
completed. 300
In the early days of 1822, another booklet appeared, printed by the Nikolai
Publishing House in Berlin. It bore the same title, excepting for the designation
that the rite was for the Berlin Cathedral: Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonnund Festtagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier für die Hof- und Domkirche zu Berlin (Liturgy
for the Chief Divine Service on Sundays and Feast Days and for the Celebration of the
Lord’s Supper for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin). 301
On February 14, 1822, the king announced to Altenstein and Minister of War,
Karl Georg Albrecht Ernst von Hake, that the complete agenda for the Royal
Prussian Army had been printed. Its title advertized that the book was published
at “Christmas 1821.” The king ordered that the army agenda should be introduced immediately in all military congregations. It was the “strict duty” of the
clergy to “adhere stringently to the provisions of the agenda and avoid any arbitrary deviations.”302
299
300
301
302

Wangemann 1884, 114; Kampmann 1991, 164.
Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste (Armee) 1821; Kampmann 1991, 164.
Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste (Domkirche) 1821; Kampmann 1991, 164.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821; Wangemann 1884, 114; Kampmann 1991, 166.

179

Darius Petkūnas

Liturgy for the Royal Prussian Army,
1821.

Liturgy for the Court and Cathedral
Church in Berlin, 1821.

The army liturgy also appeared in an expanded edition under the title: Kirchenbuch nebst einem Catechismus und einer Sammlung biblischer Sprüche und Gebete zur
häuslichen Andacht und Erbauung für die Kgl. Preuß. Armee (Church Book Together
with a Catechism and a Collection of Biblical Verses and Prayers for Household Devotion
and Edification for the Royal Prussian Army). This edition was published in 1822 by
Carl Christian Horvath and Son in Potsdam. In addition to the contents of earlier
reprints, it included also a collection of hymns divided into several sections, including Christian festivals, faith, love, hope, and special occasions such as patriotic festivals and in times of war. Also printed was a catechism which included
the Ten Commandments according to the Lutheran numbering, the Apostles’
Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, and the sacraments of Baptism and the Altar. Missing
were Luther’s explanatory questions and answers. Attached to the catechism was
a collection of biblical verses to guide Christian soldiers in faith and conduct as
well as prayers in time of peace and in time of war.303 The book was stripped of
any confessional identity; it was a monument to the spirit of unionism.
303
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By mid-February, the agenda for the
Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin was
finally published. With a few minor exceptions, its contents were almost identical to
the agenda for the Royal Prussian Army.304
The introduction of the new liturgy
into the two garrison churches on Christmas Day 1821 went smoothly. With the
publication in early January of a liturgical booklet especially for the Berlin
Cathedral, the king, probably, expected
its smooth introduction into its Reformed
congregation as well. On January 9, 1822,
he issued a cabinet order to Bishop Eylert,
stating that at the annual anniversary
celebration of the Coronation and Order
Feast (Germ. Das Krönungs- und Ordensfest) on January 20 in the Berlin Cathedral
should be held according to the new litChurch Book for the Royal Prussian
urgy which was described as merely an
Army, 1822.
extension of the service introduced in the
Cathedral since 1817.
In the future, this service alone would be authorized for use.305
This cabinet order provoked a reaction by cathedral clergy Ehrenberg, Theremin, and Sack. On January 17, they asked the king to postpone the introduction
of the new service. It was their contention that the liturgy must first be examined
by the church, and its conformity to the church’s confession must be established.
This would remove from all minds any questions concerning its propriety and
leave the synod free to properly introduce its use everywhere and by all.
The king, however, was not willing to delay the introduction of the new rite,
and he informed Minister Altenstein that he must remind the clergy that they
were to obey his decisions. His January 19 instruction stated that this new agenda
was built upon the firm foundation of the liturgical order they had been using
in the cathedral since 1817. There was nothing in it that could not be found in
the venerable older church orders. Indeed, it drew upon the writings of the Reformers themselves and reintroduced forms which with the passing of time had
been neglected, disregarded, cast aside, or replaced by thoughtless or misguided
clergymen who were too much enamored of the spirit of their own times.
304
305

Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821; Kampmann 1991, 167.
Wangemann 1884, 115; Foerster 1907, 59.

181

Darius Petkūnas

“The newly printed liturgy is merely an extension of the shorter one that was
also used in the cathedral church for several years in both parishes.306 It does not
include anything that was not in the old evangelical church orders. It simply arose
out of the almost vanished awareness of the establishment of liturgical forms
introduced in the evangelical church at home and abroad since the Reformation,
in part by the Reformers themselves, – forms, in which the arbitrariness of the uncontrolled clergy was simply corrected or ignored, examined by respected clergymen, and precisely because they produce only the venerable old, considered to be
appropriate; the evangelical sovereign has the right to determine liturgical forms
at his own discretion; in this case, there is no question of a new form but only the
establishment of an old order that was arbitrarily modified in the spirit of time;
even more, and I will not allow myself to be deterred from proceeding to put an
end to this disorder with such demonstrations which have no other purpose except to keep everything with the present general irregularity…”307
Once Altenstein made this clear to the clergy, they could not but agree. Their
earlier disagreement could now be relabeled as a simple statement of concern.
Besides, the clergy of St. Peter’s Church in Berlin were willing to acquiesce. In a
January 22 memo to Altenstein, the king noted that it seemed to him that the Lutheran clergy were more willing to accept his liturgical changes than were the Reformed. In fact, the Lutherans were even willing to adopt the distinctly Reformed
practice of the breaking of the bread.
“I did not expect that it would be otherwise because, also in the matters of
Union, I almost always saw a greater willingness on the part of the clergy of the
Evangelical Lutheran confession than on the part of the Reformed, although the
main distinguishing mark – the breaking of the bread – which already existed in
the Reformed community should have been accepted only by the Lutherans.”308
The king had apparently underestimated the high level of antagonism of the
Reformed against Lutheran liturgical practices. To them, it appeared that their
Reformed Church was expected to surrender to Lutheranism, even though it had
been clearly stated in the September 27, 1817, declaration of Union that neither
church was to take pride of place before the other.
On February 19, the king went even further and announced that his February
14 decision to introduce the agenda into use throughout the army would affect all
Prussian clergymen, whether Lutheran and Reformed. He announced that he was
sending copies of the new agenda to every consistory and that the superintendents were to distribute these copies among the clergy. It would please him greatly
306
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to see the present arbitrariness in the use of ecclesiastical forms replaced by the
introduction of this new liturgy. He expressly declared it in his cabinet order to
Altenstein:
“In order that the agenda for the Royal Army, recently introduced in both affiliated congregations of the Court and Garrison Church in Potsdam and the local
Cathedral Church, be better known, I hereby instruct you to send to each consistory some of the copies that have been received so that they can be passed on to
the superintendents who can distribute them among the parish pastors in their
circuits. Given the uncertainty and arbitrariness that now prevail in the ecclesiastical forms, I will recognize it with particular pleasure if the superintendents
and parish pastors support the introduction of this agenda. The improvement
of liturgical forms and constitution of the entire evangelical church, which was
ordered several years ago, is not intended to stop, but rather this cause should be
encouraged wherever possible.
I would like to pay tribute to those evangelical churches in which the agenda has been introduced with a copy of the same as an everlasting memory, and
within three months, I look forward to a report on the success of this my resolution with the names of the superintendents, pastors, and churches in which the
agenda has been introduced.” 309
On February 28, the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs clarified in a separate rescript
the terms of king’s cabinet order, stating that the order must be promoted as
much as possible.310
Schleiermacher observed closely the new measures taken by the king. He became increasingly concerned that the monarch would soon take an effort to make
the agenda the official liturgical book of the Prussian Evangelical Church, and he
felt conscience bound to intervene in this process. On January 28, 1822, he offered
Nicolovius, the head of the Department for Worship, a memorandum, to be addressed to Minister Altenstein, in which he intended to support critical opinion
of the Cathedral clergy. “I want to express from the bottom of my heart pastoral
concerns regarding the new liturgy, and I would like to submit it to the Ministry
directly or through the consistory, whichever you think best.”311
This memorandum, which he intended to complete within fourteen days, was
probably not delivered to the Ministry.312 In addition, he had also planned to review the agenda in the Breslau theological journal, Neue Theologische Annalen,
published by Ludwig Wachler. On February 5, 1822, he wrote to his friend, con309
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sistory member Gass in Breslau, asking him to inquire if Wachler would publish
his opinion in the journal.
“It concerns the new liturgy, and I wanted to find out from you whether
Wachler would be willing to include a review of it in the annals. The danger that
the thing (!) will become widespread is getting closer and closer, and if one is to
believe well-informed people, the king will try to impose it quickly and with the
greatest coercion. It seems to me necessary to expose the thing (!) as it is, so that
those who feel compelled to protest according to their conscience – many will
find it [the agenda] difficult along with us here – nevertheless have something to
which they could appeal.”313
Schleiermacher, however, was unable to complete the review within allotted
time. Furthermore, as he wrote in a letter to Gass on May 5, 1822, “many wellmeaning people discouraged me from doing this, and told me that I should be
quick-witted to be able to speak in writing only if I was asked.”314
On March 7, the Brandenburg consistory issued a circular conveying the king’s
February 19 order that the agenda be introduced in all Prussian congregations.
The consistory required each superintendent to report within six weeks on the
implementation of the book, and on March 22, Superintendent Samuel Marot of
the Berlin Friedrichswerder district conveyed the message to Schleiermacher.
The introduction of the new agenda into Holy Trinity Church was planned on
March 31 when its Lutheran and Reformed parishes were to sign the ecclesiastical
union. This festal occasion was to be marked by solemn divine service to be held
in accordance with the provisions of the Union agenda. On the day of the festive
service, however, Schleiermacher formally declared to Marot his opposition to
the book. He did not belong to those arbitrary clergy who renounced traditional
liturgical forms, he stated, and for that reason he would not introduce the agenda
into his Reformed parish. “With regard to the ‘Church Agenda for the Cathedral
Congregation,’ conveyed by your reverence at higher order through circular, I can
only explain myself to the fact that I myself am not in a position of withdrawing
from the irregular arbitrariness of worship service… since I have adhered to the
established forms… What otherwise precludes the introduction of that liturgy
and agenda, I think I should leave for myself a more detailed discussion.”315
Despite the fact that the two parishes signed the Union document, due to the
opposition of Schleiermacher, the agenda, a symbol of the Union, was placed on
the shelf, and the Reformed parish continued to conduct its services according to
its own forms.
313
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The agenda implementation steps were taken so quickly that there was not
enough time for anyone to produce a thoughtful and thoroughgoing critique of
the agenda. Ehrenberg and Ribbeck, representing Reformed and Lutheran congregations, offered only mild criticism of some formulations, based upon notions
inspired partly by Lutheran theology, partly by Reformed precedence, and partly
by neological thought. They objected to the use of the phrase, “whoever believes
in the received signs of Jesus Christ,” in the Communion exhortation, stating that
it was unevangelical to believe in signs. They cared little of the phrase, “You have
given to the water sanctifying power for the forgiveness of sins.” They noted
that this phrase had been taken from the English liturgy316 and contradicted the
evangelical understanding that it was the word, and not the water, which was the
real power in the Sacrament. They also noticed that the Words of Christ instituting Baptism (Matthew 28:18-20) were not included in the rite. Finally, they were
very much against the reintroduction of the exorcism. It had long been abolished
in Berlin, they stated, and it had been expressly rejected in the 1614 confession of
Elector Johann Sigismund!317 Clearly, the pastors had no clear and unified position themselves but based their concerns on a variety of sources that were themselves not in harmony.318
Minister Altenstein received the news of these criticisms with some concern
and wrote to Eylert asking him to meet with him personally to acquaint him further with the nature of these criticisms. As a result of that conversation, he decided that the criticisms were insignificant and that there was no need even to
inform the king of them. However, when he learned that the king intended to
produce a second edition of the agenda with some improvements, he decided to
share with him some suggestions of the clergy. According to a letter from Eylert
to Altenstein, dated April 8, 1822, the king was amenable to this and was willing
to alter his agenda texts based on some of their concerns.
A letter from Eylert to Altenstein, dated April 27, 1822, indicated that a second
improved edition of the church agenda would soon appear. Eylert shared this
information with the cathedral pastors. Through Witzleben, the king’s adjutant
general, manuscript copies of the proposed formulas for ordination, confirmation, sick communion, and burial were given them.
It was the ordination rite that provoked the strongest reaction. The king included in the order a lengthy oath to be sworn by the candidate. He based the
316
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oath on the Swedish church constitution319 but made several strategic changes. In
addition to requiring that the candidate swear to conform all his preaching and
teaching to God’s clear Word, the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old
and New Testaments, witnessed to in the three chief symbols – the Apostolic,
Nicene, and Athanasian Creeds – the Lutheran candidates should in both private
and public, without harboring any secret doubts, confess as well the Unaltered
Augsburg Confession of 1530 and the Book of Concord as the church’s doctrinal
norm. It was stated also that in this spirit the agenda of 1822 had been composed
and was to be sworn to. Furthermore, the candidate was expected to swear his
fealty and faithfulness to the king “as his supreme bishop” and in every way to
seek his benefit and what was best for him.320
Pastors Ribbeck and Ehrenberg expressed great concern about this oath. They
stated in an opinion, requested from them and dated May 1, 1822, that no honest
man could be expected to swear to the doctrine of the symbolical books without entertaining “secret exceptions” since the symbolical books contained much
more than scriptural doctrine. They also contained related provisions and positions which could not be regarded as of equal value. Some of these had simply
been adopted as a reaction against the Roman Church. Men of conscience could
not take such an oath seriously. It would drive them from the ministry and prevent conscientious men from taking the ministry seriously. They proposed that
candidates should merely swear to teach and spread abroad the teachings of the
prophetic and apostolic writings of the Old and New Testaments and the doctrine
delineated in the Apostles’ Creed and recorded in the symbolical books of the
evangelical church, namely the Augsburg Confession and the Heidelberg Catechism,
both of which expressing the basic concepts of the Christian faith. It was clear,
they stated, that the slight deviations between them represented nothing more
than different interpretations which were equally valid. This was, surely, the case
concerning the doctrine of Christ’s presence in the Lord’s Supper where both Lutheran and Reformed interpretations must be regarded as satisfactory. In many
Protestant churches, the Augsburg Confession was subscribed only in so far as it
coincided with the word of God. No more than this could be expected of anyone
swearing this oath. The Nicene and Athanasian Creeds ought not to be mentioned
at all because they were not of eternal value, and there, surely, should be no subscription to the Formula of Concord, for it was directed expressly against Reformed
doctrines and would endanger the harmony of the Union. They also expressed
reservations with regard to the designation of the king as “supreme bishop.” In
Sweden, the king was designated the “supreme protector of the church” but not
319
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its bishop. Furthermore, the Westphalians and others in the southwest, who held
to a presbyterial form of the church government, would surely not take kindly to
the use of such terminology.
This opinion was presented to the king, who expressed his willingness to make
the changes deemed necessary in the confessional oath. He softened the confessional oath by deciding not to mention either the Augsburg Confession or the Heidelberg
Catechism. Nor was the Book of Concord mentioned. A reference would instead be
made only to “the generally accepted symbolical books of the evangelical church.”
However, the king held firm to his insistence that all three chief symbols be sworn
and that he be acknowledged as the church’s “supreme bishop.”321

6 . 4 T h e 1 8 2 2 A ge nd a fo r the Court an d Cat h edral
C h u r c h i n B e rl i n
As early as February 1822, it became evident that not enough copies had been
printed in order to distribute them to the clergy. It was obvious to the king that a
new edition of the agenda was needed. At first, it was still unclear whether some
corrections were to be incorporated in the first edition, but since the formulas for
ordination, confirmation, sick communion, and burial were to be added, it was
decided to take into account some critical remarks and make several changes to
already printed forms.
A revised edition was sent to the Dieterici Printing Concern in Berlin at the
end of April. A correction sheet was also prepared for the owners of the first edition, marking the changes and their locations on the relevant pages of the book.
The agenda appeared in print on July 8, 1822, under the title: Kirchen-Agende für
die Hof- und Domkirche in Berlin. Zweite Auflage (Church Agenda for the Court and
Cathedral Church in Berlin. Second Edition).
Two separate annexes were printed with the book. The first was Nachtrag
zur Ersten Auflage der Agende (Addendum to the First Edition of the Agenda), containing forms for ordination, confirmation, communion of the sick, and burial
which were missing from the 1821 agenda. The addendum was intended for use
by those clergy who introduced the 1821 book to their congregations. It was especially needed by military chaplains since the agenda for the army did not appear
in a separate second edition in 1822. The second annex was the correction sheet:
Berichtigungen in der 2ten Auflage der Kirchen-Agende, welche in der 1sten Auflage
nachzutragen sind (Corrections in the Second Edition of the Church Agenda, Which Are
to Be Added in the First Edition).322
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The agenda contained much that was
old but also much that was new, and the
order was rearranged. The preface, general
remarks, liturgy for the chief divine service on Sundays and feast days and at the
celebration of the Lord’s Supper, as well as
the preparation for the Lord’s Supper and
the formulas for baptism and marriage, appeared in order as in the 1821 edition. Now,
for the first time, ordination and confirmation, sick communion, and the burial rite
followed immediately after the marriage
formula and only then were the Apostolic, Nicene, and Athanasian Creeds given
along with the “Catechism for Evangelical
Christians.” Then came the sixteen prayers
for special occasions as in the first edition.
Second edition of the Agenda for
Last of all was the section giving the music
the Court and Cathedral Church
for the Amen, the Kyrie, Salutation, Allein Berlin, 1822.
luias, choral response after the creed, two
settings of the Gloria Patri, two settings of
the Sanctus, the Agnus Dei, and the choral response sung on Good Friday and the
day of the Commemoration of the Departed.
The preface remained as before; so too, the “General Remarks.” In the chief
divine service, a notable change was the elimination of the option of praying the
Our Father the Lutheran way. Now only “Unser Vater” was included. The king
justified the wording “Unser Vater” by noting that Luther had used it in the translation of Matthew 6. In his personal notes, however, he wrote that the form “Unser Vater” was according to “the Reformed” (“das Reformierte”).323
Two changes were incorporated into the baptismal formula. The rite now
began with the Apostolic greeting: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ and the
love of God and the communion of the Holy Spirit be with you all.” The directive concerning the address or admonition now stated specifically that the pastor
should base it on the Words of Christ in Matthew 28:19: “Therefore go and make
disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son
and of the Holy Spirit.” Following it, came the declarative exorcism and the sign
of the cross on forehead and breast which had begun the earlier rite. The second
exorcism, which directly addressed the unclean spirit, was dropped.324
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Most important in this edition was the inclusion of a rite of ordination which
included an oath, binding the candidate to God, the church, and the Prussian State:
“I, N. N., who am now called and accepted into the holy preaching office, do
pledge and swear by God and his gospel that I will not preach and spread abroad
any other doctrine than that which is founded upon God’s pure and clear word,
the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments and delineated in the three chief symbols: Apostolic, Nicene, and Athanasian, as well
as in the well-known and generally accepted symbolical books in the evangelical
church, as they are harmoniously accepted as the norm of faith in the lands of his
serene majesty, the king of Prussia, my king and lord, and in the spirit of which
the prescribed and introduced church agenda of the year 1822 is composed.”
The third paragraph described the king in lofty terms:
“Likewise, I want and will be loyal to my rightful king, his majesty the king of
Prussia, my most powerful sovereign and supreme bishop, to such an extent that
I will endeavor and promote the king’s benefit and all the best in every way.”325
The king had originally intended a somewhat stronger confessional statement,
but he found it advisable to soften it to “generally accepted symbolical books”
without specifically mentioning any Lutheran or Reformed symbols. He decided to leave it to the candidates and to the churches to interpret the confessional
pledge as they saw fit. It was even more striking that now all candidates would
be required to swear that the church’s agenda had been composed in the spirit
of the Scriptures, the creeds, and the confessional writings, and that it was to be
employed as the ultimate liturgical standard.

6 . 5 T h e 1 8 2 3 Su p p l e me ntary Appen dix
In the preface to the 1821 agenda, the king had announced his intention to provide additional material to enrich the liturgy.326 The new appendix was completed
by the end of 1823. It was again the sole work of the king. Eylert received only the
finished manuscript. It was presented to him by Witzleben in November 1823. He
initially opposed its publication, arguing that constant innovations could impede
the process of introduction of the agenda into the congregations, but the king stuck
to his plan.327 The appendix was printed in February 1824328 under the title: Anhang
von Gebeten, Sprüchen u. s. w. aus mehreren ältern Agenden zusammengetragen, und
zum Gebrauche für die Liturgie an Sonn- und Festtagen eingerichtet; nebst einem Aus325
326
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Kirchen-Agende 1822, 44-49.
Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, VI fn *; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, VI fn *.
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zuge aus der Liturgie für Kirchen, denen es
am Nothwendigen mangelt, um sie vollständig abzuhalten (Appendix of Prayers, Verses,
etc., Compiled from Several Older Agendas
and Set up for Use with the Liturgy for Sundays and Feast Days, Together with an Extract from the Liturgy for Churches that Lack
what Is Necessary for Its Full Celebration).
A variety of material was collected in
the Appendix in order to enrich the service
and emphasize the particular character of
each occasion. Included were the verses
and prayers for church festivals and other
occasions: Advent, Christmas, New Year,
Passiontide, Maundy Thursday, Good
Friday, Easter, Day of Repentance, Ascension, Pentecost, Commemoration of
Appendix of Prayers, Verses, etc., 1823.
the Departed, and patriotic observances.
Also included were prayers of confession
of sins, verses to be used after the confession, prayers to be prayed before the epistle, alleluia verses, verses after the
creed, and special additions to the prayer of the church as well as the abbreviated
form of the chief divine service for congregations without choirs and prayers with
versicles for use on special occasions.
The verses included were reminiscent of the old introits, versicles and responses, graduals, and offertories. They were not identified as such, but the rubrics stated that they were to be used “After the confession of sins,” “Before the
epistle,” “Before the alleluia,” and “After the creed.” On Christmas, Good Friday,
Easter, Ascension, and Pentecost, lengthy prayers were provided to be read before the gospel. The footnote stated that the inclusion of these prayers was a custom of long-standing in the churches. Proper prefaces before the Sanctus were
included for use at Christmas, Easter, and Pentecost. The prayer of the church
was expanded to mark festivals and special occasions, such as Good Friday and
the Commemoration of the Departed. On the Day of Repentance, the prayer of
the church was to be replaced by the litany, read by the pastor as a prayer.329 The
litany included was Luther’s German Litany with amendments from the 1811
Swedish handbook,330 along with its first collect, “Lord, Almighty God, you hear
329
330

Anhang 1823, 20-22.
“Desgl. jedoch insbesondere nach der Schwedischen Liturgie.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49
E, 111, 29 fol. 222r. Kyrko-handbok 1811, 30-33.
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the sighs of the contrite, and comfort troubled hearts…”331 Three alternative confessions of sins were included as well as twelve “introits,” sixteen collects, twelve
alleluia verses, and twelve “offertory” verses. Nine special petitions for special
occasions were provided for use within a body of the prayer of the church at the
discretion of the clergy. Eight collects with versicles and responses were also provided for use on special occasions as the pastor might see fit.
From early Reformation times, it was not unusual for church orders and agendas to provide two forms of the divine service, one for use in city parishes and the
other for use in the countryside with its peasant population. It was often said that
this custom reflected the two forms of worship suggested by Martin Luther in the
Formula Missae 1523 and Deutsche Messe 1526. Luther gave as his reason for the
German Mass the fact that the rural population did not know Latin and a service
needed to be provided for them in simple, clear speech (Germ. “deutlich”). He
emphasized catechesis and included in his Deutsche Messe several pages of careful
instructions concerning the use of plainsong melodies. He understood that music
had great tutorial value, and he was concerned that folk in rural areas should not
be shortchanged musically in their worship. Accordingly, he provided “Isaiah,
Mighty Seer,” based on a plainsong melody from the Graduale Romanum to be
sung as the Sanctus in Dominicis Adventus et Quadragesimae and creedal hymn,
“We All Believe in One True God,” based on the medieval melody to be sung by
the people.332
The 1823 Appendix had also provided for a simple service under the heading:
“Extract from the Liturgy” (“Auszug aus der Liturgie”). Because of the king’s concern that some rural parishes had no choir and no means to provide for one, and
because there were circumstances in which the clergy would not have sufficient
time for the whole service, he was not willing to allow the clergy to arbitrarily
create their own form of the liturgy by picking and choosing various parts of the
standard service. It would be his decision what was to be used and what was to
be eliminated when divine service needed to be abbreviated.
His approach to the creation of a simplified service was quite different from
that of Luther. Luther wanted the people to sing as much as possible; the king
had no such interest. The simplified service had no music for the laity apart from
the hymns. The first hymn came at the beginning of the service, another was
put before the sermon, yet another after it, and a hymn concluded the service if
there was Communion. If there was no choir to sing the Kyrie, the Kyrie was to
331
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Collect from Luther‘s German Litany of 1529: “Herr allmechtiger Gott, der du der elenden
seufftzen nicht verschmehest ...” (WA 30, Abt. 3, 35); collect from the 1811 Swedish
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be spoken, not sung. If there was no choir to sing the Amen, the Amen was to be
spoken. The king still held up the dream that sometime in the future every parish would have the choir and the simplified service could then be honorably retired. This was made clear in his cabinet order, issued on August 6, 1823. It stated
that where there was no choir to give the required responses, the sacristan or the
school teacher or the cantor was to read them instead.333
The simplified service began with a hymn, sung by the congregation. It is
noteworthy, that now, for the first time in the Prussian rite, the pastor began his
liturgy with the Triune Invocation: “In the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.” This replaced the earlier acclamation, “Blessed be
the kingdom of the Father…,” from the liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. This was
followed immediately by the usual versicle and the confession of sins. The Bible
verse and Gloria Patri were dropped, and the Kyrie was spoken not in Greek but
in German: “Lord, have mercy upon us…” This was followed by the opening
phrase of the “Gloria in excelsis:” “Glory be to God on high and on earth peace and
good will toward men. Amen.” The Laudamus was dropped. Then followed the
salutation without its response. After the reading of the collect, the epistle was
read, followed by a short alleluia verse, said and not sung. Then the gospel was
read, followed by the congregational response: “Praise to you, O Christ.” It was
noted that the text of the sermon was not to be repeated from the pulpit if it had
been read from the altar, probably for considerations of time. The gospel was followed by the creed, the prayer of the church, and the Our Father. The “offertory”
verses, the Sursum corda, Gratias agamus, and the Vere dignum were not read or
sung; they were simply dropped. The sermon followed the singing of the hymn,
and from that point on the service concluded as usual with Aaronic Benediction
and a hymn.
A rubric at the close of the order stated that this order was to be used principally in rural congregations where there were no choir singers or cantors, or
when the time for the service was short, as for example, in affiliated congregations, visited by the pastor after the service in the main parish church. It was
made clear, however, that on high feasts, and as a rule also when the Lord’s Supper was celebrated, the entire liturgy ought to be used with the choir, sacristan,
or school teacher reading the appropriate responses. At such services, “We All
Believe in One True God” should be sung after the gospel, and the Agnus Dei
should be sung out of the hymnal in the Communion rite.334
The abbreviated service might well be described as an impoverished pastoral
monologue. In eighteenth-century liturgies, the absence of the choir meant that
the cantor, sacristan, or school teacher had to take its place and respond using the
333
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usual chants. It was clear from the instructions in the Appendix given for greater
festivals and Communion days that where possible this practice was to be continued in Prussia with the cantor singing responses. However, the simplified service did not provide for this option. The king did not want the liturgy to be done
poorly, and if it could not be done properly, then it was best that the pastor simply
read it out. He did not allow a single Amen to be entrusted to the congregation.
Country folk would have to be satisfied with a barebones pastoral monologue
instead of the customary liturgy.
The Appendix was organically bound to the third edition of the agenda which
appeared in 1824. It was also printed as a separate booklet for those pastors already using the 1821/22 agenda.335

6 . 6 T h e 1 8 2 4 A ge nd a E d i ti o n
Friedrich Wilhelm III was not altogether satisfied with the results of his efforts
even after the publication of the 1822 agenda. He still considered the additional
changes to be incorporated into the liturgy. By 1823, others too were beginning
to express some critical comments, and the king was ready to take some of them
into consideration. He still continued to direct his primary attention to the liturgical sources of the Reformation, which, he continued to expressly state, were
untouched by the destructive influence of the Enlightenment rationalism.
By the end of 1823, the king was determined to move ahead with the printing
of the third, corrected edition of the agenda. Eylert, however, was not enthusiastic
about its publication, as he believed that opponents could argue that changes in
the agenda were continuing, and this could complicate further introduction of the
book in the parishes. In fact, a considerable number of pastors already harbored
doubts about the stability of the intended liturgical forms. On November 18, 1823,
he said as much in a letter to Witzleben. It seemed to him that additional changes
would impede the speedy adoption of the liturgy. To introduce more changes
and variables at this point, would only muddy the waters. Critics would no doubt
mutter that the king could not make up his mind. Eylert made similar observations to Minister Altenstein on December 5, 1823. The king, however, remained
firm in his conviction that the changes he proposed would, in fact, lead to a more
general acceptance of the new liturgy, and the agenda would be more complete
and provide all the elements necessary for proper liturgical worship.336
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The new agenda appeared in February 1824.337 The title page did not indicate
that it was in any way different from the
second edition. It was entitled: KirchenAgende für die Hof- und Domkirche in Berlin.
Zweite Auflage (Church Agenda for the Court
and Cathedral Church in Berlin. Second edition) and was advertised as published in
1822. The book was bound together with
the 1823 Appendix. Along with it, a correction sheet was printed to help the clergy
identify the differences between the two
editions.
This third or new “second edition”
could be distinguished from the previous publication only by the comparison
of the text (Table 5), and an inattentive
Third edition of the Agenda for the Court and
observer might indeed say that the differCathedral Church in Berlin, 1824, published
ences between both editions were insigunder the same title as the 1822 book.
nificant and should not cause any serious
difficulty in introducing the new agenda
into the parishes. The table of contents was very similar, although now general
directives were placed after the liturgy, instead of before it, and were now titled:
“General Regulations and Explanations Concerning the Liturgy” (“Allgemeine
Bestimmungen und Erläuterungen über die Liturgie”). These regulations and explanations included not only the general remarks found in earlier editions but also
some new ones concerning worship in varied circumstances.
The opening words of the divine service now consisted in the Triune Invocation: “In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.”338
This replaced the earlier phrase: “Blessed be the kingdom of the Father…” As
before, the versicle, “Our help is in the name of the Lord who made heaven and
earth,” and the confession of sins followed, after which the pastor was to say the
“introit:” “Where is there a God…,” as in the earlier edition. Newly added at the
end of this verse was the Gloria Patri. The Kyrie then followed in Greek. The option
of singing it in German was no longer offered. The “Gloria in excelsis,” salutation
and response, collect, epistle, the alleluia verse, gospel and its response, as well as
the Apostles’ Creed, remained as in the earlier edition. The previous edition had
337
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offered an alternative alleluia verse and an alternative response after the gospel.
These were both dropped since additional verses were placed in the Appendix.
After the creed, an offertory verse (Psalm 67) for the Sixth Sunday after Epiphany
from the Missale Parisiense, “May God, even our own God, bless us, may he bless
us, and be feared until the end of the world,”339 was included in place of the previous verse from the Missale Romanum (Psalm 119). As before, the service continued
with the Sursum corda and Gratias agamus without its response and the Vere dignum, all from the traditional Eucharistic preface. Then followed the Sanctus, Hosanna, and Benedictus qui venit; all these elements had been included in the earlier
edition. The prayer of the church was retained unchanged and was followed by
the Lord’s Prayer. As in the earlier edition, “Vater unser” was not allowed; only
“Unser Vater” was permitted, and Luther’s Bible was cited as the authority. After
the choir’s threefold Amen and the hymn, the sermon followed as in the 1822 edition, and as before, it concluded with the Aaronic Benediction, another threefold
Amen, and a hymn. There is no indication in the rubrics that this benediction was
to be dropped when Communion followed, so it can be assumed that on these occasions there were two benedictions and that non-communicants were permitted
to leave the church after the first one. No specific rubrics speak to this. The earlier
edition had suggested that a short hymn should follow the benediction. The new
rubrics simply state that a hymn should be sung.340
When Communion was celebrated, the exhortation began the special Communion order, as before, but now a warning concerning unworthy reception was
added at the end of the exhortation:
“But whoever eats of this bread and drinks of this cup unworthily, that is, with
an impenitent heart, without faith in the promise of God, without being reconciled, and without resolution of amendment, he is guilty of the body and blood of
the Lord and reaps damnation from which may God graciously protect us all.”341
These words are reminiscent in the Brandenburg-Nürnberg 1533 church order342
and 1 Corinthians 11 which, however, spoke of the word of Christ rather than the
promises of God. Then followed the same short Communion prayer, the Words of
Consecration, Pax Domini, Agnus Dei, and distribution formulas as in the earlier edition. So too, the post-Communion prayer, the Aaronic Benediction, and threefold
Amen remained as before, but the final hymn was no longer a single stanza.
339
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Only minor changes were made to the liturgy. The most significant was the
introduction of the Triune Invocation and the inclusion of the Gloria Patri before
the Kyrie. The Triune Invocation at the beginning of the divine service was introduced directly “from the… Catholic Mass,”343 as the king pointed out in his notes,
and its use quickly spread throughout the German Protestant world. The model
for it was the preparatory prayers of the priest before the altar in the Roman Mass.
These began with the Triune Invocation and included the verse Adjutorium nostrum and the confession of sins. In the Roman Mass, all this was said by the priest
and his ministers sub voce at the foot of the altar before the introit which began the
service.344 The king made the Triune Invocation, Adjutorium nostrum, and confession of sins a part of the service itself. The king noted that the placement of the
Gloria Patri at the conclusion of the “introit” after the confiteor was in accordance
with “ancient practice,” taken “from the old Evangelical Masses, also according
to the Catholic and English Common Prayer.”345
Significantly enlarged was the 1822 section on “General Remarks” (“Allgemeine Bemerkungen”), which has was now titled: “General Provisions and Explanations Concerning the Liturgy” (“Allgemeine Bestimmungen und Erläuterungen über
die Liturgie”). The short instructions previously placed before the service were
now amplified. The opening and closing hymns still should be only a few stanzas
in length, unless the congregation expressly desired that longer hymns be substituted. Announcements pertaining to the divine service should be given before
the blessing at the close of the sermon. All other announcements, proclamations,
and the like should be read between the blessing and the final hymn, or perhaps
moved to the afternoon service. Rubrics, which in the earlier edition had been
placed later in the book, were now amplified and put here. Some variety was
allowed. The clergy could use verses appropriate to festal days along with their
appropriate prayers. Instructions concerning which parts of the service could be
taken by competent choirs were repeated from the earlier edition. Festivals which
were not mentioned in the agenda, but which had been observed in some churches, might continue to be observed using prayers and exhortations from the old
agendas. Where it had been the practice to chant the Lord’s Prayer, the Words of
Institution, and other parts, it was allowed that this practice might continue. This
was true also of the continued observance of early and afternoon divine services
not provided for in the present agenda. Where it was the custom to read Bible
texts, such as Ten Commandments and other passages not included in the per-
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icopes, this practice too could continue, however, it was noted that their proper
place was at the beginning of the service before the opening hymn.
It was also noted that in churches where it had been the custom that, in addition to the preparatory office, confession and absolution were also included in
the liturgy itself, as for example in the “Saxon agenda,”346 this practice could continue, and a special form of absolution was provided for it:
“Upon this your confession, I, by the command of our Lord Jesus Christ, announce to you, who heartily bewail your sins, believe in Jesus Christ, and have a
good, earnest resolve to amend your sinful life through the help of God and the
Holy Spirit, the grace of God and the forgiveness of sins, in the name of the Father
and the Son and the Holy Spirit. Amen.”347348349350
Table 5. Comparison of the 1821-24 editions of the Prussian Union agenda.
1821348

1822349

1824350

f.s.

f.s.

x

x

x

P: “Our help is in the name of the Lord…”

x

x

x

P: Confiteor: “Most merciful God and Father...”

x

x

x

Choir: Amen.

x

x

x

P: Verse after confession of sins.

x

x

x

Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service on Sundays and Feast Days
Congregation: Hymn (few stanzas – f.s.).
Pastor: “Blessed be the kingdom of the Father…”
P: “In the name of the Father…”

x

Ch: Gloria Patri: “Glory be to the Father…”

x

Ch: Kyrie eleison.

x

x

x

P: Gloria in excelsis, Laudamus.

x

x

x

Ch: Amen.

x

x

P: Salutation: “The Lord be with you!”

x

x

x

Ch: Response: “And with your spirit.”

x

x

x

P: Collect.

x

x

x

Ch: Amen.

x

x

x

P: Epistle.

x

x

x

346
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1821348

1822349

1824350

P: Verse before Alleluia.

x

x

x

Ch: Alleluia.

x

x

x

P: Holy Gospel.

x

x

x

P: “Praise to you, O Christ.“

x

x

x

Ch: Amen.

x

x

x

P: Apostles’ Creed.

x

x

x

x

x

P: Sursum corda, Gratias agamus, Vere dignum

x

x

x

Ch: Sanctus, Hosanna, Benedictus qui venit

x

x

x

P: Prayer of the Church: “Lord God, heavenly…”

x

x

x

Ch: Amen.

x

x

x

V.u.
(u.V.)

u.V.

u.V

Ch: Amen.
Ch: Verse after the Creed: “I will confess to you…”

x

P: Verse after the Creed: “May God, even our…”

P: Our Father (Vater unser – V.u.; unser Vater – u.V.).
Ch: Amen. Amen. Amen.

x

f.s.

f.s.

x

Cg: Hymn.

x

x

x

P: Sermon.

x

x

x

P: Aaronic Benediction.

x

x

x

Ch: Amen. Amen. Amen.

x

x

x

f.s.

f.s.

x

P: Admonition: “Beloved in the Lord, since we…”

x

x

x

P: Prayer: “Lord, who through your death…”

x

x

x

Cg: Hymn.
Liturgy for the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper

Ch: Amen.

x

x

x

P: Verba Testamenti.

x

x

x

P: Pax Domini: “The peace of the Lord be…”

x

x

x

Ch: Amen.

x

x

x

Ch: Agnus Dei.

x

x

x

P: Distribution.

x

x

x

P: Prayer: “Almighty, eternal God, we give you ...”

x

x

x

P: Aaronic Benediction.

x

x

x

x

x

x

1 stz.

1 stz.

x

Ch: Amen. Amen. Amen.
Cg: Hymn.
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6 . 7 A d d i ti o nal P u b l i cati o ns o f t h e Lit urgy
Under the terms of the February 24,
1824, cabinet order, an abbreviated version of the Berlin Cathedral agenda was
to be prepared for use in state charitable,
educational, and penitentiary institutions. The book was published in October
1824 by the Dieterici Printing Concern in
Berlin. For the first time, the book would
no longer be designated as for the “Court
and Cathedral Church in Berlin” but, instead, for the “Evangelical Church of the
Prussian State,” indicating that the cathedral liturgy was now intended for use
by the entire Evangelical Church of Prussia. The new title read in full: Liturgie zum
Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn- und Festtagen
und zur Abendmahlsfeier für die evangelische Kirche des Preußischen Staats. Berlin
Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service and for
1823 (Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service on
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, 1823.
Sundays and Feast Days and for the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper for the Evangelical
Church of the Prussian State. Berlin 1823).351 In addition to the unchanged preface,
the book included liturgies for the chief divine service on Sundays and feast days
and at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, “General Regulations and Explanations Concerning the Liturgy,” and the form for the preparation for the Lord’s
Supper either on the day of Communion or the day before. Bound together was
the 1823 Appendix of Prayers, containing sixty-four pages of additional liturgical
material.
A new edition was also to be printed for the Royal Prussian Army, the contents of which would correspond to the contents of the 1824 agenda for the Berlin
Cathedral. Unlike the Cathedral agenda, the new edition of which came out in
1822, the revised agenda for the military use was not prepared at that time. Chaplains continued to use the 1821 book together with a correction sheet indicating
changes and additions introduced in 1822. A new edition of the agenda for the
Royal Prussian Army appeared early in 1824. The book was published under the
same title as its first edition: Kirchen-Agende für die Königlich Preußische Armee.
351
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Weihnachten 1821 (Church Agenda for the
Royal Prussian Army. Christmas 1821). Differences between the two books could
only be identified through a textual comparison.352
An expanded and improved version of
the “church book for the army” was also
published under the old title: Kirchenbuch nebst einem Catechismus und einer
Sammlung biblischer Sprüche und Gebete
zur häuslichen Andacht und Erbauung für
die Königl. Preußische Armee (Church Book
Together with a Catechism and a Collection
of Biblical Verses and Prayers for Household
Devotion and Edification for the Royal Prussian Army). It was printed in January 1824
in Potsdam by Carl Christian Horvath
und Sohn.353
Around the same time, yet another liturgical book appeared, entitled: Liturgie
zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn-und FestLiturgy for the evangelical congregations
tagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier für die evanof the Cottbus Diocese, 1824.
gelischen Kirchen der Kottbusser Diöcese
(Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service for Sundays and Feast Days and for the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper for the Evangelical
Churches of the Cottbus Diocese). It was printed by the Tornow Publishing House in
Cottbus without specifying the year of publication. The texts, however, show that
the 1824 Berlin Cathedral agenda was already available to the editor, indicating
that the book appeared some time around 1824. There is no editor’s preface or forward included, stating who was responsible for its publication or what the book’s
audience, but a blank sheet inserted after each page suggests that the book was
intended for use by the Sorbian-speaking congregations in the Lower Lusatia.
The task of making the book bi-lingual with handwritten Sorbian texts added on
facing pages was left to the Sorbian-speaking clergy.
In preparing this volume, the editor was probably inspired by the appearance
of an abbreviated version of the Berlin Cathedral agenda, Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste (Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service), in 1824 which had printed only the
forms pertaining for the chief divine service and for its preparation. The editor also
352
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published those services which he thought to be the most pertinent to the Sorbianspeaking clergy but with some minor alterations in the text. Before 1822, the pastor
was allowed to introduce the Lord‘s prayer in a Lutheran way (“Vater unser”), but
in the 1822 book, only the Reformed version (“Unser Vater”) was permitted. The
king justified the wording “Unser Vater” by noting that Luther had used it in the
translation of Matthew 6. The editor of the Cottbus book reprinted king’s 1822 remark, but allowed in parentheses the Lutheran introduction “Vater unser”.354
The Cottbus book included the king’s prefaces to the 1821-24 agenda and to
the Appendix of Prayers, the chief divine service for Sundays and feast days and for
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, the service of preparation for the Lord’s Supper, and the “Extract from the Liturgy” along with instructions on how to conduct such service. Included as well was a section comprised of prayers for special
occasions during the church year from the 1821/22 agenda. The editor expanded
the prayer for Good Friday and the Commemoration of the Departed by printing
it as a liturgical form with instructions when to sing the choral setting “Yes, says
the Spirit…” (“Ja der Geist spricht ...”) (Musik-Anhang, No. 14).

6 . 8 T h e Ki ng’s Co mme ntary o n t h e Lit urgy of t h e Word
The publication of the third edition of the agenda and its supplementary appendix provided the king with the occasion to prepare a commentary on the new
liturgy.355 Here, for the first time, he reflected on his mature liturgical thoughts and
his understanding of the theological significance of the church’s liturgical worship.
The king limited himself to the liturgy of the word and chose not to direct any
attention to the celebration of the Sacrament of the Altar. He divided the service
of the word into five parts which might be considered as steps moving upward
toward the high point of the service – the sermon.
The service began with what the king described as the act of preparation. It
consisted of the Triune Invocation, the verse Adjutorium nostrum (“Our help is in
the name of the Lord…”), and the confession of sins. He stated that it was fitting
that worship begins with the important words of blessing, first spoken over the
worshipers in their Baptism, for they were baptized in the name of Triune God according to Christ’s commandment, and indeed, it was proper that every act of worship should so begin. He made no mention of the sign of the cross or of the theological significance of Baptism into the death of Christ on the cross. With regard to
Adjutorium nostrum (Psalm 124:8), he simply asked whether any words could be
more appropriate at this point since there is nowhere else where such help could be
354
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found. So too, the confession of sins, which the pastor spoke in the name of the worshipers, at this point was appropriately placed because those who come to worship
God should first expressly confess their sins and acknowledge their desire to repent through Jesus Christ, their refuge and strength. He noted that three alternative
confessions could be found in the Appendix, along with a fourth to be used when
Communion was celebrated. This first section then came to an end with the choir’s
Amen. As has been noted, according to the king’s liturgical scheme, this Amen is
always sung by the choir and not sung or spoken by the congregation.
The second part of the liturgy was to begin with the Bible verses from the psalms
which conclude with the Gloria Patri. The king pointed to this as an ancient practice. He called this verse the “Entrance,” avoiding the Latin term “Introit” – a term
which would surely have been upsetting to Reformed ears. The Gloria Patri was
spoken as a song of praise to the Holy Trinity. The king noted that the entrance
verses and Gloria Patri could be partly spoken by the clergy and partly, sung by the
choir. The Kyrie and Gloria in excelsis were also to be considered part of this second
division of the service. In the Kyrie, the church looks to the Lord for help, goodness, and mercy, rather than absolution. Absolution finds its proper place in the
service of confession and before the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. According to
the king, the Gloria in excelsis was sung in confirmation that petitions addressed to
God do not go unheard. The hymn of the angels was added on the chief feasts of
the church year to express reverence and awe directed toward the Triune God.356
The third part of the service began with the salutation and included the collect before the epistle, the epistle, the verse before alleluia, and the gospel. According to the king, the salutation expressed the liturgist’s desire that the Lord
would bless his people and the choir’s response expressed the wish that the Lord
would also bless him who proclaims his word and make him worthy to do so. The
prayer before the epistle asked that all present might be granted the right understanding of the word of God so that they might properly use it. On high feasts,
the significance of the day would often be mentioned instead, and special collects
were provided for these occasions. The epistle from the listing of pericopes in all
Lutheran Bibles was to be read by the pastor, and at its close more verses from
the psalms, concluding with the alleluia, should be sung by the choir to serve as
a transition to the gospel. Accordingly, it served the same purpose as the older
graduals. On certain high feasts, the reading of the gospel should be preceded by
a special prayer. Although this was a longer prayer, the king claimed that the reason for including it was that it was found in the older agendas. At the close of the
gospel, the pastor was to say “Praise to you, O Christ” because Christ deserves
praise for the promise of salvation. The choral Amen then closed the third section.
356
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The fourth section began with the creed to be recited by the pastor or on occasion sung by the choir. Only the Apostles’ Creed was printed out. The king also
included the Nicene and Athanasian Creeds, but he provided no occasion for their
use. The creed was to be followed by a single Amen, sung by the choir. After a
verse from the psalms that followed, the pastor was to read a “prayer of thanksgiving,” which consists in the Sursum corda and Gratias agamus without response and
the Vere dignum, transferred to this point from the Communion service as an act
of thanksgiving to God for redemption through Christ. The king stated that the
Sanctus offered the highest praise to God for his spiritual blessings. To it, he added
the Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit which he referred to as a hymn of praise. In its
original setting in the Communion service, this hymn of praise greeted the Christ
who comes among his people in his body and blood in the Sacrament. The king
understood it differently. The “prayer of thanksgiving” could be spoken by the pastor or sung by the choir. The hymn of praise, the Tersanctus, was always to be sung
by the choir, and it marked the conclusion of the fourth section.
The fifth and final section of the service was to begin with the prayer of the
church which asks for the preservation of the church in the true faith and God’s
blessing upon pastors and servants. Special intercessions were included for the
ruler and his family, his government, his army and servants, his entire royal court,
and all people, especially believers. The king noted that other special intercessions might be included as provided for in the Appendix, and a special form of the
prayer of the church was to be used on Good Friday and at the Commemoration
of the Departed. On the Day of Repentance, the prayer was to be replaced by the
litany. After the prayer of the church, the pastor was to pray the Lord’s Prayer,
bringing this fifth section to its conclusion.
The pulpit office was not included as a division within the divine service. It
may be that the king did not think of the pulpit office as liturgical in nature or as
an organic portion of the service but rather as that toward which the service and
all its parts pointed.
In his commentary, the king indicated that he regarded the charge by some
that his liturgy was a reintroduction of Catholic worship among Protestants as
utterly incomprehensible. Indeed, it was not even deserving of mention. As far as
he was concerned, he had clearly demonstrated that his liturgy was based upon
the word of God and the purest traditions of the Reformation.
The king understood the service to comprise and knit together into a single
harmonious whole five distinct divisions or liturgical actions, joined together
into a single service as befits a Christian people. Although his divisions were
quite unique and somewhat artificial, the king did demonstrate that he was no
neophyte and understood the significance of such liturgical elements as the entrance psalm, the Alleluia verse, the “offertory” verse, and the gospel response,
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and their use in the earliest Lutheran church orders. The transposition of the
Eucharistic preface and Sanctus to a place after the creed, and the placement of
the prayer of the church before the sermon, was idiosyncratic. These changes may
have seemed to him to have pragmatic and even esthetic value, and the inclusion
of the Sanctus and Vere dignum in every service may have seemed to him a clever
way to beautify Sunday worship with elements which otherwise would be used
on those rare occasions when Communion was celebrated. His chief purpose was
to fulfill his dream that the worship of his people should be elevated to a higher
plane, raised from the depths to which it had fallen in the previous century.357

6 . 9 T h e T rans l ati o n o f the Agen da in t o N at iv e
L a n g uag e s
Three major non-German language groups resided in the eastern regions of the
Prussian kingdom. They were the Lithuanians who resided in East Prussia on the
borders of the present day Lithuania and the Poles who lived in the provinces of
East Prussia, West Prussia, Poznan, and Silesia. The third group were the Sorbs, also
known as Lusatians and Wends, living in the provinces of Silesia and Brandenburg.
All these groups had their own long-standing agendas and liturgical customs, and
neither groups expressed much interest in abandoning these in favor of the king’s
new agenda. However, May 28, 1825, king’s cabinet order, charging all governments
in the realm to clarify the matter on the agenda so that all could see that his liturgy was
based upon Scripture and the Reformation, and that its use would bring great blessings, called on the consistories to more actively introduce the agenda into parishes.358
Upon reception of Altenstein’s circular rescript of October 29, 1825, the
Königsberg consistory in East Prussia dutifully issued a circular letter, stating
that all parishes were obliged to use the new rite and that no candidates would
be ordained or certified who did not pledge themselves to do so.359 The Lithuanian Seminar at the University of Königsberg and its Director Ludwig Rhesa were
made responsible to ensure that all Lithuanian-speaking parishes in the region
were provided with the Lithuanian translation of the agenda.360 The translation
was completed in 1825. Rhesa decided that the new work would be more easily accepted if the title were put into familiar Lithuanian terms. The original title,
which identified the agenda as the liturgy of the “Court and Cathedral Church in
Berlin” would do little to commend it to Lithuanian congregations. He, therefore,
357
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Agenda for Lithuanian-speaking
congregations in the Province of Prussia,
1825 (The Wroblewski Library of the Lithuanian
Academy of Sciences, Call No: LK-19/26).

Supplementary appendix for Lithuanianspeaking congregations in the Province
of Prussia, 1825 (The Wroblewski Library of
the Lithuanian Academy of Sciences, Call No:
LK-19/26).

decided to entitle the Lithuanian edition as Agenda tai esti Suraßimas Pagraudénimû
ir Maldû Lietuwôs Baźnycziosa skaitomû (Agenda, that Is, a Collection of Exhortations
and Prayers Read in Lithuanian Churches).361 By changing the title, he wanted to give
the impression that the new rite was the lineal descendant of the 1775 PrussianLithuanian agenda.362 The original 1823 Appendix to the agenda was translated as
Pridėjimas Maldû, Żodźiû ßwento Raßto [et]c. isz senujû Agendû surinktû, Nedėldienomis
ir Szwentėmis prie Liturgiôs skaitomû su patrumpinta Liturgia (Appendix of Prayers and
Words from the Holy Scriptures, etc. Gathered from Old Agendas Read in the Liturgy on
Sundays and Festivals, Along with an Excerpt from the Liturgy). Both these books were
bound together and published under a single cover in Königsberg in 1825.
The Polish edition followed the title of the German edition. It was published in
Posen by W. Decker Publishing House in 1825 under the title: Agenda Kościelna dla
361
362

Agenda 1825.
Rhesa made the title almost identical with that of Gottfried Ostermeyer’s 1775 book: Agenda
tattai esti Surászimas Pagraudinnimû ir Maldû, Lietuwôs Baźnyćiosa skaitomû nůg Kunnigû
szwentus sawo Urėdo Darbus pilnawojanćiujû. Karaláućiuje (Agenda, that Is, a Collection of
Exhortations and Prayers, Read in Lithuanian Churches by Parish Pastors in the Exercise of Their
Holy Duties). Agenda 1775.
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Agenda for Polish-speaking
congregations in the Province of Prussia,
1825 (Biblioteka Uniwersytecka w Toruniu,
Call No: 604611).

Supplementary appendix of prayers
for Polish-speaking congregations
in the Province of Prussia, 1825
(Biblioteka Uniwersytecka w Toruniu, Call
No: 604611).

Kościoła nadwornego i Katedralnego w Berlinie. (Podług drugiego wydania Berlińskiego
z roku 1822.) (Church Agenda for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. (According to the Second Berlin Edition of the Year 1822)). The appendix was given the title:
Dodatek modlitw, mieysc pisma świętego, i t. d. zebrany z różnych Agend dawnieyszych
i do użytku Liturgii w niedziele i święta zastósowany w przydaniem wyciągu z Liturgii dla Kościołów, którym zbywa na potrzebnych rzeczach do odbywania iéy zupełnie
(Podług wydania Berlińskiego z roku 1823.) (Appendix of Prayers, Verses from the
Holy Scriptures, etc., Compiled Together from Various Older Agendas, and Set for Use
in the Liturgy on Sundays and Feast Days, Together with an Extract from the Liturgy for
Churches that Lack what Is Necessary to Perform It Completely. (According to the Berlin
Edition of the Year 1823)).
Another ethnic group of Slavic origin was the Sorbian-speaking population
in Upper and Lower Lusatia. Lusatia, a part of the former Electorate of Saxony,
had been divided after the Congress of Vienna in 1815, at which time all of Lower
and the northeastern part of Upper Lusatia had been ceded to Prussia. Lower
Lusatia now became a part of the Province of Brandenburg, but the northeastern
part of Upper Lusatia, which included the regions surrounding Görlitz, Lauban,
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Bi-lingual Agenda for Sorbian-speaking congregations in Prussian Upper Lusatia, 1828 (SLUB
Dresden, Call No: 05/8-1042!).

Bi-lingual appendix for Sorbian-speaking congregations in Prussian Upper Lusatia, 1828
(SLUB Dresden, Call No: 05/8-1042!).
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Hoyerswerda, and Rothenburg, was now part of the Province of Silesia. Only
in the southwest was Upper Lusatia, including Bautzen, Löbau, Kamenz, and
Zittau, still part of the Kingdom of Saxony. The agenda for the Sorbian-speaking population in Prussian Upper Lusatia was published in Bautzen (Upp. Sorb.
Budyšin) in 1828 by the publishing firm of Ernst Gottlob Monse under the title:
Zyrkwina Agenda sa te ßerske Woßady we pruskich hornych Łużicach (Church Agenda for the Sorbian Parishes in Prussian Upper Lusatia). The appendix was entitled:
Pschidawk Modlitwow a Schpruchow kajż tejż krotsja Liturgia (Appendix of Prayers and
Verses Together with a Short Liturgy). Many pastors, who served Sorbian-speaking
people, were themselves Germans for whom Sorbian was a foreign language.
It is for this reason that the agenda and its appendix were made bi-lingual with
German and Sorbian texts on facing pages.363
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7 . T h e C r i t i q u e o f t h e K i n g ’ s A g enda
With great satisfaction, the king looked at what he believed to be the completed work on the agenda. In his view, the book was the high-water mark of
eight years of liturgical labor to which he devoted his considerable energies and
commitment.
The initial reaction of church leaders, however, was negative. Some went so
far as to express their doubts that the king was really the author of it. It had ordinarily been the king’s practice to consult with acknowledged liturgical experts before introducing innovations that touched on the church’s internal spiritual life.
Bishop Ludwig Ernst von Borowski noted in an August 26, 1822, letter to
Theodor von Schön, high president of the Province of West Prussia, that the king
had asked his opinion before introducing the annual Commemoration of the Departed, but of this new agenda he had heard nothing. It was surely commendable that earthly rulers should support the church and show it proper respect,
but it was highly irregular that they should interfere with internal church matters. One could only imagine the furor of the ruler if the clergy were to make
pronouncements concerning matters of state. Borowski was of the opinion that
the new agenda was superior to some modern liturgical collections, such as neological agendas for the Electoral Palatinate and Schleswig-Holstein, and he was
happy with the selection of the Bible verses and the inclusion of prayers from
earlier agendas, but his final judgment was negative. He stated that the musical
provisions were impractical, and he was unhappy with the dominant role given
to church choirs. He noted that good church choirs were the exception rather than
the rule and that poor choirs were a joke, and besides, the whole congregation
ought to be involved in the liturgical singing. He did not think much of the notion
that sermons should be limited to one-half hour, and he regretted the omission of
the hitherto customary solemn opening prayer in the pulpit.364
Schön responded on November 3, 1822, that he simply could not believe that
the king was the author of this agenda. Friedrich Wilhelm III was characteristically clear and precise, and this new liturgy was neither clear nor precise. The
king characteristically called things by their right name; he called the devil, “the
devil.” He was an excellent field marshal, the best possible, as every soldier could
attest. He spoke clearly and made his intentions known in clear terms, and he
recognized the importance of reverence in the church’s worship. Schön’s own
opinion was that this liturgy had been ghost-written by someone who knew quite
a lot about church matters but not as much as a knowledgeable clergyman, and
364
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now the king’s name had been put on it, and he would have to take responsibility
for the work of those who had abused his trust and put their own words in the
king’s mouth.365
Initial reaction of the general public was also negative. It was generally agreed
that the new agenda was an alien work being forced on the church by the state. It
was regarded with general distrust, bitterness, and indignation.
The liturgy was criticized as a whole and in every part. The new service was
called a liturgy, and “liturgy” was an unfamiliar term to the people; it sounded
alien and hierarchical. The liturgy was completely in the hands of the pastor and
the choir. Its words and music were not even included in the hymnal for the
people to follow. It was something that the clergy did and in which the people
were mute spectators. The congregation was not given so much as a single Amen
or Alleluia to utter in the course of the entire service. According to the rubrics,
even the hymns were to be short, and longer ones were to be shortened to a few
stanzas. People asserted firmly that the congregations were being robbed of their
right to participate in the service.
Many regarded this liturgy as an attempt to impose a sort of inferior Catholicism on Protestants.366 No local variants were permitted; in every province and
region, the same service was to be used word-for-word, week after week – and
this offended many as unevangelical. It had always been the tradition in Lutheranism that every territory had its own characteristic liturgy, and the Prussian
territorial churches had no desire to see these services suppressed in favor of a
uniform rite. To the church, such a measure of uniformity was neither necessary
nor desirable.
Some regarded the service as too Roman; others labeled it Calvinistic; still,
others said it was entirely too Lutheran. The inclusion of a Calvinistic distribution
formula was highly offensive to many Lutherans, and the notion that the preface
and Sanctus should be moved before the prayer of the church and included in
every service was mind-boggling. Some felt that pastors should be given a great
deal of discretion in organizing the worship services for their congregations,
others complained that territorial customs were being trampled. Still, others complained about the time constraints, according to which the service should not last
more than one hour. Others stated that the selection of prayers was too small.
Still, others complained about the reintroduction of the exorcism in Baptism. In
short, worship ought to be an expression of concord but now it had become an
engine of discord and discontent.
Criticisms of the new liturgy came chiefly from two sources. First, there was
the critique that appeared in print both in Prussia and beyond its borders. The
365
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second was the official reports gathered by Minister Altenstein from the provincial consistories.
Altenstein had instructed the consistories to circulate the agenda among the
clergy and solicit their critical responses. In doing so, he was not following explicitly the procedure which had been outlined by the king in his February 19, 1822,
cabinet order.367 The king had no intention of providing the clergy a forum for their
views. He carried little for their views. What he wanted was a voluntary but obedient submission to his will by all the Lutheran and Reformed clergy of Prussia. In
other words, he wanted the clergy to accept his agenda without clamor or complaint. Altenstein, for his part, thought that by providing a forum for the clergy to
publicly express their views, consensus would be reached and the liturgy would be
adopted. He thought it would be better to allow the clergy to speak now than to risk
the spread of discontent through statements in the public press.
Altenstein was criticized by Friedrich von Motz, district president of Magdeburg, and others for adopting this procedure. In a letter to Witzleben on December 6, 1823, Motz stated that this was a serious error, and that Altenstein would
have been better advised to give the clergy only two choices – a simple “yes” or
“no.” Now their critical opinions were being publicized, and the cat was out of
the bag. The king responded to Altenstein’s procedure by diplomatically stating
that it appeared that his minister had probably misunderstood his intentions.368

7 . 1 R ep or t s o f the C o ns i s to ri e s C on c ern in g t h e Agen da
a n d I ts A c ce p tab i l i ty
Reports were sent from all provincial consistories to the Ministry of Spiritual
Affairs, giving a detailed assessment of the reaction of the clergy to the new liturgy.
In a carefully and diplomatically worded statement, issued on January 14,
1823, the East Prussian consistory in Königsberg reported a dispassionate and
almost disinterested summary of the reactions of its pastors. Consistory members High President Hans Jakob von Auerswald, Johann Frey, Borowski, Samuel
Gottlieb Wald, Gotthilf Christoph Wilhelm Busolt, Gustav Friedrich Dinter, and
Ludwig August Kähler nowhere indicated their own personal opinions concerning the agenda or its acceptability. All of them initially spoke in glowing terms
of the new book and stated that it was indeed a tribute to his majesty that he
had produced such a work which exuded throughout a fine Christian spirit and
which spoke in glowing terms of Jesus and of his perfect reconciling and pardoning work to the glory of the heavenly Father. They decried the fact that clergy
367
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in some other provinces arbitrarily altered the church’s rites and noted that this
agenda would surely correct that sad situation. No such correction, however, was
needed in East Prussia where under the watchful eye of the consistory the clergy
faithfully followed the 1789 agenda.369
The consistory noted that in terms of their reaction to the agenda, the East
Prussian clergy could be divided into six distinct groups.
The first group, which counted among its adherence some fifty pastors, were
willing to adopt the new agenda in toto if for no other reason than as a tribute to
his royal highness and the excellence of his work.
Far more numerous were those in the second group who used and wished to
continue to use the 1789 agenda. To them, what was commendable in the new
book was already present in the old East Prussian book, and indeed, the old agenda had a collection of collects and prayers of the church to be read at the close of
the sermon which was second to none. Other needed material was already available in the hymnals, and it was to be noted that the Lithuanian hymnal370 was particularly rich in its selection of prayers. To lose these valuable resources would,
according to these pastors, be disquieting and even detrimental in the life of the
church. Furthermore, the rites of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper in the old book
were quite adequate and were in no need of augmentation or alteration. It would
be most advantageous if the new liturgy were to be subjected to a thorough and
thoughtful examination by theologians and preachers, and only then could it be
properly decided whether the new agenda ought to be adopted. In any case, the
adoption of the new rite among the Polish and Lithuanian-speaking congregations should be regarded as problematic since they have the East Prussian agendas in their own tongues and the new rite has not been translated.371 The clergy
also reported that among their people news of a new rite caused “grumbling and
great dissatisfaction.” They were fearful that the introduction of the new forms
would bring with it a new doctrine and a new faith against their will. This would
drive them out of the church, so to speak, and would not attract non-attendees. In
other words, there would be many losses and few gains.
A third group was in favor of the introduction of the new agenda but wanted to have the authority to make modifications and omissions. Some objected
strongly to the reintroduction of the exorcism in Baptism, reminding that it was
369
370

371

Preußische Kirchen-Agenda 1789.
The 1750 Newly Revised and Improved Book of Hymns and the subsequent editions of 1752,
1757, 1763, 1766, 1773, 1776, 1791, and 1810. Iß naujo pérweizdėtos ir pagérintos Giesmjû Knygos
1750 (Newly Revised and Improved Book of Hymns in which Are Written the Most Precious Old
and New Hymns to the Glory of God and for the Salvation of the Souls of Lithuanians Living in the
Kingdom of Prussia, Together with a Prayer Book in which not Only Old but Also New Prayers Are
to Be Found).
Ustawy Kośćielne 1755; Agenda 1775.

212

7. The Critique of the King’s Agenda

already omitted earlier by several royal decrees. Exorcism seemed to them standing in the way to the words of Jesus: “Suffer the little children to come unto me
for to them is the kingdom of God.” Others insisted on the omission of the phrase,
“the water is sanctified through Christ’s Baptism in the Jordan,” from Luther’s
“Flood Prayer.” One group insisted that the confessional service of preparation
for Communion ought never to be held on the same day as the Lord’s Supper but
confession should always be held on the previous day, while others declared that
the Our Father and Sanctus372 should be put back in their old place in the Communion service. The Lord’s Prayer ought to be prayed in the Lutheran way (“Vater unser”), and the Sanctus should be chanted together with the accompaniment
of the organ and other instruments.
A fourth group, which was comprised by a large number of pastors, complained about the shrinking of the service to one hour. They complained that this
was simply impossible. They noted that especially in rural areas the people often
traveled great distances to come to church, and they were well pleased to remain
there for a longer period of time. Particularly annoying to many, and especially
to the Lithuanians, was the breaking up of hymns into collections of stanzas. The
Lithuanians called it “breaking of hymns” (“Liederzerbrechen”) which was not
meant to be a complimentary term. They detest the notion of singing only one,
two, or more stanzas of a longer hymn without regard for the thought pattern of
the whole. They said that this showed great disrespect for Luther, Simon Dach,
Paul Gerhardt, Christian Fürchtegott Gellert, and other great hymn writers, and
chopped their connected thoughts into disconnected bite-size elements. They declared that such great hymns as Gerhardt’s “Commit Whatever Grieves Thee”
(“Befiehl du deine Wege”) must not be broken up and “ground to sausage” without
consideration for the whole message of the hymn.
There was also a fifth group that would like to make use of the new agenda
but complained that the musical appendix was utterly impractical. It took the liturgy away from the people and put it in the hands of a choir which in most cases
would be untrained, incompetent, and unable to master four-part harmony. The
results would be ludicrous, or one might say in another context, almost comical.
This was especially true in the village and rural congregations, and especially
among the Polish and Lithuanian-speaking peoples who lacked in resources and
might not even have an organ and competent musical leadership, or organists
and choirmasters who were competent musicians. This would turn the evangel-
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ical service into a pale imitation of the Roman Mass. The poor congregation was
left only with the hymns to sing and was allowed no part in the liturgical service.
Finally, there was a large number of pastors who were personally well pleased
with the new agenda but insisted that it should not be introduced until their congregations had agreed to its introduction.
Having reported on the various reactions of the clergy, the consistory concluded its letter with a personal statement concerning the oath required of those
being ordained, stating that it would be preferable that the oath sworn in the past
continue to be used and that no new vows be added which required the acceptance of the new agenda and the promise to adopt it. The decision to adopt the
new agenda or to remain with the old ought to be left to the congregations. Their
own recommendation was that the 1789 agenda be left in place.373
The congregations in the city of Breslau in Silesia also were not very enthusiastic about the new rite. They had maintained a rich liturgical tradition since the
days of the Reformation. While elsewhere, this Reformation tradition had often
been altered or even in some places completely abandoned, the Breslau congregations made it a point of honor to maintain a full and rich liturgical life in their
parish churches. In his 1822 report to the king, President Friedrich Theodor von
Merckel astonished him by describing the Sunday morning services in Breslau
which began with the ringing of the church bells at 5 AM to announce the beginning of the office of Matins which lasted 3 hours. The divine service without
Communion began at 9 AM and continued 3 hours, and the afternoon service at
1 AM lasted about 2 hours. Latin was still used extensively, and choirs, church
music, chanting by the clergy were the norm even in countryside the churches.374
On behalf of the city consistory, Mayor August Freiherr von Kospoth described
this liturgical tradition and stated that its loss would be simply unbearable. The
congregations had no interest in abandoning their rich tradition in favor of monotonous liturgical services which had been taken completely out of the hands
of the people causing them to lose the chief vehicle of their spiritual edification.
They had no desire that their traditional form for confession and communion be
changed or that the sermons be shortened or that the freedom of their liturgists be
snatched from them unevangelically. The Breslauers regarded their tradition as
sacred, and on their behalf von Kospoth expressed the hope that the king would
not force them to abandon it. “We hope that the truly evangelical and pious spirit
of our king will not force us to adopt in our ecclesiastical devotions anything contrary to our convictions which would only be disturbing.”375
373
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7 . 2 S y s te mati c Anal ys i s o f the C rit iques by t h e Min ist ry
of S p i r i tu al Affai rs
After it had gathered materials from East Prussia, Silesia, and all other
Prussian territorial consistories, the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs in Berlin compiled a systematized document which detailed reactions of the consistories and
their criticisms under three categories: (1) the external obstacles to the adoption
and introduction of the new agenda, (2) the general objections stated against any
changes in the present worship practices of the churches, and (3) objections raised
concerning the form and content of the new agenda.376
The major external obstacle appears to have been the fact that the new rite
made requirements which many congregations, and particularly those in villages and rural areas, would find it difficult, if not absolutely impossible, to fulfill.
The consistories in East Prussia, Pomerania, Brandenburg, Saxony, Münster, and
Lower Rhine all stated that rural congregations would find it virtually impossible
to form a choir competent enough to perform the responses and other choral portions of the service properly. The pastors of these parishes were not musically
trained, and the sacristans and school teachers, although competent enough to
lead congregational singing, did not have the expertise needed to train and lead
four and eight-voice choirs. Even in places where school teachers could assemble
a tolerable choir of older children, the same children would soon leave school and
would no longer be available to sing every Sunday. It was the concern of these
consistories that in such cases poor musical performances would be a hindrance
to worthy worship and perhaps might even provoke unseemly comments.
The consistories in the Lower Rhine and Köln reported that congregations in
their districts did not have altars and were accustomed to distribute communion
from a small table, draped in black cloth and placed in the middle of the church.
Such churches had no place for a proper altar Bible, crucifix, candles, and communion ware, nor could the congregations afford such extravagances. From East
Prussia, Silesia, and Saxony came the complaint that the purchase of altar Bibles,
crucifixes, and candlesticks, and the regulation that candles must be burned during the entire service, would create an undue financial burden on the congregations.
Silesia, Brandenburg, and Magdeburg stated that the requirements of the new
agenda were simply too difficult for the clergy. Many congregations had only
one pastor and shared him with two or three other congregations, and in each of
these places he was expected to lead the liturgy and preach loudly and clearly, to
celebrate and distribute the Lord’s Supper, to catechize, baptize, marry, perform
376
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the churching of women and other duties. These pastors had neither the voice nor
the stamina to do it. By Sunday evening, they were ready to collapse.
The second group of criticisms came from those who were opposed to any
change at all. From Silesia, complaints were heard that there was really no need
for every territorial church to have the same worship and liturgical forms. Every
area had its own customs and points of view and its own particular needs. A common rite had not been needed in the past, and it certainly was not needed now.
Congregations in East Prussia, Saxony, and Brandenburg stated their preference for the old liturgies. In Saxony and Lusatia, it had long been the established
practice that services should begin with a short hymn, such as “Kyrie, God Father
in Heaven Above,” followed by the intonation of the Gloria in excelsis Deo and
the singing of “All Glory Be to God on High.” Then, after the sung salutation
and response, the pastor would first sing the collect and then read the epistle.
The chief hymn of the day then followed. After it, the gospel was read and after
that, the creedal hymn “We All Believe in One True God” was sung. The highly
developed pulpit office included an ex-corde prayer, a hymn stanza, the Lord’s
Prayer, prayed silently or aloud, and the sermon. The sermon was followed by
the general confession and absolution, the prayer of the church, intercessions for
the king and his household, additional intercessions, thanksgivings, and petitions, concluding with the Lord’s Prayer and the benediction. At the Lord’s Supper, the Lord’s Prayer and the Words of Institution were either sung or said, and
after the administration of the Sacrament, the service concluded with the collect
of thanksgiving, the benediction, and a concluding hymn stanza. There was some
variety in that in some places the service was shortened by eliminating either
“All Glory Be to God on High” or the creedal hymn, “We All Believe in One True
God.” In Silesia, however, congregations liked instead to lengthen the service by
inserting memorials and funeral hymns before the sermon. In all cases, there were
customs of long-standing, and the people held them very dear. In no case were
they interested in the new agenda.
Other regions were willing to suffer the change but made it very clear that
it would be very painful for them to do so and that they would do it only with
great reluctance. This was the case in East Prussia and its Lithuanian-speaking
parishes. They were still using the 1775/89 agenda with its prayers and collects,
and also the unsurpassable Sunday and feast day prayers of the church, many of
which were excluded in the new agenda. In addition, the Lithuanians were in the
practice of kneeling for prayers, and it was felt that if these prayers were left out
or changed, it would be the equivalent of provoking an ecclesiastical earthquake.
It would stir up bad feelings against the clergy and provoke significant unrest.
Some said they would stop going to church altogether for fear that they would be
robbed of their faith. They would retain their spirituality but would have noth-

216

7. The Critique of the King’s Agenda

ing to do with the new agenda. In addition, the people preferred the old baptismal and marriage services to what was being provided in the new agenda. Both
among the Poles and the Lithuanians, native language hymnals and liturgies
were available in print, and no translation of the new agenda in either language
had been prepared. Taken together, there was a great deal of grumbling and dissatisfaction in both these ethnic communities.
Similar attitudes could be found in the Province of Posen where in places like
Fraustadt, Neu-Pintschen, Olbersdorf, and Luschwitz the new agenda was presented but patrons, church councils, and congregation members openly declared
against it.
In some regions of the Province of Saxony, feelings did not run so high. Congregations had earlier made a smooth transition from the old Duke Heinrich’s
agenda to the new Dresden 1812 agenda without losing their faith. They had already weathered one agenda change, and it appeared that for them a smooth
transition to the new agenda would not present insurmountable difficulties.
Neither the Lutherans nor the Reformed in the consistorial districts of Köln
and the Lower Rhine were used to elaborate worship forms, although the Lutherans did have a liturgy that differed little from one congregation to another. The
primary emphasis was on adapting the liturgy to the needs of the community.
The regions themselves were subject to Roman Catholic rulers and the strong influence of the Roman Catholic Church, and as a result, many congregations were
sensitive to the introduction of what they thought to be Roman Catholic practices
into their churches. They wanted their service to remain low and simple. Now the
rumor was being spread abroad that with the introduction of the new Prussian
agenda, a rapprochement to Roman Catholicism was in the plans. This caused
great consternation and prejudiced many against the new book. They believed
that they would be forced to worship contrary to the dictates of their consciences,
and this mitigated against their satisfaction with the government and their affection for the king.
In Saxony, West Prussia, and Brandenburg the consistories stated that it was
clear that the decision to introduce the new rite could not be made by the clergy
alone. It would be ill-advised for any decision to be made without the express
approval of the congregations since matters of the liturgy were to be decided by
the whole congregation and not by a single individual, not even if that individual
was the pastor.
The West Prussian consistory went even further and said that no one had the
right to dictate to the pious in matters of faith. No one had the right to make the
form of worship and ritual a matter of faith and to arbitrarily introduce a new
form of worship and make it mandatory. Congregations alone had the right to
decide what form of worship was most appropriate for them. In West Prussia,
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this right was understood to be a matter of law guaranteed by the Prussian Law
Code (Allgemeines Landrecht).377 It would not occur to anyone that the king could
legislate concerning Catholic or Jewish worship, and the fact that he was a Protestant did not give him the right to legislate concerning Protestant worship. This
was not within the competence of the summus episcopus. As the quasi-bishop of
his Protestant subjects, the king had every right to state his concerns about the
level of religious observance and worship in his realm, but he did not have the
right to dictate forms of worship.
In the Münster consistorial district, where there was a synodical and presbyterial form of church government, it was insisted that only synods had the right
to make changes in matters pertaining to the church.
In West Prussia, it was stated that since in some places both evangelical confessions were strong, surely it was necessary that the clergy of both confessions
should agree before the liturgy could be made binding on both groups.
In the Province of Posen, it was decided that no move should be made until the
Union of the confessions had been accomplished. It was thought that when that
day came, liturgical matters would surely fall into line.
The consistories in Saxony, East Prussia, and Posen, as well as those in Pomerania, Münster, and Brandenburg, all stated emphatically that because worship
and its appropriate forms were so important, nothing could be decided without
a joint consultation of the churches in the general synod. Without such a synod,
only discord and division between clergy and congregations would result, giving
rise to party spirit and civil unrest.
The third objection was related to the form and content of the new agenda.
The West Prussian consistory noted that the statement that the three agendas
mentioned in the preface of the new book had linked together almost all evangelical churches was patently untrue. Joachim II, Elector of Brandenburg, was a Lutheran who had not a single Reformed bone in his body, nor would the Reformed
ever express any willingness to use his 1540 liturgy. In their eyes, it was simply
too Catholic. Similar statements were made about his participation, together with
Johannes Agricola and two Catholic clergymen, in the negotiations leading up to
the Augsburg Interim. So too, the actions of Elector Johann Georg in forming the
church order of 1572 around the Augsburg Confession and Luther’s writings were
never meant to heal the divisions between the Lutherans and the Reformed, but
rather it was meant to assert the catholicity of the Lutheran Reformation. It was
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noted also that the Prussian church order of 1558 was written by Johann Funck,
the son-in-law of Andreas Osiander, who had been responsible for many disputes in the Duchy of Prussia. This made it necessary to prepare a new Corporis
Doctrinae Ecclesiasticae in 1567 and to prepare a final 1568 church order.378 Furthermore, it was explicitly stated that forms of religious practice are not of the essence
of worship, so it must be made clear that uniformity of practice cannot produce
uniformity of faith or provide serenity and pious confidence.
The consistories of East Prussia, West Prussia, Posen, Brandenburg, Silesia,
and Lower Rhine all complained against the time restraints imposed by the new
agenda. Although a worship service one hour in length might be acceptable to
city dwellers, it would not be acceptable in villages or rural congregations. Such a
short service would turn Sunday into a day given over chiefly to secular amusements, and sermon only one-half hour in length would not provide adequate
time to firmly plant biblical truths or fortify faith and the resolution to improve
one’s life. In rural congregations where villages were far apart, a one hour service
would be totally unacceptable to people who had to travel great distances to get
to church. If the service and sermon were so short, they would simply stay home
and read from a sermon book and simply forget about participating in public
worship. Furthermore, in rural areas, the people were not able to come on Saturday evening and then again on Sunday morning. Preparation for the Sacrament
must of necessity take place on Sunday morning, and on Sunday there must also
be time given over for the announcement of intercessions, thanksgivings, and
petitions. Furthermore, on Sunday the youth also must be catechized. In Silesia, it
was still the practice that many things were added to the worship services, such
as singing of so-called hymns celebrating baptismal anniversaries, the commemoration of those who have died in the week just passed, etc. The so-called general
Commemoration of the Departed was not an adequate substitute for this, and
the elimination of these special features would deprive the needy pastor of an
important income source.
The consistories in East Prussia, West Prussia, Brandenburg, Saxony, Silesia,
and Lower Rhine also made the point that long prayers take time away from
preaching and hymn singing, both of which have always been essential elements
of Lutheran worship. Luther had declared that the sermon was the chief means
of bringing the ignorant into line. The improvement of the school system was
not sufficient to accomplish this. The church must do her part in teaching adolescents, who have been confirmed and left school, many important truths that are
needed for Christian living. Furthermore, no congregation could ever be properly
edified by singing only a few selected hymn stanzas. The Lutheran chorale was
378
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an important contribution to Lutheran worship and was a major means of devotion and faithfulness. The Prussian Lithuanians were particularly critical of what
they derisively called “Liederzerbrechen” (“breaking of hymns”). They much preferred that hymns began at the beginning and be sung through to the end. They
said that it was only in this way that one could fully experience the great power of
the hymns. The enrichment of the rest of the liturgy with prayers, responses, and
choir music should not be undertaken at the expense of the singing of hymns.379 It
was the practice in many places that on Sunday afternoon the head of the household would gather his family for family worship, singing once again the hymns
from the morning service. For this reason, the people had come to regard the
hymnal as a great treasure, second only to the Holy Scriptures. All this would be
lost if the singing of hymns was reduced to a few selected stanzas.
Complaints about the decision to put the prayer of the church and the intercessions before the sermon were received from the consistories in West Prussia,
Brandenburg, and Silesia. In many places, particularly in Silesia, people came
from as many as thirty different villages to a single church. When the weather
was bad and travel was difficult, they did not all arrive in time to be present at
the entire service. In some cases, it was only when the sermon began that all were
properly present and seated. It would be much better to keep the prayer of the
church and the intercessions where they had been in the past, namely, at the conclusion of the sermon.
In Brandenburg and West Prussia, the content of the prayers and their form
were criticized as lacking the heartfelt warmth of the older liturgical prayers.
Many of the prayers were too short, and there was perhaps too much use of
the Old Testament imagery. Objection was also found to the use of “universal
Christian Church” in the Apostles’ Creed since for many “universal” connoted
with Roman Catholicism.
In Brandenburg, there were complaints that the choral responses too often
interrupted the words and prayers of the liturgist. In addition, there were too
many of them, they came too fast, and they were disturbing to devout listeners.
Furthermore, the music was adjudged to not be in a sufficiently churchly style.
Silesians complained that the service was made too long by the repetition of
the reading of the preaching text before the sermon. Their solution was that the
pericope not being preached should be read from the altar leaving the other pericope, which would be the basis for the sermon, to be read from the pulpit.
Brandenburg congregations stated that instead of reciting the Apostles’ Creed
every Sunday, on occasion the creedal hymn, “We All Believe in One True God,”
should be sung instead.
379
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The Saxons stated that poor, hardworking people should not be required to
stand so much during the service. They would neglect to listen to the prayer and
would think instead of how tired they felt and how long they were being required
to stand.
The consistories in Silesia, Magdeburg, and West Prussia spoke against the
reintroduction of the exorcism and the signation in Baptism as superstitious in
nature. The congregations of the Lower Rhine were annoyed that the whole service of Baptism represented to them a return to Catholicism. In Posen, the Reformed “Unity Congregations” (“Gemeinden der evangelischen Unität” / “Unitätsgemeinden”) of the old Bohemian Brethren Church, were not willing to accept the
new baptismal rite. Reformed congregations of the Lower Rhine declared that
the statement that through the baptism of Jesus in the Jordan water now had the
power to wash away sins was neither biblical nor orthodox. They also complained
that absolutely nothing was said about the responsibilities of the sponsors.380
In Brandenburg, it was stated that the form for confession and absolution in
preparation for Communion should include in its exhortation some words concerning self-examination. It was regretted that the prayer of confession failed to
add “... forgive me all my sins and grant me the gracious help of your Holy Spirit
for the betterment of my life.”
The West Prussian consistory complained that the congregational singing at
the Lord’s Supper had been eliminated. Even the chant, “O Christ, Thou Lamb
of God” (“Christe, du Lamm Gottes”), had been given over to the choir. Even the
Lord’s Prayer, which from the earliest times had always preceded the Words of
Institution, had been eliminated.
West Prussia and Silesia complained that little of the Lutheran understanding
of the sacraments remained. The words, “believe the received signs,” could easily
be taken to present new and strange doctrines. It was also objected that the pastor
now administered the Sacrament, saying: “Christ our Lord says, etc.” For their
part, the Reformed would regard the absolution and consecration and use of the
sign of the cross over the elements as offensive and too Catholic. Thus, to both
Lutherans and Reformed in both provinces, the whole notion of Union would be
obliterated. The consistory of the Lower Rhine complained that the manner in
which the doctrine of salvation is presented in the admonition before Communion can easily foster fruitless trust in the vicarious satisfaction of Christ without
giving due attention to staunchly moral and upright life. Lutherans in Saxony
expressed the hope that the chanting of the Our Father, the Words of Institution,
and the Aaronic Benediction should not be omitted where it was customary.
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Concerning the marriage formula, complaints came from Brandenburg, the Lower
Rhine, and Silesia that the new order did not suitably outline the responsibilities of
the bridal couple. They also asked that the older Nuptial Blessing: “As an ordained
minister, I pronounce you joined together orderly and publicly in matrimony in the
name…,” be preserved in the rite.381 In addition, the Silesians stated that it was common among them that the bridegroom and bride should make appropriate oaths or
pledges and that this practice ought not to be allowed to disappear.
From Posen came the complaint that the ordination formula was simply too
elaborate. It ought to be sufficient that the candidate pledges himself to faithfully discharge the duties of his office and especially that he hold the doctrine
of the gospel according to the content of the Holy Scriptures and the symbolical
books. Furthermore, as an official of the state, he should declare his obedience to
his majesty the king, the royal government, and those set in authority over him
and exhort his congregation to do the same. West Prussians complained against
the requirement that ordinations should always take place on Sunday or feast
days in the service with the Lord’s Supper. They stated that it ought to be sufficient that the ordination be performed in public worship service, even without
the Lord’s Supper in a weekday service. The Reformed “Unity congregations”
in the Province of Posen would never agree to bind their clergy to the acceptance of certain symbolical books as a doctrinal norm. To them, the only norm in
such matters was the Holy Scriptures. Besides, they stated that their church practice the five-fold ordination with the laying-on-of-hands for those who devote
themselves to the holy ministry. This had been decided by the general synods of
the Bohemian Brethren and the Polish Reformed at Orla in 1633 and Włodawa
1634.382 The Silesians protested against the placing of the Nicene and Athanasian
Creeds alongside the Apostles’ Creed in the ordination oath as symbols of the
evangelical church. This they thought to be Roman Catholic in that it represented
the intrusion of human opinion in matters of faith. What could be said on their
behalf was that they were in agreement with Scripture but that in itself would
give them no more than historical value. The ordination oath as presently ordered
was offensive and might well lead to leave many candidates for the ministry to
decide to pursue other vocations. The West Prussians noted that “a holy universal church” in the Apostles’ Creed was not the accepted usage. Luther had said:
“holy Christian church.” Furthermore, recent research had proven that the dating
of the Athanasian Creed to 333 AD as stated in the new agenda was unwarranted.383
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The consistory of the Lower Rhine opposed any ordination oath committing
candidates to symbolical books. They stated that the best and most highly regarded theologians agreed with them. It was unclear to them what symbolical
books the new agenda might be referring to – the Reformed symbolical books,
or the Lutheran, or both? If one and not the other, then the Union dissolves. If
both, then the Union is meaningless since the Lutheran and Heidelberg Catechisms espouse entirely contradictory views of the nature of Christ’s presence in the
Lord’s Supper. The consistory also expressed concern about the creeds and their
place in the oath. It stated that the Apostles’ Creed did not provide a sufficient
summary of the evangelical faith and that both the Nicene and the Athanasian
Creeds must be ruled out of order because of their polemical tendencies and their
characteristically unchristian formulas of condemnation. The West Prussian consistory asserted that in the matter of the ordinand’s oath it ought to be sufficient
that the ordinand promise to serve the congregation to which he is called in the
spirit of the church fellowship to which that congregation belongs and to preach
the gospel and administer the sacraments in conformity to it. It rejected the third
of the questions which was to be put to the ordinand, stating that the phrase,
“the wisdom to preach reconciliation,” was murky and not biblically accurate.
It would be better to follow 1 Corinthians 1:30 and promise “to preach Christ
who for us has been made the wisdom of God.” For their part, the consistories
in Brandenburg and Münster thought the ordination vows to be unchurchly and
misplaced because they were political in nature, and the clergy were being made
agents of the king and his government. Such vows would sully the significance
of the altar, the church, and the clerical estate and sow seeds of distrust among
the populous. The Lower Rhine consistory added that the pastor was to preach
that one should render to Caesar what is Caesar’s and to God what is God’s, and
that the oath making the pastor an agent to uncover political offenses was essentially foreign to the pastoral office. It would undermine his position as shepherd
of souls and cause him to be portrayed as an informer. Silesians complained that
this oath was inexpressibly sad and depressing. The more the pastor became an
agent of the state, the less he would be the worthy minister of the church. About
the ordination oath, the West Prussian consistory noted first that ordination is a
strictly ecclesiastical act and that any oaths associated with it should be strictly
ecclesiastical in nature. People should be assured that their pastor would give
himself wholly to his pastoral office and no other. No oath ought to be allowed
which might be understood to make him an agent of the state, lest people get
the impression that he was charged with functions which would ordinarily be
discharged by the police. It also criticized the oath concerning the creeds and
symbolical books as not sufficiently clear in its meaning. They also objected to the
requirement that candidates swear allegiance to the king as their supreme bishop.
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He indeed was the sovereign, but the position of supreme bishop was already
occupied by Christ.
Only the Lower Rhine consistory spoke to the problem of deficiencies in the
confirmation rite. It complained that only one formula of blessing was included
and that this would need to be repeated for each of the catechumens. They suggested that the pastors ought to have some freedom in alternatively using other
words and formulas.
Only the Saxon and the West Prussian consistories commented on the order
for the Communion of the Sick. Their twofold comment was first that a set formula for such occasions was really not necessary at all, and secondly, that the placement of the Apostles’ Creed after the opening exhortation seemed inappropriate.
The Silesians commented on the burial rite, stating that each region and indeed
every parish had its own particular practices. They noted that it was the general
practice that the pastor should accompany the deceased from home to the grave,
and not just to meet the procession at the gates of the cemetery. Any discourse at
the graveside was superfluous since a funeral sermon had been preached in the
church. The Silesians did not care much for the practice of having the clergy cast
earth on the coffin. They regarded that as unseemly. In areas with a large Roman
Catholic population, evangelicals looked upon this practice as Catholic, and it
displeased them. They criticized also the burial prayer as sending out mixed signals as to whether the deceased was being returned to the earth or had been
called back home to heaven.
Two consistories expressed their concern about the appearance and form of
the Catechism for Evangelical Christians in the agenda. The Lower Rhine consistory expressed alarm that the second commandment, according to the numbering
of the Heidelberg Catechism, had been ruthlessly eliminated. The West Prussians
noted that Luther’s Catechism had added explanations to all the chief parts and
that these were missing. Furthermore, in West Prussia, only Catholics spoke of
the “Sacrament of the Altar,” and to mention the “Office of the Keys” in an evangelical catechism was altogether out of place because it was upon this doctrine
that the hierarchical arrogance of the Roman Church was based.
The Saxons, together with the consistory in Posen, would have liked to have
seen a proliferation of additional orders in the new agenda, including the churching of women in both happy and sad circumstances, the recognition of an emergency baptism, proselyte baptism, the marriage of betrothed persons of different
confessions or of different ages, the installation of a pastor, jubilee of a pastor, the
anniversary of a marriage, harvest festival, Passiontide services, Advent services,
afternoon or weekday services. They also wished that there might be additional
formulas for each pastoral act so that in an evangelical spirit of judicious freedom
pastors could choose. It would be well were they also be permitted to make use

224

7. The Critique of the King’s Agenda

of other agendas, forms, and usages. Both consistories thought it unfortunate that
the agenda was not more forward-looking. The book depended in content and
language too much on the past. No doubt, what was being offered was worthy,
but Protestantism brings with it a spirit of free inquiry into the Scriptures and
the holding fast to God’s word without fear of man and without courting human
favor. Evangelicals, they noted, are not Catholics and have no intention of ever
becoming Catholics. They had been Protestants in the past and intended to move
into the future as Protestants. In addition, the Saxons stated that the introduction
of this agenda might easily undo the work of the Union. The Reformed Churches
could not possibly be pleased with it because, in addition to expressions from
the Bible, it accepted symbols that had been accepted by the Lutherans in the
sixteenth century and by them alone.
From East Prussia, West Prussia, Silesia, Brandenburg, and Lower Rhine came
complaints that the new liturgy was far too reminiscent of Roman Catholicism
in its prayers, in the vain repetition of phrases in a mechanical way and thus
fostering the notion of opus operatum. Furthermore, the liturgy called for kneeling and making of the sign of the cross in churches where such practices had not
previously been countenanced. In the third place, the liturgy was performed by
the clergy and the choir, with the congregation reduced to the level of mere spectators and auditors. All this was particularly offensive in the Rhineland where
up to that time crosses, crucifixes, and candles had never been tolerated, chants,
responses, and choirs had been abolished, and surplices, chasubles, and other
Mass vestments had been removed by edict of King Friedrich Wilhelm I as of
November 6, 1736.384 Now these practices, which had been gathering dust, were
being reintroduced, and evangelicals were so violently opposed to them that they
would rather avoid church than be confronted with them.385
It appeared as though almost everything in the book was subject to adverse
comment, excepting perhaps the size of the letters, the color of the ink, and the
pages on which they were printed. There were many traditions and practices
which not only separated Lutherans from the Reformed but which separated
some Lutherans from other Lutherans. To get them all to accept with glad hearts
one book of worship would be virtually impossible, it seemed. The law would
need to be invoked in the name of the gospel. What men would not accept with
goodwill, they would be forced to accept through legislation.
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8 . T h e K i n g ’ s P lan t o Int r o d u c e
t h e A g enda i n t h e C o n g r e g at i o ns

8 . 1 A l te ns te i n’s Re p o rt Co nc ern in g t h e In t roduc t ion
of th e Ag e nd a
On October 7, 1823, Altenstein presented to the king a detailed report concerning the success of the introduction
of the new agenda in Prussia. Altenstein
put a good face on his own approach to
the introduction of the new book by stating that it was clear to him that the ultimate causes for the smooth running of
introduction were his chief concern and
that this could only be achieved if the
clergy were behind the project. It was
necessary to gather their opinions so
that they would realize that their criticisms had been taken into consideration
and had been adequately addressed. In
this,
he believed, he was correct. To his
Karl Sigmund Franz Freiherr vom Stein
mind, everyone knew that the king was
zum Altenstein. Engraving by Ludwig
Buchhorn (Wikimedia Commons).
not only interested in the church’s situation, but his concern was great enough to
warrant his active participation in church
affairs. He was concerned enough about the church’s worship that he wanted
to see to it that the worship was appropriate, dignified, and worthy of its name.
A cursory and uncritical glance at the results of the survey might lead some to
wrongly assume that only a very small proportion of the clergy approved of the
new liturgy. It was true, of course, that only 389 clergy serving 520 congregations
had indicated their wholehearted voluntary support of the agenda, a mere 1/16
of the total number of Protestant clergy in the kingdom, but this number was misleading for it indicated only those who were willing to introduce the new agenda
with no further ado. It must be understood that a far larger number had declared
themselves ready to accept it conditionally, Altenstein noted. This meant that
even in provinces, such as Saxony, where the agenda had been severely criticized,
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as many as 1/3 of the pastors were still willing to move ahead. Altenstein took
this to be an indication that with the passing of time the number of congregations
and clergy accepting the agenda would steadily grow.386
Altenstein decided that in his report he would first give a general overview
concerning the results of the introductory process. To this overview, he would attach also lists of those clergy who had expressed themselves willing to introduce
the liturgy without qualification and a list of those willing to accept it conditionally with a statement of what those conditions might be. A third list would name
those who had rejected the book, altogether along with some individual expressions of their criticisms of the work.
It was Altenstein’s opinion that the fact that the king’s liturgy was not uniformly
approved had little or nothing to do with the excellence of the work. Surely, no real
fault could be found with it. The problem was twofold. He correctly observed that
the current state of worship in Prussian Protestant congregations was of very uneven
quality, and the attempt to improve it would necessarily be an uphill battle.
Secondly, the special circumstances in some regions and among some ethnic
groups and their own liturgical and folk customs would need to be taken into
consideration. In many cases, the churches in the regions of East Prussia, West
Prussia, and elsewhere maintained traditions established by the Reformers themselves and cast into law by their territorial rulers. The people held these liturgies
and traditions dear; they provided them with a positive spiritual influence, and
the people were wary about allowing changes to them. The same was true to
some extent of churches in Pomerania, the Mark Brandenburg, and the region
of Magdeburg. In these places, some changes had been introduced in the course
of time, and further changes might be more readily accepted. In the Province of
Saxony, a revised liturgy, the Dresden agenda, had been introduced in 1812.387
Where changes had already been introduced, further changes would be readily
accepted. In the western provinces, such as the County of Mark, the Duchy of
Kleve, and the Grand Duchy of Berg, the Protestant church was organized under
a presbyterial form of government in which the congregations had a strong voice.
No liturgical changes could be made there without congregational support. In
the Rhineland, where there were many Roman Catholics, Protestant worship was
very pointedly organized so as to avoid any correspondence of Catholicism. A
liturgy with Catholic overtones would be very unsettling.
Furthermore, it must be recognized that the two-member churches of the
Union had very different ways of worship. The Reformed Church had always
prized very simple worship services, whereas the Lutheran churches had retained many practices about which the Reformed look askance.
386
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Again, the present state of church life must also have to be taken into consideration, he noted. It presented many difficulties. The new agenda intended to
go far beyond the introduction of new forms. Its purpose was to reform the practice of worship on a far deeper level so that worship would not only provide edification and instruction but also furnish beneficial and worthy worship of God.
Strict uniformity in worship might lead to a proliferation of separate groups and
sects, as experience had shown in England where the established church allowed
no deviation from the provisions in the Book of Common Prayer. Although these
factors were significant, they were not insurmountable. The desired goal must
still be pursued. The consideration and examination of these difficulties would
provide the road to success. Such had been the case in East Prussia where an
increasing number of clergy were accepting the new liturgy. Now even Bishop
Ludwig Ernst von Borowski had declared in favor of it. The process of a smooth
transition must be initiated to facilitate the introduction of the new rite. This was
exemplified by the experience in the Province of Saxony where even though the
agenda of 1812 took firm root, a significant number of clergy were not afraid of
further changes and had declared for the new agenda. Rhineland and Westphalia
with a presbyterial form of church government pose greater difficulties, but here
the personal influence of knowledgeable and well-informed men would be able
to influence the congregations. Time was on the side of the agenda, even with
regard to the low state of church life because a new zeal for religion was increasing in Prussia, and ancient prejudices and superstitions would be overcome by
properly instructed teachers and church leaders.
The obstacles to the new agenda would fall one by one, Altenstein declared, as
knowledge and charity increased. The passions of the critics would be soothed as
their suggested corrections were given serious attention and the magnanimity of
the king’s intentions came to be more fully known and appreciated. Further, the
public support of such important churchmen as preacher Peter Wilhelm Behrends,
together with their willingness to use the new service every Sunday, would give
the rite needed publicity and further increase the number of clergy willing to use it.
To the insistence of some that the general synod should be called to institute
liturgical changes, Altenstein had nothing good to say. He understood well that
it would be virtually impossible to get a reasonable agreement from an assembly
of clergymen gathered from every province and region. It would create only difficulties, and as a result, the introduction of a new rite would grind to a halt.
In Altenstein’s view, a better alternative would be the appointment of a commission of authoritative men to supervise the introduction of the liturgy throughout the church. His own experience was that a commission of no more than seven
members would be best, but the size and composition of the kingdom might necessitate a large group in which all provinces were represented. In addition to these
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representatives, some clergy from Berlin, the capital city of the state, and some theological professors should, of course, also be included to increase the prestige of the
group. This led him to reckon that the commission must have no less than fifteen
and no more than twenty-one member. The task to be set before the commission
would be to determine how best to overcome the special difficulties encountered
by the various provincial churches without prejudice. Further, the commission
should propose how best to facilitate the adoption everywhere of the agenda without resorting to a thorough revision or the production of an entirely new agenda.
Altenstein then humbly asked that the king approve his proposal and see to it
that the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs empowers such a commission. It was to be
understood that the members appointed would be men of the highest qualification,
and that when they had completed their work and prepared their report, he would
personally examine it and present it to the king with his recommendations. He suggested that Bishop Borowski of East Prussia be named president of the commission.
Representing the various provinces, the following candidates were nominated:
Superintendent Carl Gotthard Keber of Gumbinnen (East Prussia and the Province
of Lithuania) or another worthy Superintendent, Christian Gottlieb Röckner of
Marienwerder, director of the West Prussian consistory (West Prussia), Consistory
Member Friedrich Ludwig Engelke of Stettin and General Superintendent Johann
Christoph Ziemssen of Greifswald (Pomerania), General Senior Johann Benjamin
Bornemann (Posen), Superintendent Samuel Gottlob Tscheggey of Breslau (Silesia),
consistorial member Carl Friedrich Brescius of Frankfurt (Oder) or Superintendent
Hans Wilhelm Schultze of Crossen (Brandenburg), consistorial member Georg
Carl Benjamin Ritschl and court preacher Gerhard Friedrich Strauss representing
the Berlin clergy, General Superintendent Karl Ludwig Nitzsch of Wittenberg
(Saxony), Consistorial member Anton Wilhelm Möller of Münster (Westphalia),
Superintendent Wilhelm Ross of Budberg (Rhine Province). In addition, three wellknown theological professors, Johann Christian Wilhelm Augusti of Bonn, Georg
Christian Knapp or August Hermann Niemeyer of Halle, and Philipp Konrad
Marheineke of Berlin, were nominated. If twenty-one members were to be selected,
the following names should be added: a second representative from East Prussia,
nominated by Borowski (East Prussia), court preacher Christian Ludwig Schmidt
of Stettin (Pomerania), Superintendent Johann Wilhelm August Scherer of Jauer
and either Pastor Heinrich Friedrich Bruiningk of Landeshut or Tscheggey (Silesia),
Superintendent August Theodor Abel of Möckern or Karl Christoph Gottlieb
Zerrenner of Magdeburg (Saxony), Möller of Münster or Peter Melchior Wilhelm
Hülsemann of Elsey in the County of Mark (Westphalia), and Adam Eberhard
Zillessen in Wickrathberg (Rhine Province). No less than nine of these were absolutely in favor of the agenda: Borowski, Ziemssen, Engelke, Bruiningk, Strauss,
Möller, Hülsemann, Augusti, Marheineke.
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Altenstein stated that because of his influence Bishop Eylert had not been
included among the nominees, however since the commission would meet in
Berlin, it would have the benefit of his precise knowledge of the whole matter
and even without his direct participation in their work, his beneficial influence
would be felt.388
Altenstein appears to have felt that the problems associated with the introduction of the new liturgy were by no means insurmountable. To him, it seemed to be
simply a matter of adopting a suitable procedure. He believed that the appointment of a commission of experts would quiet fears, break down resistance, and
smooth the way for the agenda’s speedy adoption.

8 . 2 T h e K i ng ’s Re acti o n to Alt en st ein ’s Report
Friedrich Wilhelm III gave careful attention to the report and the material
sent him by Altenstein. He also jotted down his marginal notes on the responses
from the clergy and consistories, and these notes provide valuable insight into his
own thinking about the agenda. Many of the critical comments were passed over
without notice, others were noted with the marginal statement “this has been
discussed” or “this has been decided,” or “adjustments had already been made
concerning this point.” In many cases, however, he wrote only a curt “nonsense!”
It was clear that the king had no intention of making any substantial changes. The
agenda was his creation, his child, and he assured himself that his judicious use
of the agendas of the Reformation era ensured the propriety of his work.
It seemed obvious to him that his minister was correct in stating that few of
the clergy were willing to introduce the new agenda unconditionally. It appeared
clear that they had posited conditions only in order to delay or circumvent acceptance of the agenda. Others were open to negotiation, and in few cases, the
conditions they set down seemed reasonable.
The king agreed with his minister that the conditions of the first group were
unrealizable and should not even be considered. These clergy did not like the
new agenda and would always find reasons not to use it. Some said that they
would voluntarily accept it only when it had been accepted in the entire country,
entire province, entire deanery, and in the neighboring congregations or when
the patron was willing to accept it or when the congregation had decided to allow
its use. It was evident both to Altenstein and the king that these responses were
simply different ways of rejecting the agenda. Others said that before they would
introduce the agenda, they would need to determine the attitude of the congregations toward it. If the congregation was willing to give it a try, then they would
388
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introduce it but only on the understanding that they were free to return to the old
forms. This alternative the king was not willing to discuss.
Other critics indicated their partial acceptance, stating that they would like
to use some of the rites in the agenda without adopting the agenda itself, while
others stated that they would continue to use the old forms but intended to make
judicious insertions from the new agenda depending on local circumstances.
Here, too, the king was unwilling to yield.
Some spoke of their problems with certain provisions of the liturgy. Some stated
that they would accept the new rite if they were permitted to eliminate the liturgical
responses when there was no choir; others asked if it might be permitted that the
congregations sing hymn stanzas in place of the responsories and choral portions.
Here, again, the king said: “No.” Others still wanted to use the liturgy if they were
permitted on occasion to shorten it, making use of some of the prayers, responsories,
and choral settings but not all of them. This, too, the king would not permit, neither
would he agree to the request of some pastors that they might be permitted to break
the liturgy of the word into two parts separated by the principal hymn of the day,
nor was he willing to accede to those who stated that they wanted to use the liturgy
only from time to time, for example, on the chief church and patriotic festivals.
The king was a bit more willing to consider the proposal of those who said that
they were willing to begin the process of acquainting the congregations accustomed
with the new order, and to them he was willing to allow the use of prayers from
other agendas and liturgical collections, or even prayers prepared by the pastors
themselves, provided that they received the appropriate authorization in advance.
In response to those who asked if it was necessary to always read both pericopes from the altar, and whether it might be allowed that the pericope which
was the subject of the sermon be read only from the pulpit, the king stated that
this matter had already been addressed. He noted that he had also answered
the question of whether the intercessions and thanksgivings for new mothers,
the departed, and others might be included. The appropriate place for these was
after the sermon or the blessing, depending upon the nature of the intercession or
thanksgiving. As to whether it was permitted for the congregation to sit through
the liturgy, the king responded negatively, and he noted that appropriate modifications had also been made in the agenda to answer the concerns of those who
wanted the service to last more than an hour and the sermon more than a half an
hour, but he was not willing to yield to the request that the sermon begin with an
ex-corde prayer. Neither was he willing to permit congregations to keep the old
service of the Lord’s Supper with the chanted Our Father and Words of Institution and the singing of the minor Sanctus, nor was he willing to allow the elimination of the introductory words of the formula of distribution: “Christ, our Lord,
says…” Although the Lutherans disliked the phrase, because it obscured the na-
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ture of the gift, the Reformed insisted on it. Some said that they would accept
the service if the communicants were not required to kneel at communion. The
Reformed had always insisted that they preferred to kneel in their hearts rather
on their knees.389 The king insisted that they do both. Concerning the question of
whether it was allowed that the exhortation to confession might be read from the
altar rather than the pulpit and whether private confession might be retained, the
king declared that both were permissible. Not permitted, however, was the elimination of the exorcism and the signation in Holy Baptism. He could not disagree
with those who stated that the reference “Du”390 in the marriage rite when referring to the betrothed was incompatible with the custom of the time (!) but could
not agree with those who asked that the separate questions addressed to the bride
and the bridegroom be combined into a single question. In response to those who
asked that the ordination oath deal strictly with ecclesiastical matters and pledge
one only to the gospel, eliminating any mention of the Nicene and Athanasian
Creeds, the king responded that this would need to be studied. Some stated that
their acceptance of the new agenda depended upon their being given permission
to continue to use the present confirmation rite which put fewer questions to
the confirmands and put the confession of faith into the mouths of the children
themselves. The king stated that the service must be used as it was printed with
all eight questions. Neither was he willing to permit those who wished to use the
new burial form but without the casting of the earth on the coffin. He was more
amenable to the suggestion of those who asked whether in the future more forms
might be provided from which they could freely choose. The king stated that this
matter too would have to be worked out. Some asked whether it was allowed to
use formulas for minor festivals, such as were celebrated in Saxony, in addition to
those in the agenda. The king responded that this was permissible, but to substitute pastoral acts with forms from other agendas or forms composed by the pastors themselves, the king replied in the negative. Most of the pastors in the Province of Saxony stated that they would conditionally accept the new agenda if they
could use it side-by-side with the Saxon agenda of 1812. The king responded that
this could be permitted only in cases where needed forms were only in the Saxon
agenda. Superintendent Johann Friedrich Gottlieb Delbrück of Zeitz together
with forty of his pastors asked permission to use the Saxon agenda and the new
agenda side-by-side for a year and a day in order to give the congregations sufficient time to become accustomed to the new rites. This would give them time
to see that the new agenda was suitably worthy and edifying and dealt appro389
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priately with holy things and that it would satisfy their spiritual needs. The king
raised no objection.391
The king also studied carefully the reports from the regional consistories, presented systematically by Altenstein, and noted his responses. He did not see external hindrances to the adoption and implementation of the agenda as a major
problem. He noted that this was not the first time that questions now being voiced
by the consistories in East Prussia, Pomerania, Brandenburg, Saxony, Münster,
and Lower Rhine had been raised about the establishment of four or eight-voice
choirs, and as far as he was concerned, concessions had already been made and
this problem should be laid to rest. Concerning those provinces unfamiliar with
altar centered worship with crucifixes, candles, and Bible, and the substitution
of a smaller simple table covered by a black cloth as in the Lower Rhine and
Köln, this problem too should not be difficult to overcome, he stated. Concerning the complaint by the East Prussia, Silesia, and Saxony that the burning of
candles throughout the entire service was too expensive for many congregations,
the king stated that this matter should be taken up with church authorities and
ways of covering the cost should be devised. Concerning complaints from Silesia,
Brandenburg, and Magdeburg that poor clergy were overworked since they had
to minister in two or three different congregations every Sunday, and for that reason would like to see the service shortened, the king remained unimpressed. He
stated that the service was now no longer than it had been in the past and that the
real problem was not to be found in the liturgy but rather in the lengthy sermons
being preached by these pastors.
Internal questions also had been raised concerning the liturgy itself and the
changes it required. The king thought the Silesian argument that uniform liturgy
was neither necessary nor advisable was simply nonsense and did not deserve
serious consideration. He gave more serious attention to the statement of the
Saxons that they preferred the 1812 Dresden agenda, which they claimed was
based on the old agenda of Duke Heinrich and contained a wealth of provisions.
In response, he stated that all this had been taken into consideration when the
new agenda was being produced. The new agenda was built upon the old Lutheran rites and held them in great honor. In cases where it did not make adequate
provisions, the older agendas could be consulted. He was unimpressed by the
argument of the churchmen in the Köln and the Lower Rhine consistories that the
introduction of practices reminiscent of Catholicism would negatively affect the
high regard in which Protestant people held their king and his government. He
described this view as simply nonsense. He had no higher opinion of the complaints from Saxony, West Prussia, and Brandenburg that it was not enough that
391
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the clergy agree to use the new liturgy but that the congregations themselves
must be permitted to make the final determination. The king wanted nothing to
do with such democratic nonsense. So too, the West Prussian contention that the
new agenda arbitrarily altered the church’s faith and its confession, could only
be described as yet more nonsense, according to the king. He had no intention of
changing the church’s faith, he contended, and to their further contention that he
was acting like a Roman or Greek bishop as Lord over the liturgy, instead of as its
guardian, protector, and guarantor, the king could answer that he was not acting
in any way contrary to the way Christian rulers had acted since the introduction
of the Reformation. He dismissed also the contention of the West Prussians that
if the liturgy was to be used by both confessions, it first must be agreed to by the
clergy of both confessions. As to the contention of the Posen consistory that a common liturgy should be the last step after the Union had been established, the king
again could not agree. Concerning the argument of the consistories in Pomerania,
Münster, and Brandenburg that the general synod of all the clergy and congregations must work through the new agenda and make all necessary modifications
and changes so as to avoid dissension and schism, the king flatly stated that if this
method were followed, the desired result would never be reached.392
Concerning the form and content of the new agenda, the king could not agree
with the West Prussian consistory that the form of ecclesiastical usages does not
constitute the essence of divine worship. In this, they largely agreed with the
king, but they could not agree with him that uniformity of form was of any great
benefit to the soul or that it promoted pious confidence. The consistories of East
Prussia, West Prussia, Posen, Brandenburg, Silesia, and Lower Rhine had all complained that a one hour service was simply too short and that people in rural areas,
who had to travel long distances to get to church, would not be willing to expend
the effort for short services and sermons and would stay home and read sermons
instead. The king dismissed this contention out of hand. He regarded their further complaint that these people in rural areas would have no Saturday afternoon
services and would have to depend on the Sunday service for confession and absolution, sermons, intercessions, thanksgivings, and the like as a concern which
was dealt with in the provision allowing for confession and absolution on Sunday
morning before the divine service. The question of intercessions and thanksgivings had also already been addressed. In Silesia, it was common that deaths and
the anniversaries of deaths and anniversaries of baptisms be remembered with
appropriate announcements, intercessions, and hymns. This had become a problem because often there was a large number of such commemorations on a given
Sunday. The king stated that these could be put after the sermon. Concerning the
392
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observations of the East Prussian, West Prussian, Brandenburg, Saxon, Silesian,
and Lower Rhine consistories that the arbitrary shortening of the hymns had a
negative impact on the devotional growth of the people, the king could not agree.
To their argument that hymns had served as the basis for worship around the
family altar on Sunday afternoon, the king turned a deaf ear. He was interested in
the liturgy, not the hymnal. As for complaints from West Prussia, Brandenburg,
and Silesia that the prayer of the church had been put too early in the service when
people were still arriving, the king explained that this was no hindrance. He also
would not take seriously the complaint of the Silesians that the placement of the
confession of sins at the beginning of the service displaced the proper office of the
opening prayer which ought to express thanksgiving to him who had kept his
people safe through the night and brought them to church to offer their morning
sacrifice of praise. He further labeled as nonsense the complaint of the consistories in Brandenburg and West Prussia that phrases, such as “You alone are holy”
in the Gloria in excelsis, were capable of misunderstanding, since according to the
evangelical faith Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are all regarded as holy. The complaints from Brandenburg that the choir responses too often interrupted the liturgist and disturbed the congregation were also discounted as easily refutable nonsense. In response to the argument of the Silesians concerning the reading of both
pericopes from the altar, this had already been taken care of, as far as the king was
concerned. So too, he discounted the Brandenburgian request that on occasion a
hymn of confession of faith, such as “We All Believe in One True God,” could be
substituted for the Apostles’ Creed. The Saxon complaint that the liturgy was just
too busy for country folk who worked hard and wanted a quiet peaceful service
without having to stand for a long series of prayers, hoping that they would soon
come to an end, the king refused to give this notion any consideration whatever.
Nor could he take seriously the complaints from Silesia, Magdeburg, and West
Prussia that the reintroduction of the exorcism would reintroduce superstition.
The Reformation had not done away with it, and it could hardly be regarded as
fostering superstition. He dismissed as nonsense the complaints from the Lower
Rhine that the exorcism was too Catholic and offensive. Neither was he interested
in the complaints from Posen that the Reformed “Unity Congregations” (Germ.
“Unitätsgemeinden”) did not have the exorcism. He questioned the contention of
the Brandenburgians that self-examination was not mentioned in the confessional
address in the special service of confession and absolution, nor would he give
any serious consideration to the West Prussian desire that the congregation be
permitted to sing “O Christ, Thou Lamb of God” at Communion. Neither would
he reconsider the use of his revised distribution formula as requested by the West
Prussians and Silesians since it had already been agreed to in the terms of Union,
nor would he allow the reintroduction of chanting the Our Father and the con-
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secration formula and the benediction as had been requested by the Saxons. The
request of the consistory of the Lower Rhine for a richer formula for the confirmation of children and a greater variety of blessing formulas fell on deaf ears. The
king would not consider it, nor would he give serious consideration to removing
the Apostles’ Creed from its place in the formula for sick communion. The king
was unwilling to accede to the Silesian request that the pastor should accompany the body of the deceased from the home to the grave where that practice
was still common. The Saxons and the consistory at Posen had noted that several
forms, such as harvest festival, anniversary of the marriage, special services in
Advent and Lent, etc., which were common in their regions, were not included
in the agenda. The king declared that in such cases the older agendas should be
consulted, but he rejected their complaint that the language and forms were in
some cases too much bound to the past. The complaint from the consistories in
East Prussia, West Prussia, Silesia, Brandenburg, Saxony, and Lower Rhine that
the agenda reintroduced practices, such as kneeling and making the sign of the
cross, which had been discontinued in some regions and which some regarded
as reintroducing Catholicism, was dismissed by the king as an argument simply
displaying a spirit of contrariness.393
In general, the comments of the king concerning the opinions he had received
from the clergy and the consistories indicated that he had no intention of lowering
his standards or allowing any more variety than was absolutely necessitated according to conditions. He was a self-taught student of the liturgy and believed himself to be well informed concerning its principles and its process of development
as well as how it had fared in the centuries following the Reformation. He was not
going to allow it to be treated indifferently. His liturgy must stand as it was.

8 . 3 K i n g ’s P e rs o nal P l ans Con c ern in g Furt h er Agen da
I mp l e me ntati o n
It had not been the king’s intention that Altenstein should survey the clergy
for the purpose of ascertaining their personal opinions or critiques of the new
agenda at all. The king had intended his minister to simply see to it that the clergy
fell into line and accepted the new agenda and implemented its speedy adoption
in the parishes. It was clear to him that the clergy were not being entirely forthright when they claimed that the parishes did not want the new liturgy. It was
evident to him that it was the clergy themselves who were dragging their feet.
According to his reckoning, the parishes would accept the liturgy if the clergy did
not interfere or erect roadblocks to its implementation.
393
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The cabinet order, which the king issued on February 24, 1824, bypassed Altenstein’s suggestion that a clergy commission be established. The king understood that the establishment of such a commission would only further complicate
matters and cause the implementation of the new agenda to grind to a halt. So, he
instructed Altenstein to send copies of the 1824 edition, together with its supplementary Appendix, to all the clergy. He was not to ask them to express their
opinions of it but simply to indicate through their consistories that they were now
willing to accept it and implement its use – period.
“Incidentally, not only does the report you submitted with its appendices reveal, but I also realized that the introduction of the liturgy is not impeded by the
congregations but rather by the preachers. If I have made until now the adoption
of the agenda and the introduction of the liturgy included in it dependent on the
further decision of the parish clergy, then I assumed that they would not create
any obstacles, for example by dissuading the congregation, and I therefore cannot
restrain my just dissatisfaction with this matter. You will make this known to the
evangelical clergy through the consistories, and let it be indicated to them that I
will not let such behavior go unrepentant.”394
In the case of state-controlled institutions, such as charitable organizations,
schools, and penal institutions, the immediate acceptance of the work could be
assumed, and no survey would be necessary. To make it clear that the king meant
for his agenda to be accepted, he instructed Altenstein to suggest in strong terms
that the clergy were not in any way to obstruct or hinder its implementation in
their parishes or to stir up opposition to it in their congregations. Altenstein was
instructed that he was to make it clear that the king would be watching the activity of the clergy very closely, and those who did not proceed with implementation according to his wishes would incur his formidable displeasure.395
An obedient Minister Altenstein followed his king’s instructions. On March
24, 1824, the revised edition of the agenda and its supplementary Appendix were
supplied to the clergy through the consistories, and it was made clear to them that
nothing was to impede its immediate and enthusiastic acceptance. A further instruction, dated July 10, 1824, established courses of study in chanting and choral
singing for the benefit of cantors and pastoral assistants (Germ. “Küster”). The
king’s purpose was to facilitate the establishment of adequate liturgical choirs
even in smaller towns and villages.396
Furthermore, by order of the king, an additional handbook was published
in 1826 in Potsdam to be used by the clergy and cantors, as well as members
of the congregations, entitled: Hülfsbuch beim Gebrauch der Kirchen-Agende in den
394
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Königlich-Preußischen Landen (Aid Book for
the Use of the Church Agenda in the Royal
Prussian Lands).397 Included in the first
part were complete liturgical forms for
feast days, liturgy of the Lord’s Supper
and pastoral acts, along with other liturgical material to be used in and outside
the church. The second part, entitled Sämmtliche Episteln und Evangelien für die Sonnund Festtage des ganzen Jahre (All Epistles
and Gospels for Sundays and Feast Days
Throughout the Year), consisted in Sunday
and feast day pericopes. The preface advertised that the book addressed various
wishes and needs of the clergy. To free
pastors from the mind-numbing work
Aid Book for the Use of the Church
of leafing through the book to find the
Agenda, 1826.
proper introits, collects, and versicles and
responses, complete settings of the festal
forms were provided which were also to ease the conduct of the musical parts of
the liturgy by the cantors and choirs. Included as well were epistle and gospel
pericopes in larger letters, the service of the preparation for the Lord’s Supper,
formularies for the Lord’s Supper, Baptism, and Marriage, Communion of the
Sick, burial, and “Extract from the Liturgy” for congregations without choirs. The
book was also to be of benefit to the members of the congregation, for they would
be acquainted with the liturgy and pastoral acts in advance, memorize prayers,
and this would serve their edification at home and in the church.398
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9 . T h e A g enda C o nt r o ve r s y
Friedrich Wilhelm III’s February 24, 1824, cabinet order indicated his official position. He made no mention of Altenstein’s proposal that a special liturgical commission be appointed because he considered this completely unnecessary. Altenstein
was simply to see to it that every pastor be furnished a copy of the 1824 agenda with
broad hints that they were expected to accept it and implement it without murmur
or complaint. The whole matter was, of course, to be “voluntary,” but it should at
the same time be made amply clear that the king would be very displeased were any
to refuse submission. That there might be any further discussion about the agenda,
or that the clergy were expected to reach consensus concerning it, was not even
mentioned. Not a iota or title was to be questioned. As could be expected, the inevitable result was the sort of murmuring and complaining that the king had sought to
avoid. The murmuring soon became louder and, finally, developed into what German historians have called “Der Agendenstreit” – the “Agenda Controversy.”
The king considered himself completely within his rights to exercise his jus
episcopale in a positive sense. In his opinion, his jus episcopale also included a jus liturgicum – he would determine in detail the church’s liturgical customs and ceremonies, their form, shape, and use. He understood jus liturgicum to mean that he
had a right passed on to him from Reformation times to act in the church’s best
interest to furnish it with worthy worship.
Since Reformation times rulers had understood themselves to have a certain
jus liturgicum in a negative sense, that is, they had the right to prevent introduction of liturgical novelties and arbitrary departures from the authorized agendas.
Friedrich Wilhelm III now interpreted this right in a positive sense as though it
was his right to formulate and establish the church’s worship in a positive sense.
Historically territorial rulers had, in fact, participated in the formulation and implementation of church orders and agendas to be used within their territories. They
had in some cases worked in close consultation with the church’s theologians to accomplish this, but usually the work was left completely in the hands of ecclesiastical
experts. When liturgical projects were completed, they were simply presented to
synods of the clergy for their approval and to appropriate civil authorities for ratification. Chief among such authorities were the territorial assemblies of the nobility
or city councils in the case of city agendas. Only at the conclusion of this process was
the clergy obliged to introduce and implement the new rites. To protect these rites
from alteration or modification, the ruler exercised his jus liturgicum negativum.
Friedrich Wilhelm III circumvented this entire process. He produced his work
without consultation with theologians and delivered it to the clergy to be imple-
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mented immediately and without discussion. By doing so, he exercised a very different sort of jus liturgicum – a jus liturgicum positivum – in that he asserted that it was
within his right and power as monarch to produce and to require the implementation of a rite on his own authority and without seeking approval from the church or
the secular estates. To the charge that he was acting arbitrarily and in violation of the
consciences of his clergy and their congregations, the king replied that it was they,
not he, who were acting arbitrarily by introducing unauthorized changes in the liturgy. In this way, they were violating consciences. He officially stated:
“The liturgy is intended only to bring about uniformity in divine worship and
to call again to life that which has been in the Evangelical churches throughout
the centuries so that for the welfare of the church a stop will be put to the exercise
of destructive arbitrary freedom by so many preachers. It has nothing to do with
new doctrine or forcing the conscience. On the contrary, to all those that desire
Christian edification it offers assurance and security that evangelical congregations will again receive out of the Holy Scriptures themselves and out of the old
liturgies issued by my revered ancestors that which they formerly possessed, and
which careless, misguided caprice has taken from them in great measure, thereby
severing the holy bond of spiritual communion in the church.”399
Indeed, as the king made clear in his February 24 cabinet order, the church
was given no voice in the matter. In any case, it was not clear who could properly speak on behalf of the church de facto and de jure. The consistories were already controlled by the king and were meant to enforce his will. The heads of the
consistories were governmental officials, again under royal control. The clergy
synods could not speak for the church in such an important matter since their
primary purpose was to deal with the church’s own inner workings. Only in the
Rhineland and Westphalia were individual congregations given any say in ecclesiastical matters in the synods, but the only power they had was the power
to discuss and make recommendations to the consistories. Under such circumstances, the tension increased and issued at last into a full-blown agenda controversy. As a result, there developed for the first time serious tensions between the
secular and ecclesiastical authorities which took on a political flavor.

9 . 1 A g end a C ri ti ci s m i n the Public Press
The king had effectively put the church to silence. He wanted to hear no report’s from the consistories, excepting reports listing those pastors who had not
thrown their support behind the introduction of the new rite. Discussions in synods concerning the new agenda were to be limited to the sharing of helpful sug399
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gestions regarding its speedy implementation. It was only in the public press that
critical voices could express themselves. Both in Prussia and beyond its borders
newspaper and journal articles appeared critically evaluating the new agenda.
Some greeted the new book enthusiastically, others saw little positive value in it.
Those who were especially critical or particularly laudatory often chose to withhold their names.
A large number of such articles appeared. Many of them focused their attention on side issues and matters of less than essential importance, and thus they
are of no enduring significance. Some matters of importance, however, were addressed by writers whose arguments were weighty, provocative, and influential.
Perhaps two dozen such articles appeared.400
The first group of criticisms dealt with the contents of the agenda. In many
cases, these writers repeated criticisms already raised by consistories and pastors.
Most important among them were the criticisms put into print by Friedrich Mann,
the superintendent of Straussberg, in his Über die von Sr. Majestät dem Könige für
die Berliner Hof- und Dom-Kirche verordnete Liturgie und Agende und deren Annahme
von Seiten der zur Superintendentur Straußberg gehörigen Geistlichkeit (Concerning the
Prescribed Liturgy and Agenda by His Majesty the King for the Berlin Court and Cathedral Church and Its Reception by the Clergy Belonging to the Straußberg Superintendenture), Berlin 1822; Peter Wilhelm Behrends’ in Über den Ursprung, den Inhalt und
die allgemeine Einführung der Neuen Kirchen-Agende für die Hof- und Dom-Kirche in
Berlin. Von einem evangelischen Prediger im Magdeburgischen (Concerning the Origin,
the Content, and the General Introduction of the New Church Agenda for the Court and
Cathedral Church in Berlin. By an Evangelical Preacher in Magdeburg), Magdeburg
1823; an anonymous document: Ueber die neue Berliner Kirchen-Agende; ein Gespräch
zwischen einem Schullehrer und dem Landmann Caspar. Von einem evangelischen Prediger im Herzogthum Sachsen (Concerning the New Berlin Church Agenda. A Conversation Between a Schoolteacher and Farmer Caspar. By an Evangelical Preacher in the
Duchy of Saxony), Wittenberg 1824; Carl G. F. Schenk: Einige Worte der Liebe an alle
evangelische Prediger der preuss. Monarchie, vorzüglich aber der Provinz Brandenburg,
wegen Einführung der neuen Agende für die Berliner Hof- und Dom-Kirche (Some Words
of Love to All Evangelical Preachers of the Prussian Monarchy, Especially in the Province
of Brandenburg, Concerning the Introduction of the New Agenda for the Berlin Court
and Cathedral Church), Schwedt 1824; anonymous writer using the penname as
Christian Fürchtegott Redlich, Vertheidigtes Ja; oder: Erklärung eines evangelischen
Geistlichen über die erneuerte Agende und über die Annahme derselben (A Defending
Yes, or: Statement by an Evangelical Clergyman Concerning the Renewed Agenda and
Its Acceptance), Zwickau 1828; Peter Melchior Wilhelm Hülsemann, Die preußische
400
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Kirchen-Agende in Hinsicht auf die evangelische Kirche überhaupt und auf die evangelische Kirche Westphalens insbesondere (The Prussian Church Agenda with Regard to
the Evangelical Church in General and the Evangelical Church of Westphalia in Particular), Essen 1825; an anonymous work, Die Liturgie, eine National-Angelegenheit. Ein
Aufruf an alle Protestanten Teutschlands (The liturgy, a National Matter. An Appeal to
all Protestants in Germany), Dessau 1829, which viewed the new agenda as a force
which created a bond of union between the various German provinces.
More sharply critical articles appeared which concerned themselves with the
relationship between the new liturgy and the doctrinal positions of the churches.
The king had thought that he could successfully create for the Reformed and Lutheran churches one liturgy which would not do violence to the theological position
of either church. In his view, doctrine and liturgy were not intimately connected
and could be successfully separated by providing a work which each of these two
groups could look at and undertake from its own perspective. He thought that he
would achieve this purpose by repristination of the liturgical traditions of the Reformation, but he either did not realize or refused to admit that even in the earliest
days the Reformers held contrary doctrinal positions, and these contrary positions
were reflected in their liturgies. In addition, the Reformers viewed the liturgical
traditions of the early and medieval periods very differently. The Lutherans largely retained the structure and content of the medieval Mass while the Reformed
very specifically rejected that tradition and sought to construct what they thought
to be services of worship that were biblically pure. This was a reflection of the
fundamentally irreconcilable theological foundations of the two confessions. The
king, however, did not recognize this fundamental difference. He also did not take
into consideration the processes of historical development that the liturgies of the
churches had undergone since the sixteenth century.
Writing from the confessional perspective, the critics observed that it was
not possible to mix together the realistic sacramental theology of the Lutheran
Church with the strictly spiritual understanding of the sacraments by the Reformed. These contradictory theologies were evident in the liturgies of the respective churches. Lutheran liturgical exhortations gave clear expression to the
Lutheran realistic interpretation of Baptism, Absolution, and the Sacrament of the
Altar, and the distribution formulas in Lutheran liturgies usually spoke in very
specific terms: “This is the very body of Christ” (“Wahres Leib”). The placement
of the Agnus Dei at the beginning of the distribution of the Sacrament in Lutheran
rites was understood to signify that this hymn was addressed to the Lamb of God
corporeally present now on the altar and soon to be received by communicants
into their mouths. For their part, the Reformed articulated their symbolic interpretation in their admonitions and exhortations. Some Reformed agendas did
include the Agnus Dei, but never in close connection with communion. The dis-
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tribution formula might sound somewhat familiar to Lutherans, but the words,
“Jesus says,” were added, or other words were used to make clear that there was
no direct connection between the bread and cup of the Supper and the body and
blood of the Savior. The Reformed minister might say: “The body of Christ, given
for you,” but he would immediately clarify his words by adding some word or
phrase which would call close connection between the material gift and the heavenly gift, lest any think that the body was given in the bread.
Lutheran critics immediately observed the shallowness of the exhortations in
the new agenda and the loss of any real connection between the bread and wine
and the body and blood. Perhaps it was this which now led Lutherans to begin
to take a fresh look at their confessional writings and their classical doctrinal positions – eventualities totally unexpected by Friedrich Wilhelm III. Within a few
years, some Lutherans would openly say that this new liturgy was simply incompatible with their Lutheran theological and liturgical heritage. The liturgy
might sound somewhat Lutheran but the similarities were really only superficial.
They would eventually state that the use of the new liturgy violated their confession, and they were constrained by conscience not to use it. Some would even
state that the use of this liturgy was sinful.401
The Reformed were in no position to criticize the liturgy as inimical to their theology, but they did object that the new liturgy was inimical to their biblicist liturgical
tradition and introduced many elements reminiscent of Roman Catholic “bondage.”
In short, it was papist and an abomination. Despite the fact that they found the theology of the agenda innocuous, it was to them a Lutheran liturgy and therefore far
too Catholic. The baptismal formula still included the exorcism for which the Reformed had never any use. The divine service drew too heavily on the heritage of the
medieval Mass and included much which was objectionable to the Reformed, not
least the conspicuous use of the sign of the cross, decorated altars, crucifixes, lighted
candles, and kneeling in worship before the “altar bread” – all of which offended
against the purely spiritual worship which was their tradition. They too objected
that it was against their conscience to make use of any Lutheran rites.
Critics could also point out that the new liturgy worked at cross-purposes
with the whole notion of a Union Church since it exalted the liturgical tradition of
one confession at the expense of the other. It would be better not to join the Union,
they declared, than to be forced to use the new agenda.
Among the most eminent of those who were critical of the new agenda
from a dogmatic and liturgical point of view was Karl Immanuel Nitzsch in his
Theologisches Votum über die Neue Hofkirchen-Agende und deren weitere Einführung
(Theological Opinion Concerning the New Court Church Agenda and Its Further Intro401
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duction), Bonn 1824. He examined the new liturgy from the standpoint of its factual and historical content and produced a comprehensive critique of the agenda.
Other prominent criticisms of the agenda included Johann Aegidius Ludwig
Funk’s Historische Beleuchtung der Agenden in den märkischen Kirchenordnungen vom
Jahr 1540 und 1572 und der preußischen v. J. 1558, auf welche die Kirchenagende für die
Hof- und Domkirche in Berlin v. J. 1821 und 1822 sich als auf ihre Grundlage bezieht
(Historical Elucidation of the Agendas in the Church Orders of the Mark of 1540 and
1572 and Prussia of 1558, Which Are Referred as the Basis for the Church Agendas of
1821 and 1822 for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin), Neustadt 1827, in which
he stated that the appeal to the old agendas kept the new work from being a complete break with the older Lutheran traditions and its many “Catholic” elements,
but he questioned whether for that reason alone the agenda deserved to be considered Lutheran and ought to be accepted; an anonymous author: Versuch zur
Beantwortung der Frage: Kann die Liturgie, in der Hof- und Domkirche zu Berlin eingeführt, auch von andern evangelischen Gemeinen der Protestantischen Kirche mit Nutzen
angenommen werden? Mit Anmerkungen aus Lutheri Schriften (Attempt to Answer the
Question: Can the Liturgy, Introduced in the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin, also
Be Accepted with Benefit by Other Evangelical Congregations of the Protestant Church?
With Notes from the Writings of Luther), Leipzig 1824. This writer answered his own
question by stating that in the final analysis the agenda was not in fact Lutheran.
Also critical were Heinrich Gottlieb Tzschirner in Gutachten über die Annahme der
Preußischen Agende, an einen preußischen Geistlichen abgegeben (Critical Opinions
Concerning the Acceptance of the Prussian Agenda, Submitted to a Prussian Clergyman),
Leipzig 1824; an anonymous opinion: Betrachtungen und Winke über den religiösen
Geist unserer Zeit, besonders mit Hinsicht auf die neu einzuführende Preußische KirchenAgende (Considerations and Allusions Concerning the Religious Spirit of Our Age, Especially with Reference to the Newly Introduced Prussian Church Agenda), Frankfurt
(Main) 1822; Friedrich Ferdinand Appel, De jure liturgico ratione habita ad agenda,
quae nuperrime ministris ecclesiae evangelicae commendata sunt (On Liturgical Law
with Reference to the Agenda Which Recently Has Been Commended to the Ministers of
the Evangelical Church), Leipzig 1825; Ludwig Schaaff: Die Kirchen- Agenden- Sache
in dem preußischen Staate. Eine geschichtliche Mittheilung zur bessern Einsicht in die
streitigen Umstände (Matters Concerning the Church Agenda in the Prussian State. A
Historical Communication for a Better Insight into the Disputed Circumstances), Leipzig
1824; anonymous publication: Metakritische Beobachtungen über die einzuführende
neue preußische Agenda (Metacritical Observations on the Introduced New Prussian
Agenda), Leipzig 1824; Bemerkungen zu den Metakritischen Beobachtungen über die
einzuführende neue preußische Kirchen-Agende (Remarks Concerning the Metacritical
Observations on the Introduced New Prussian Agenda), Leipzig 1824.
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From the western provinces and their standpoint: Sendschreiben an einen Diener
des göttlichen Worts über Kirchenverfassung und Liturgie (Letter to a Minister of the
Divine Word Concerning the Church’s Constitution and Liturgy), Frankfurt (Main)
1824; Freimüthige Erklärung einer protestantischen Gemeinde in Westphalen gegen
die in der Schrift: “Luther in Beziehung auf die Preußische Kirchen-Agende” geltend
gemachten liturgischen Ansichten und Grundsätze (A Frank Declaration of a Protestant Congregation in Westphalia Against the Liturgical Views and Principles Asserted
in the Writing: “Luther in Relation to the Prussian Church Agenda”), Leipzig 1828;
Theodor Fliedner: Liturgische Mittheilungen aus Holland und England mit Bezug auf
die neue preußische Agende (Liturgical Communications from Holland and England with
Reference to the New Prussian Agenda), Essen 1825; written from the standpoint of
Reformed confessions and containing observations critical of Anglican liturgies:
Ueber die katholische Richtung der Kirchenagende für die Hof- und Dom-Kirche zu Berlin
vom Jahr 1822. Bedenken evangelischer Christen (Concerning the Catholic Direction of
the Church Agenda of 1822 for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. Concerns of
Evangelical Christians), Leipzig 1826.
The most difficult and controversial issues raised by the critics concerned legal
questions, namely, concerning what was the basis for the claim that the monarch
possessed a jus liturgicum positivum and could therefore create a mandatory liturgy
for the churches, and additionally, on what basis could the monarch claim the right
to impose the introductory process on the churches. To the Lutherans, this was
a clear violation of the two realms (two kingdoms) doctrine, according to which
church and state were each subject to their own laws and under no circumstances
should these two realms be confused. Critics could rightly claim that in liturgical
matters the role traditionally played by the state was to confirm the arrangement
agreed to by church and to make that arrangement an official part of the law of the
land. Now this arrangement was being completely reversed. It was the state which
was formulating the liturgy and initiating a process to introduce it, and the church
was put in the position of merely confirming to the action of the state. Legal questions began to mount up. It was asked who had the right to introduce a new liturgy.
Some claimed that it was the king’s right, others asserted that it was the right of the
congregations, still others stated that this right was reserved to clergy synods, or
in the case of Westphalia and the Rhine Province, it was a right exercised by clergy
and congregations, assembled in a synod composed of them both.
Those who wrote concerning the question of jus liturgicum were Johannes
Schulthess in Ueber die Rechte des Staats in Hinsicht auf Liturgie und Gottesdienst
(Concerning the Rights of the State with Respect to Liturgy and Worship), Zürich 1822;
Paul Johann Anselm von Feuerbach: Eine längst entschiedene Frage über die obersten
Episkopalrechte, der Protestantischen Kirche (A Long-Settled Issue Concerning the Supreme Episcopal Rights of the Protestant Church), in Nürnberg 1823; Johann Christian
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Wilhelm Augusti: Kritik der neuen Preußischen Kirchen-Agende, Von einem Freunde der
Wahrheit und Geschichte (Critique of the New Prussian Church Agenda by a Friend of the
Truth and History), Frankfurt (Main) 1823, whose laudatory comments on the new
agenda and the jus liturgicum of the monarch were most appreciated by Friedrich
Wilhelm III. A contrary position was taken by Heinrich Gottlieb Tzschirner in Gutachten über die Annahme der Preußischen Agende, an einen preußischen Geistlichen abgegeben (Critical Opinions Concerning the Acceptance of the Prussian Agenda Submitted
to a Prussian Clergyman), Leipzig 1824; Wilhelm Schröter: Was ist von der Kritik der
neuen preußischen Kirchen-Agende zu halten, welche ohnlängst in der Herrmannschen
Buchhandlung zu Frankfurt am M. erschienen ist? (What Is to Be Made of the Criticism
of the New Prussian Church Agenda, that Lately Appeared in Herrmann’s Bookstore in
Frankfurt (Main)), Jena 1824; C. F. Simons: Freimüthige Darlegung der Gründe, warum
die evangelische Kirche, insbesondere die Lutheraner und Reformierten der westlichen
Provinzen des Preußischen Staates die neue Militär-Kirchen-Agende nicht annehmen könne (Frank Explanation of the Reasons why the Evangelical Church, Especially the Lutherans and Reformed of the Western Provinces of the Prussian State, Could not Accept the
New Military Church Agenda), Wiesbaden 1824. A most significant critique was published by Schleiermacher in 1824 under pseudonym “Pacificus Sincerus:” Über das
liturgische Recht evangelischer Landesfürsten. Ein theologisches Bedenken von Pacificus
Sincerus (On the Liturgical Right of Evangelical Sovereigns. A Theological Deliberation
by Pacificus Sincerus). This was answered by Johann Christian Wilhelm Augusti
in Nähere Erklärungen über das Mayestäts-Recht in kirchlichen, besonders liturgischen
Dingen. Zur Berücksichtigung vieler Irrthümer, Vorurteile etc. (More Detailed Explanations Concerning the Right of His Majesty in Ecclesiastical, Particularly Liturgical, Matters. Taking into Account Many Errors, Prejudices, etc.), Frankfurt (Main) 1825. This
article, which railed against collegialism in all its forms and the right of synods
concerning the agenda, provoked a satiric response by anonymous writer: Über
das Majestäts-Recht in kirchlichen, besonders liturgischen Dingen. Zur nähern Erklärung der nähern Erklärung des Herrn Dr. Augusti in Bonn über diesen Gegenstand (Concerning the Right of His Majesty in Ecclesiastical and Particularly Liturgical Matters.
Toward a More Detailed Explanation of the More Detailed Explanation of Dr. Augusti
of Bonn Concerning this Subject), Braunschweig 1827; Ludwig August Kähler entered the polemics with his Ideen zu Beurtheilung der Einführung der Preußischen
Hofkirchenagende aus dem sittlichen Gesichtspunkt (Ideas for Assessing the Introduction of the Prussian Court Church Agenda from an Ethical Perspective), Leipzig 1824.
Schleiermacher’s article also provoked an anonymous negative response: Wer hat
das Recht und die Verpflichtung, der evangelischen Landes-Gemeine eine gemeinschaftliche Agende zu geben? Mit Bezugnahme auf die Schrift des Pacificus Sincerus über diesen
Gegenstand, geprüft u. beantwortet von einem preußischen Rechtsgelehrten (Who Has the
Right and the Responsibility to Give the Evangelical State Congregation a Common Agen-
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da? With Reference to the Writing of Pacificus Sincerus on This Subject, Examined and
Answered by a Prussian Jurist), Berlin 1825. This article insisted that the monarch
was entirely within his rights to introduce the agenda and was exercising the episcopal authority bequeathed to him. It celebrated his decision to create a common
liturgy. Yet another negative response to Schleiermacher’s argument appeared in
an anonymous tract by a lawyer, entitled: Ueber Veränderungen in der Liturgie. An
einen evangelischen Geistlichen von einem Laien (Concerning Changes in the Liturgy. To
an Evangelical Clergymen from a Layman), 1824. Another such article was published
by Hermann Rosenauer under the title: Vom Liturgierechte evangelischer deutscher
Fürsten. Ein Schreiben an einen Freund in Preußen (Concerning the Liturgical Rights of
Evangelical German Princes. A Letter to a Friend in Prussia), Bonn 1825, which argued
that implementation of the agenda should be in the hands of consistories, not synods. Especially significant was the work of Karl Albert von Kamptz, entitled: Ueber
das bischöfliche Recht in der evangelischen Kirche in Deutschland (Concerning Episcopal
Law in the Evangelical Church in Germany), Berlin 1828.
Several additional articles generally approving the king’s right and work were
published. Among them was Christoph Friedrich von Ammon’s Die Einführung
der Berliner Hofkirchenagende, geschichtlich und kirchlich beleuchtet (The Introduction
of the Berlin Court and Church Agenda, Historically and Ecclesiastically Illuminated),
Dresden 1825, and by the same author: Die Einführung der Berliner Hofkirchenagende kirchenrechtlich beleuchtet (The Introduction of the Berlin Court Church Agenda,
Illuminated by Church Law), Dresden 1826. He agreed that the king had a right to
produce his agenda for the church but had made some regrettable blunders in the
way he attempted to implement it without the consultation or agreement by the
churches. Also, Philipp Konrad Marheineke: Ueber die wahre Stelle des liturgischen
Rechts im evangelischen Kirchenregiment. Prüfung der Schrift: Ueber das liturgische
Recht der evangelischen Landesfürsten (Concerning the True Place of Liturgical Rights
in the Evangelical Church Government. An Examination of the Script: On the Liturgical Right of Evangelical Sovereigns), Berlin 1825; Niels Nikolaus Falck in Actenstücke, betreffend die neue Preußische Kirchenagende (Documents Pertaining to the New
Prussian Church Agenda), Kiel 1827, advocated Schleiermacher’s positions, basing his arguments on legal considerations. David Schulz wrote Vollgiltige Stimmen gegen die evangelischen Theologen und Juristen unserer Tage, welche die weltlichen Fürsten wider Willen zu Päpsten machen oder es selbst werden wollen. Mit Fleiß
gesammlet und um der evangelischen Wahrheit willen aufs neue ans Licht gestellt (Fully
Valid Voices Against the Protestant Theologians and Jurists of Our Day who, Against
Their Will, Turn the Secular Princes into Popes or Want to Become Popes Themselves.
Gathered with Diligence and Brought to Light Again for the Sake of Evangelical Truth),
Leipzig 1826. He supported Schleiermacher’s arguments with numerous citations
from the Lutheran Confessions.
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Other published writings included the 1826 statement of the Berlin magistrates and the twelve Berlin pastors in Bedenken von zwölf evangelischen Predigern
in Berlin, so wie vom Berliner Magistrat, als Patron verschiedener Kirchen-Gemeinden,
über die Einführung der neuen Kirchen-Agende. An die höhern Behörden amtlich eingereicht (Concerns of Twelve Evangelical Preachers in Berlin, as well as the Berlin Magistrate as Patrons of the Various Church Congregations, Concerning the Introduction of
the New Church Agenda. Officially Submitted to the Higher Authorities). This statement provoked the king to respond anonymously in Luther in Beziehung auf die
Preußische Kirchen-Agende vom Jahre 1822, mit den im Jahre 1823 bekannt gemachten
Verbesserungen und Vermehrungen (Luther in Relation to the Prussian Church Agenda
of 1822, with the Improvements and Augmentations Announced in 1823), Berlin 1827.
Schleiermacher quickly responded anonymously in Gespräch zweier selbst überlegender evangelischer Christen über die Schrift: Luther in Bezug auf die neue preußische
Agende. Ein letztes Wort oder ein erstes (Conversation Between Two Self-Reflective
Evangelical Christians Concerning the Writing: ‘Luther in Relation to the New Prussian
Church Agenda.’ A Final Word or a First). In support of the king’s position, Eylert
wrote: Ueber den Werth und die Wirkung der für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preussischen Staaten bestimmten Liturgie und Agende nach dem Resultate einer
zehnjährigen Erfahrung. Ein Beitrag zur dreihundertjährigen Jubelfeier der Uebergabe
der Augsburgischen Confession (Concerning the Value and the Effect of the Liturgy and
Agenda Intended for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian States, Based on the
Results of Ten Years of Experience. A Contribution Toward the Three-Hundredth Anniversary of the Presentation of the Augsburg Confession), Potsdam 1830.
The consistories and other forums had already given ample attention to questions concerning the content of the agenda, its doctrinal soundness, and its relationship to the history of Lutheran liturgies as that history had unfolded in the
Reformation and the centuries following. The articles which appeared had not
much new to say about these matters. Of far greater interest was the concerns being voiced by many concerning the legality of the new agenda. Regardless of how
excellent the liturgy might be, controversies spread across the land concerning
the question of whether it was within the king’s right to produce and introduce
such a document for the church’s use in public worship.
It had always been generally agreed that the king had not only the right but
also the responsibility to safeguard the church’s liturgy from arbitrary alterations,
additions, and omissions. This right and responsibility were usually referred to as
the king’s jus liturgicum negativum, and most writers were willing to acknowledge
its continued validity. However, it was evident to many that the king had moved
far beyond the proper exercise of his office as the liturgy’s protector, for now he
had produced a new liturgy and in unmistakably strong terms he was urging the
churches to adopt it. This represented a jus liturgicum positivum which had never
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been acknowledged in the past. To many, it represented an unwholesome royal
interference into the internal affairs of the Lutheran and Reformed churches.
There were, of course, many who strongly defended the king’s jus liturgicum positivum. They stated that the new liturgy was clear evidence of the king’s
wholesome concern for the church and the purity and propriety of her worship.
To their mind, the king ought to be praised for his efforts and not criticized. The
controversy, commonly called the “Agendenstreit,” which broke into print in 1823,
went on for almost a decade.

9 . 2 D e b a te s C o nce rni ng Cano nic al an d Th eologic al
L eg iti ma c y o f the K i ng ’s Acti on s
In the literary debate on the legal foundation of the new agenda, critics fell into
several camps.
First, there were those who stated that all the king’s actions with regard to religious affairs were valid and binding and derived from his position as a sovereign
ruler over the state. This position, usually called “territorialism” (Germ. “Territorialismus”), looked back to the Reformation practice and principle cuius regio, eius
religio, articulated in the 1555 Peace of Augsburg. According to this understanding, the king as ruler over his people was the supreme Lord over the church in his
territory. He was not only the protector and defender of the church, but he was
also the decisive voice in the church’s internal affairs. Liturgy was most certainly
to be considered among the church’s internal affairs.
The most articulate spokesman of this position was Johann Christian Wilhelm
Augusti, theologian of the faculty of the University of Bonn. It was he who accelerated the agenda controversy by his anonymously published 1823 booklet, entitled: Kritik der neuen Preußischen Kirchen-Agende, Von einem Freunde der Wahrheit
und Geschichte (Critique of the New Prussian Church Agenda by a Friend of the Truth
and History). He asserted that from earliest times the church had always been
under the rule and protection of territorial lords whose supreme power (Lat.
“summa potestas”) even in religious matters was unquestioned. This was true also
in those times when these rulers were themselves heathen and not Christian.
From the days of Nero down through the centuries to the time of Constantine and
onward to the era of Charlemagne, the regulation of the affairs of religion was in
the hands of the ruler, and he was popularly described as Pontifex Maximus, Supreme Pontiff, not only over the state but also over the church. So too, in the days
of the Reformation, Augusti stated, the Lutheran and Reformed churches looked
to secular powers to rule over them and direct their course and protect them from
the pope and his minions. Augusti went so far as to state without equivocation
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that the government of the church was to
be in the hands of its temporal ruler, even
if he should be a heathen or the sultan
himself, and that such a ruler was completely within his rights to rule his church
arbitrarily.402
The second camp held to the notion
that in the Reformation era the powers and rights formerly exercised by the
pope and his bishops came to be vested in
the temporal rulers. This position, called
“episcopalianism” (Germ. “Episkopalismus”), meant that the juridical rule over
the church now lay in the hands of the
temporal ruler as Summus episcopus of
the church in his territory. This situation
had come about by necessity because the
German bishops refused to conduct the
Critique of the Prussian Agenda by
necessary visitations by which the ReforJohann Christian Wilhelm Augusti, 1823.
mation could be introduced. Therefore,
this responsibility devolved to the temporal rulers, and by the time of the Peace
of Augsburg it was generally recognized and acknowledged. The early decades
of the seventeenth century saw the end of episcopal rule in the German-speaking
Lutheran Church. From that point forward, the church was presided over by the
superintendents with the territorial ruler acting as the so-called Summus episcopus. The proponents of this theory ascribed an unlimited Jus liturgicum to the
sovereign due to this status of summus episcopus.
There had also emerged a third camp in which echoes of growing Enlightenment republican attitudes could be found. According to this school of thought,
called “collegialism” (Germ. “Kollegialismus), the churches were religious societies, whose members were entitled to a certain degree of autonomy. Proponents
of this theory insisted that the power to rule the church lay with the church itself,
and some argued that, according to Prussian Law Code (§ 46-49), the Prussian
king had no rights as summus episcopus.403 Others claimed that episcopal power
and authority were voluntarily handed over to the ruler for the sake of good order. The role of the monarch as protector of the church had been assigned to him
by the consent of the church.
402
403
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The foremost advocate of the latter position was lawyer Karl Albert von
Kamptz. In his review of Falck’s Actenstücke, betreffend die neue Preußische Kirchenagende of 1827, he sought to show that Falck’s position that the Prussian king
had no episcopal rights was unfounded. Kamptz called it a mistake of those who
perceived collegialism in the Prussian Code of Laws (Vol. IV, Part II, Sect. XI § 4649) as a denial of the summus episcopus rights of the sovereign, and not rather as a
transfer of episcopal rights by the “church society” (Germ. “Kirchengesellschaft”)
to the sovereign.404
Kamptz set out his views in more detail in his book, Ueber das bischöfliche Recht
in der evangelischen Kirche in Deutschland (Concerning Episcopal Law in the Evangelical Church in Germany), which appeared in 1828. He asserted that the Protestant
princes had fallen heir to the episcopal powers formerly exercised by Roman bishops. The sovereign not only had a jus liturgicum positivum. He also possessed a full
potestas ecclesiastica, according to which he could rule his church not so much as a
territorial ruler but as the head of the church, its secular bishop. He stated that it
was entirely within the rights as supreme bishop for the king to determine what
liturgical forms were to be used in the congregations. In this regard, Kamptz had
to deal with the problem presented by the Prussian Law Code (§ 46) which stated
that “church society (Germ. “Kirchengesellschaft”) had the right and authority to
introduce the outward form and celebration of the divine services.”405 Kamptz
solved this difficulty by asserting that in this article the “church society” did not
refer to congregations but rather to the evangelical church in the Prussian state as
404
405
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The Prussian Law Code defined the “church society” (“Kirchengesellschaft”) in terms of
its public religious function. The section, “On the Rights and Duties of the Churches and
Spiritual Societies,” states which “religious societies” (“Religionsgesellschaften”) fall under
this category: “Religious societies that have joined together for the public celebration of
divine services are called church societies” (II 11, § 11). “Church society,” therefore, can be
interpreted as a union of “religious societies,” united by the common goal “for the public
celebration of divine services.” However, it can also be indentified as a parish: “Several
church societies, even if they belong to the same religious party, are nonetheless in no
necessary connection with one another” (II 11, § 36). The church in broad sense is called a
“religious party,” and the Lutheran Church is identified as a “religious party of the Augsburg
Confession:” “Protestant church societies of the Augsburg Confession should not mutually
deny their members from participating in their particular religious acts if they do not have
a church establishment of their own religious party which they themselves can use” (II 11,
§ 39). The law makes a clear distinction between “unauthorized” (II 11, § 14-16: “Unerlaubte
Kirchengesellschaften”), “publicly accepted” (II 11, § 17-19: “Oeffentlich aufgenommene
Kirchengesellschaften”), and “tolerated” (II 11, § 20-26: “Geduldete”) church societies. It also
distinguishes between “church societies” and “spiritual societies.” The “spiritual societies”
(“Geistliche Gesellschaften”) are those “religious societies” “which are united for certain other
special religious practices” (II 11 § 12; § 939). These societies include collegiate churches”
(“Stifter”), monasteries (“Klöster”), and orders (“Orden”). Sects are excluded from this
concept. Allgemeines Landrecht für die Preussischen Staaten 1804, 33-38, 146.
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Documents Pertaining to the New Prussian
Church Agenda by Niels Nikolaus Falck,
1827.

Concerning Episcopal Law in the Evangelical
Church in Germany by Karl Albert von
Kamptz, 1828.

an organization. It was clear that this “society” was to follow liturgical directives
of its summus episcopus. Critics argued that Kamptz solved the problem by turning the article upside down and reversing its meaning.406
In addition to these groups or schools of thought, there arose yet another camp
that stood against the king’s agenda. The battle cry of this group was democracy.
They called upon the church to follow the model of the synods in the far western
provinces of the kingdom where congregations and pastors sat together and made
decisions by common consent. The central voice of this opposing group, which
contemporaries came to call “democracy after the manner of the Greeks,” was that
of the esteemed Professor Schleiermacher. He defined the church as a voluntary
assembly of like-minded individuals, and it was incomprehensible to him how
such voluntary assemblies could be dictated to by the government and compelled
to worship according to a universally imposed liturgical scheme. In the political
406
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realm, the king was and would remain supreme and his will would be done, but in
the church, the king was only one member among many, though, of course, he
was the most highly respected member.
According to Schleiermacher, the church
must be allowed to make her own arrangement in matters of faith and worship. The
people must have a decisive voice in all
such matters. For years, Schleiermacher
had been calling for the revaluation of the
role of worship in the life of the Protestant congregations, and he had been calling as well for a more democratic form of
church administration and the reconstitution of synods on a broader basis. His cries
seemed to fallen on deaf ears, but now
some pastors and educated laymen began
to take heed and consider his arguments,
and he soon became the central figure of
On the Liturgical Right of Evangelical
this camp which rose up in opposition to
Sovereigns
by Friedrich Schleiermacher,
the new Prussian agenda.
1824.
The 1823 article of Augusti had irritated
Schleiermacher and impelled him to produce a provocative response. In 1824, he published under the name “Pacificus Sincerus” his highly critical essay, Über das liturgische Recht evangelischer Landesfürsten.
Ein theologisches Bedenken von Pacificus Sincerus (On the Liturgical Right of Evangelical
Sovereigns. A Theological Deliberation by Pacificus Sincerus), published in Göttingen,
safely outside the borders of Prussia. His purpose in writing this piece was not to
criticize the contents of the king’s agenda. Indeed, he did not even mention the
contents of the book. What was central to his concern was the presumption that the
king as king had the power to produce and introduce an agenda to be used in all
congregations in the church. There was no historical precedent for such a presumptive act, he asserted, completely disallowing the notion that the king’s action was
in any way analogous to acts of Constantine and Charlemagne. What the king had
presumed to do was built upon notions that were unsound and had no legal foundation. He had violated the legal and civil liberties of the congregations and created
a new Protestant “papist” order with the result that the king, who was supposed to
be the church’s protector, was in fact the one who was attacking it. This reduced the
church to a condition of shame and mockery and poisoned the very atmosphere in
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which she lived. He appealed to the conscience of the king to consider these matters
and to come to understand that he was not meant to be the author of changes in the
liturgy accomplished by orders-in-cabinet. The pastors were within their rights to
protest against his actions. In fact, it was only natural that they should do so, unless
they had by this time become nothing more than the unthinking handservants who
had surrendered their minds and consciences to do his will.
He also took the occasion to criticize the plan to introduce a form of church government which was episcopal. He declared that the real center of authority in the
church was not the bishop but congregations, acting individually and collectively
in synods to exercise their priestly rights. The time had come, he wrote, for Protestant princes to take up the meritorious work which their forefathers had undertaken
in the first days of the Reformation to see to it that the congregations were so ordered that they were bound together in a manner which would strengthen them. It
was the duty of the Protestant prince to create a constitution that would guarantee
the congregations the full and free exercise of their rights and responsibilities.
There was a note of anger and bitterness which was evident in Schleiermacher’s essay. Such resentment was evident even earlier, when on February 5, 1822,
in a letter to Gass, he referred to the hated agenda as “the thing” (Germ. “Das
Ding”).407 The purpose of his present essay was to call the church to action, lest
what he understood to be the real danger should come to pass – the danger that
the use of “the thing” would become universal.
The essay did not go unnoticed; it provoked much discussion pro and con. Especially provocative was the author’s contention that the jus liturgicum most properly belonged to the congregations themselves, and also the prominent attention
he gave to the notion of the “priesthood of believers.” Some readers immediately
understood that the author was calling for the church to be governed by democratic
principles. The Ministry of Spiritual Affairs assessed such principles as dangerous
and subversive. The writer was advocating a democratic form of government in the
church, and to these critics democratic was a synonym for revolutionary.408
Augusti responded to this frontal attack in his essay, 1825 Nähere Erklärungen
über das Mayestäts-Recht in kirchlichen, besonders liturgischen Dingen. Zur Berücksichtigung vieler Irrthümer, Vorurteile etc. (More Detailed Explanations Concerning
the Right of His Majesty in Ecclesiastical, Particularly Liturgical, Matters. Taking into
Account Many Errors, Prejudices, etc.). It was published in Frankfurt (Main). Although rumors were already spreading that “Pacificus Sincerus” was none other
than Friedrich Schleiermacher, Augusti did not concern himself with the question
of authorship.409 He instead reinforced his own views, providing a further ampli407
408
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fication of them a year later in 1826 with the publication in Bonn of his Nachtrag
zu der Schrift: Nähere Erklärung über das Majestäts-Recht in kirchlichen, besonders liturgischen Dingen (Supplement to the Writing: More Detailed Explanations Concerning
the Right of His Majesty in Ecclesiastical, Particularly Liturgical, Matters). He again
asserted his territorialistic view that the king was merely exercising his inherent
right as ruler of the state when he provided the church with a new agenda.410
Another responder against Schleiermacher’s “democratization plan” was
Dresden Court Preacher Christoph Friedrich von Ammon. Von Ammon had been
an early opponent of the Union and Communion fellowship but in the course of
time, he had come to believe that no form of worship was perfect or was beyond
the possibility that it could be improved. This he asserted in his 1825 article: Die
Einführung der Berliner Hofkirchenagende, geschichtlich und kirchlich beleuchtet (The
Introduction of the Berlin Court and Church Agenda, Historically and Ecclesiastically Illuminated). He approved the initiative of the king in preparing a new agenda, but
he stated that the procedures the king had used were questionable. In general, he
noted that it was always true that time and circumstances made it necessary that
liturgical improvements and corrections be made as appropriate. What should be
done now is that the new agenda should be examined without prejudice, openly,
and freely by experts with no other purpose than the further improvement of
the church’s worship.411 He elaborated his decision in 1826 in Die Einführung der
Berliner Hofkirchenagende kirchenrechtlich beleuchtet (The Introduction of the Berlin
Court Church Agenda, Illuminated by Church Law).412 Schleiermacher’s notions concerning synods, presbyteries, and participation of the congregations in the administration of ecclesiastical affairs he identified as defective “democratic desires.”413
Philipp Konrad Marheineke, a college of Schleiermacher on the faculty of the
University of Berlin and pastor of the Lutheran congregation at Trinity Church,
where Schleiermacher served the Reformed congregation, entered the controversy
in an 1825 article, Ueber die wahre Stelle des liturgischen Rechts im evangelischen Kirchenregiment. Prüfung der Schrift: Ueber das liturgische Recht der evangelischen Landesfürsten
(Concerning the True Place of the Liturgical Right in the Evangelical Church Government.
An Examination of the Script: On the Liturgical Right of Evangelical Sovereigns). Although Marheinecke tried to give the appearance that he did not know the identity
of “Pacificus Sincerus” and praised him for his sharpness of mind, he himself took
a very different point of view. He supported the notion that the king had been appointed by God to be ruler over both church and state and that both come into the
closest connection in his person and office. As king, he guaranteed the organic union
410
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of the Protestant church and the state. His right as summus episcopus was of divine
origin and was not to be doubted. To do so, or to seek to alter this connection, would
be disastrous for both church and the state. “Pacificus Sincerus” called for just such
an alteration or adjustment which would only have negative consequences.
Marheinecke declared that the recommendation that the church adopt a presbyterial or synodical form of church government was a surrender to “republicanism,” which “would not only be accompanied by evils inherent in it, but also
gradually or immediately transform the state itself, including a multi-headed
government, and that would bring democratic principle to power.”414 This “republicanism” would rearrange the church’s relationship to the state and would
result in competition between many leaders and even the mob-rule of democracy.
The clergy, who were knowledgeable (Germ. “Wissenden”) in matters concerning the church and theology, would soon be overruled by the “ignorant” (Germ.
“Unwissenden”) laity who would claim that they knew much and the clergy knew
little. The result of this “democratic church constitution” would be the abolition
of sound church government, and the ultimate consequence would be “the corruption of the people and the dissolution of all holy conditions of life.”415
Much better was the present situation in which the monarch exhibited in his
own person and office the unity of state and church and a strong dedication to
the church with the result that the state enjoyed great blessedness. Marheineke
agreed that both the episcopal and presbyterial constitutions are the two historically inherited and expedient basic forms of church government, but the analogy
to the present form of government must be observed. The episcopal constitution
is quite capable of incorporating best elements of the presbyterial constitution.
According to Marheineke, the challenge of “Pacificus Sincerus” and others like
him went far beyond mere criticism of the new agenda and the manner of its
introduction. They were undercutting the authority of the king and disputing his
right to determine the church’s liturgical and other arrangements, and this was
nothing less than an attack on the divine rights and privileges of the king and
the divine origins of the relationship between church and state in his person, the
person of the summus episcopus. “Pacificus Sincerus” was espousing ideals too
novel and too revolutionary, and by doing so he was fighting his battle against
the agenda on the ground which he could not hold.
Writers representing both sides carried on the controversy about the new
agenda in the press. Many rejected Schleiermacher’s democratic views because
they were royalists who could not agree to notions of collegiality or any degree of
“republican” or “democratic” government.
414
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1 0 . T h e K i n g ’ s A tte m pts
t o S i len c e H i s Opp o s i t i o n
While the agenda controversy raged, the king himself was not inactive. He
decided that he was not going to wage war against his opponents in public, but
he would carefully read and consider their arguments. He was not uniformly impressed by everything he read, but he was greatly pleased with Augusti’s Kritik
der neuen Preußischen Kirchen-Agende (Critique of the New Prussian Church Agenda).
He decided that this article needed the widest possible distribution and ordered
that it be reproduced and distributed in all consistories.

1 0 . 1 T h e C o nti nu e d E ffo rts t o In t roduc e t h e Agen da
i n to th e P ari s he s
In some local congregations and even whole districts, the new agenda was
favorably received immediately after its publication. As early as April 1822,
Superintendent Mann of Straussberg reported to the king that all the pastors of
his district synod were willing to introduce the new rite. In July of that same year,
the French parish in Berlin began to use a French translation of the new liturgy.
Early in 1823, Pastor Peter Wilhelm Behrends of the congregation of Nordgermersleben also presented a glowing report, and in October 1823, candidate Goltz in
Neuenkirchen in Pomerania stated his acceptance. Superintendent Carl Ludwig
Traugott Tiemann in Halle announced that his district was in favor of adoption,
and consistorial member Neander in Merseburg stated that the churches of that
diocese were willing to accept the new agenda although some changes were
called for. These reports brought great joy to the king, although that joy was mitigated somewhat by his anger over the negative reports which were also pouring
in at that time.416
Although great pressure was put on the clergy to accept the new liturgy and
to implement its introduction, the success of that introduction usually depended
upon the situation in the provinces. The westernmost provinces of Westphalia
and the Rhineland insisted that they be permitted to continue to use their present
liturgies. Only a few pastors indicated any willingness to adopt the new rite. In
Silesia as well, the clergy dragged their feet. The situation was not as bleak in the
provinces of Pomerania and Saxony, but still questions were being raised about
the legality of the introductory process. The king insisted that it was the responsibility of the pastors to introduce the new rite, but church law stated otherwise.
416
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Articles 46-48 of the Prussian Law Code (Allgemeines Landrecht) indicated that
the “church society” itself (Germ. “Kirchengesellschaft”) had the right to introduce
particular worship forms. Before this could be done, however, the state officials
must officially examine those forms and give their official approval. Only then
could a new agenda be adopted and made mandatory. According to Augusti’s
interpretation, the king was above the church.417
The consistories, clergy, and congregations understood the matter differently.
When the Brandenburg consistory distributed copies of the new agenda to the
clergy, it duly noted on July 25, 1822, that its introduction depended upon the
agreement of the congregation and its patron and could not proceed without
their consent. Accordingly, pastors could say that it was not up to them, and
they should not be blamed if their congregations were reluctant or refused to
comply.418
Altenstein was required by the king to take action, but inwardly he was reluctant to do so. He was aware of the difficulties and feared that the process would
not go as smoothly as the king expected. Nicolovius as well had reservations.
On July 20, 1824, he wrote to Altenstein, stating that the governmental measures
were being met by the clergy and church members with great reservation and
restiveness. On July 29, 1824, Altenstein expressed the same opinion in a letter to
Friedrich Freiherr von Schilden. He declared that, although the process seemed
to be moving forward, this appearance was deceptive.
“The agenda matters almost drive me to despair. It advances on the outside,
but gets worse and worse on the inside. It is increasingly considered an object of
speculation, and this exasperates very respectable minds.”419
The fact of the matter was that many were becoming embittered.
The king ordered that he be kept well informed concerning the implementation of the new agenda. When he was told about the situation in the parishes of
Bergwitz and Klitschena in the consistorial district of Magdeburg, where the new
agenda had been introduced but it had been decided to abandon it, he wrote to
High President von Motz in Magdeburg, instructing him to investigate the matter
and make it clear to these parishes that they were not to reintroduce the other liturgy lest they incur the loss of his royal pleasure and trust. When it was reported
that Count Heinrich von Schwerin of Putzar had been actively encouraging pastors in his region not to accept the agenda, the king made it known that one in the
count’s position was not to make judgments in ecclesiastical matters. Because a
special festival celebrating the Christianization of Pomerania was near at hand,
the king decided that this occasion would provide an excellent opportunity to
417
418
419

Allgemeines Landrecht für die Preussischen Staaten 1804, 38.
Foerster 1907, 102.
Foerster 1907, 100.

259

Darius Petkūnas

spread the use of the new agenda. On March 18, 1824, he instructed Albrecht to
inform Nicolovius that superintendents, whose whole districts accepted the new
agenda, would receive special commemorative copies of it. At the same time, he
informed Altenstein that pastors in Simmern needed to be reprimanded for declaring to their parishes that they should not use the new agenda because it was
too “catholic.” He instructed the minister of justice to take legal action against
Pastor Karl Friedrich Wilhelm Simons of Puderbach for inciting congregations
and pastors in that region to stand fast against the agenda. When the provincial
synod of the consistorial district of Köln decided that the question of the new
agenda should be brought before the synod in accordance to the precedent of the
region that pastors must always vote on such matters, the king stated emphatically that this was not allowed and such a vote was not to be taken. He reminded
the minister of justice that if the congregations in Düsseldorf voted in favor of
the Union, then their use of the new agenda was obligatory, and he expressed
his displeasure that in the diocese of Bleicherode only two congregations had
adopted the agenda. By this, he indicated that he had no intention of regarding
the church’s worship as a matter of only minor concern to him.420
The king was concerned that many congregations were reluctant to accept his
new liturgy because of their own lack of financial resources. The new agenda
required decorated altars, crucifixes, candlesticks and candles, and competent
choirs. All this cost money, and many parishes simply lacked the financial resources to provide the necessary funds. Therefore, the king established a fund of 3,000
thalers, and in addition to it, he ordered that gifts of crucifixes, candlesticks, and
financial aid for the decoration of altars and the support of choirs be provided.421
The king would continue to personally involve himself in the implementation
of the new rite. In some cases, individual parishes applied to him for permission
to forego the introduction of the new order. In 1827, the Mügeln and Lindwerder
parishes in the region of Schweidnitz in Silesia wrote him personally to ask that
they be permitted to continue to use the Saxon 1812 agenda. The king responded
by sending them copies of his pamphlet, Luther in Beziehung auf die Preußische
Kirchen-Agende (Luther in Relation to the Prussian Church Agenda), along with a
handwritten cabinet order. To the congregation at Lindwerder, he wrote that the
congregation was sadly mistaken if it thought that he intended to use the new
agenda to introduce a new religion. He stated that the agenda dealt only with
public worship and did not alter the church’s doctrines in the slightest.
“The congregation in Lindwerder is making an incomprehensible mistake
when it believes that the introduction of the liturgy included in the 1822 church
agenda is intended to introduce a new religion. The liturgy contains only the
420
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Union Agenda with the large gold-plated cross on the cover. A gift from Friedrich Wilhelm
III to the Muldenstein parish in the former Prussian Province of Saxony. On the reverse side:
“F.W.III. The Church in Muldenstein. 1824. No. 26.” (Kreismuseum Bitterfeld, CC BY-NC-SA).

regulations according to which the church service is to be held without the
slightest change in the evangelical doctrine of the faith, and the congregation at
Lindwerder, which expressed its pious intentions in a letter of April 4, can therefore be completely calm with its conscience... and the congregation is advised to
direct special attention to the places marked in the following script in order to
maintain the confidence that I am eagerly trying to restore the old, venerable that
have since been suppressed in churchly divine service, instead of, as the congregation at Lindwerder claims, adopting and spreading new doctrines or forms that
contradict the old, genuine evangelical faith.”422
The congregation at Lindwerder must be assured that they had been tricked
because he was only interested in introducing reverent church worship and to do
so by making use of old forms of authentic evangelical faith.
Letters from the parish of Sorau and the patron and parish at Gentikow and
Mechow in the district of Kyritz, as well as the Colonel Magnus von Brünneck, patron of the Hermersdorf church in district of Müncheberg in Brandenburg, and patron
Gottlob Heinrich Magnus von Wedel-Piesdorf of Strenz-Neuendorf in the Province of
Saxony articulated similar fears. To Wedel-Piesdorf, the king wrote a sharply worded
422
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King’s signature on the agenda for the congregation in Dinker in the former Prussian Province
of Westphalia: “To the Church in Dinker for the blessed memory of the acceptance of this
agenda and for the promotion of Christian fear of God and virtue in the congregation. Berlin,
July 16, 1824. Friedrich Wilhelm III [original signature]” (Archives of the Evangelical Parish in
Dinker, North Rhine-Westphalia).

letter, stating that neither patrons nor parishes have any right to impose on their clergy
the use of prayers and forms which are no longer authorized.
“The church patrons and parishes ... whose churches have accepted a renewed
old agenda ... are wrong if they think that they have the right to prescribe church
prayers and forms for their pastor which he should use in divine service and
other exercises of his ministry. They have as little right to do this as they have the
right to dictate to the pastor how to write his sermons. Church prayers, forms,
and sermons are the responsibility of the clergy; Church patrons and congregations only have the right to complain if the clergyman gives speeches and prayers
that contradict biblical teachings, and the clergyman is responsible for providing
church prayers and forms prescribed by the consistory as his superior spiritual
authority. It has been this way since Luther’s time, and it should remain so ...”423
In two of these cases, Altenstein was able to identify who was responsible for
the complaints and hold them accountable for it. A letter of reprimand was sent
423
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to the parish of Blankenberg in the district of Wusterhausen, and on March 13,
1828, the king ordered that financial aid for pastors and congregations was to be
provided only where the new agenda had been accepted and introduced.
In cases where the introduction went smoothly, the king was quick to offer
special rewards. In 1825, the Cathedral at Magdeburg received a new crucifix and
two gilded candlesticks. The congregation at Kemberg in the Province of Saxony
was given a new altar. Altenstein wanted to see this practice continued and suggested that every parish which adopted the new agenda should be given a crucifix and candlesticks. However, the king determined that such a policy would
soon prove to be expensive. The giving of specially inscribed copies of the agenda
also came to an end. After January 1825, only ordinary copies of the agenda were
given as awards.424

1 0 . 2 T h e B e rl i n Co ntro ve rs y
In many regions, the new agenda was introduced without significant opposition. Some pastors and congregations accepted the new rites without complaint.
In other places, it was necessary for local officials to apply pressure to persuade
pastors and congregations to comply. In a few places, patrons sought to use their
influence to persuade pastors to reject the agenda and refuse its implementation.
In these cases, Minister Altenstein was soon informed, and with the king’s support, he saw to it that opposing forces were neutralized.
The first formidable opposition arose in Berlin, the capital city of Prussia. Here
as elsewhere, little comment was offered concerning the form and content of the
book. The significant conflict about the new agenda centered around the question
of the king’s right and prerogative to prepare such a book and present it to the
church for its unquestioned acceptance. It was argued by many that the king had
no right whatever in this regard, and it was instead a matter to be dealt with by
the patrons and congregations. Not even the pastors had the right to introduce
liturgical forms into their parishes without the agreement of the patrons.
On January 21, 1824, controversy broke out. It was on that day that the clergy
of St. Nicholas and St. Mary announced that they were going to introduce the new
agenda on Palm Sunday. On February 26, the pastors of the Friedrichswerder
and Dorotheenstadt churches announced that they intended to do the same. The
king was visibly delighted and announced that as a sign of his royal pleasure,
the congregations would receive special copies of the new agenda which he had
personally inscribed. In a cabinet order, issued only hours after the announcement by the clergy of St. Nicholas and St. Mary’s, the king stated that other cities
424
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and towns should follow a good example of these congregations. He stated that
in order to facilitate a smooth transition to the new rite, it would be appropriate
if initially the congregations made use of the “Extract from the Liturgy” provided
in the book. Later, when the choirs were well-rehearsed, the parishes could complete the transition to the new service.425
Other Berlin clergy and the city council received the news of the acceptance of
the new rite in these parishes with great consternation. This decision violated the
stated decision of the Brandenburg consistory, which had been passed on July 25,
1822, and which stated: “It is assumed that those clergymen who wish to make
use of the agenda are in agreement with their parishes and respective patrons.”426
The magistrate interpreted it to mean that the pastors were free to introduce the
new rite but first they were to secure the agreement of the patron and the parish. The city council understood itself to be the patron of most of Berlin parishes,
and they had very emphatically not agreed to the introduction of the new rite
in St. Nicholas or St. Mary’s or any other parish. They certainly could not agree
with Augusti’s far-fetched interpretation of Articles 46-48 of the Prussian Law
Code. Augusti claimed that the word “church society” in these articles referred
to the king as territorial ruler around whom all Prussian society was built. The
city council emphatically disagreed with this interpretation. As far as they were
concerned, the members of the city were the “church society” in Berlin, and they
were not willing to see their prerogatives usurped. Furthermore, Article 568 of
the same law stated that parish patrons had direct supervision over the churches and were to exercise concern for their preservation and defense.427 The city
council intended to supervise and to show the requisite concern for their parish
churches. This struck a responsive chord throughout the city. It was no longer just
the matter of the imposition of an unfamiliar rite. Now it was a question concerning the usurpation of legitimate local authority.
The parish councils of St. Nicholas and St. Mary’s churches took up the cry. No
one had asked their permission to introduce the new liturgy, and the clergy had no
right to take action on their own. Not even the king himself, claiming to be supreme
bishop, could be allowed to force them to use the new book if they did not want to.
On April 1, the city council resolved that the forced introduction of the liturgy
without the consent of the patron and the church members would not be permitted. The next day, April 2, the council sent a petition to the king to inform him of
their position and directed the clergy of the parishes involved to suspend their
decision to introduce the new rite.428
425
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The clergy involved remained firm in their resolve to use the new agenda. The
pastors of the Friedrichswerder and Dorotheenstadt churches stated that they
could hardly be faulted for obeying the mandate of their king, and the pastors
of St. Nicholas and St. Mary’s stated that they had no legal means to survey the
congregations about their liturgical preferences.
The king issued a cabinet order on April 6, 1824, stating emphatically to the
magistrates that the process of introduction was appropriate and completely
legal. “The more so as in Berlin, with the exception of a few cases, there is no parish constraint (Germ. “Pfarrzwang”),429 and consequently no church has a closed
congregation that could be asked about the introduction of the liturgy.”430 However, in a cabinet order, addressed that same day to Nicolovius, he advised him
to proceed very slowly with the introduction of the new liturgy and to do nothing
until after Easter. He repeated his advice that the introductory process should
initially call for the use of the shortened “Extract from the Liturgy.”431
The city council remained firm in its position, but on April 13, 1824, it sought
to reassure the king and his government that it was not opposed to the improvement and enrichment of worship for the purpose of edifying the congregations.
However, the voice of the congregations must be heard, and in accordance with
the church law, city authorities must approve the new liturgy before it could be
introduced.432
The king was of the opinion that this was simply unworkable and indeed incomprehensible, as he said, in a cabinet order, addressed to Altenstein on May
8. It was clearly impossible that every single parish and every single member of
every parish should have to be in agreement about the liturgy.
“In the opinion of the magistrate, the introduction of the liturgy cannot take
place without the consent of the congregation, but it goes without saying that a
common liturgy can never be introduced if each congregation is to be consulted;
for it is inconceivable that all congregations and every single member of them,
man and woman, should consent to some form of public divine service, no matter
how beneficial it may be; moreover, when the older liturgies were introduced, a
congregation was never consulted, and the passage of General Land Law cited in
the reports of the magistrate only applies to police ordinances concerning public
worship, as indicated in the heading of § 48.”433
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All this put the clergy in a problematic position. Cabinet member Albrecht,
speaking for the king, asked the pastors of the Friedrichswerder and the
Dorotheenstadt churches whether they intended to introduce the new liturgy
on April 25. They stated that they would still like to do so, but because of the
strong opposition expressed by the city council, Albrecht suggested that they had
best do it more-or-less cautiously. However, now opposition to the introduction
was beginning to be felt in the churches as some of the most respected members
brought a complaint to the city council, stating that their clergy were acting like
despots. In a signed document, some members of the Friedrichswerder church
asked permission to leave it and transfer to another congregation that intended
to retain the old rite. On May 18, the city council turned to the king to make him
aware of the strong feelings of the people. The king responded on June 9 that the
new liturgy was not a violation of the rights of the people. He declared:
“The liturgy and agenda are intended only to bring about consistent form of
worship and to call back to life what has been the heritage of evangelical church
through the centuries so that for the well-being of the evangelical state church, an
end can be put to the corrupted arbitrariness of so many clergymen. There is, therefore, no question of new doctrine or the violation of consciences. On the contrary, it
is enough for assurance and reassurance of all those who seek Christian edification
that the evangelical congregations receive back what they previously had from the
Holy Scriptures themselves and from the old agendas given by my pious ancestors,
and which was in large measure taken from them by careless, erring arbitrariness
thus severing the sacred bond of church fellowship in the spirit.”434
The king left it to Altenstein to deal with the Berlin city council. Minister
Altenstein decided to write two letters to the council. Both were dated June 19. In
the official letter, he repeated much of what the king had said concerning the difficulties which would be encountered if the agenda were to be submitted to every
congregation for its evaluation and decision. In essence, he said that there would
be as many opinions about the liturgy as there were people to offer an opinion,
and it would be exceedingly difficult, if not impossible, for all to agree on how the
church’s worship should be constituted. In the past, it had never been the practice
to submit the liturgy to a vote of the congregations. Rather, a decision was made
concerning worship forms and that decision was enforced by the territorial ruler.
No other solution was workable. Consequently, he could not agree with the council’s interpretation of the meaning of Articles 46-48.435
In his personal letter, he sought to impress on the council the nobility of the
king’s intention and to enlist the patrons to stand against the members of the
congregation who opposed the new agenda. He reminded them that the king was
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not impugning the present rites, but that it was his desire that the church should
have a uniform rite based on old traditional orders and that this new form should
be used throughout the kingdom. Although this might create inconvenience in
that it would take some time for all to become familiar with the new order, with
the passing of time, it would become clear that the advantages of the new rite far
outweighed any temporary inconvenience.
In turn, on July 13, 1824, the council decided to respond to Altenstein in a public official letter and also a personal one. The official letter, Antwort und Erklärung
des Berliner Magistrats über die neue Kirchen- Agende auf ein amtliches Anschreiben des
Königl. Ministeriums der Geistlichen, Unterrichts- und Medicinal- Angelegenheiten. An
den Staats- Minister von Altenstein (Answer and Explanation of the Berlin Magistrates
Concerning the New Church Agenda to an Official Letter from the Royal Ministry of the
Spiritual, Educational, and Medical Affairs. To Minister of State von Altenstein), repeated
the council’s insistence that the agenda must be officially approved by the patron
before it could be legally introduced. The liturgy involved matters of faith that were
in dispute among Lutherans, and it violated consciences by making faith subject
to legislation. The members of the council stated that they were certain that the
king had no intention of coercing his subjects in matters of faith, therefore adoption
of the liturgy must be voluntary. It should be recalled that Luther himself never
sought to bind any congregation to a particular liturgical form as a matter of law.
Indeed, such an action, binding consciences concerning liturgical usages, was not
a right of his majesty. In conclusion, reason, history, and evangelical doctrine indicate that the adoption of the uniform liturgical forms could not be prescribed as
absolutely desirable without the agreement of a select theological committee. At the
same time, the councilors wished to assure the minister that the evangelical church
was well disposed to accept fraternal guidance.436
The more informal personal letter was meant to remind the minister that evangelical Christians were willing to accept guidance from a secular ruler in secular
matters. However, no secular ruler could be recognized to possess any jus episcopale in matters of faith because this would make him something akin to the pope.
They stated again that they were constrained by conscience to reject the imposition of the new liturgy and that it was their responsibility to serve as protector
and advocate of the congregations. 437
Altenstein regarded this response as absolutely inexcusable, as he stated in
a July 29, 1824, letter to Schilden. Because of all the excitement that had been
generated, the clergy dare not move ahead. He instructed clergy of St. Nicholas
and St. Mary congregations to postpone the introduction of the liturgy. Meanwhile, the clergy of the Friedrichswerder and Dorotheenstadt churches had ig436
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nored the statements of the magistrate and went ahead with the introduction of
the agenda. In his July 26, 1824, report to the king, Altenstein strongly criticized
the magistrates for their objections which were based upon their interpretation of
Articles 46-48. In response to the position of the magistrates, Altenstein suggested
to the king that the introduction of the new rite should be temporarily postponed.
He stated that the best way to overcome the magistrates’ roadblock would be to
issue a statutory declaration, stating that the power given to “church societies”
(“Kirchengesellschaften”) in these articles did not extend to liturgical formulations.
Finally, he was particularly critical of the magistrates’ contention that they were
acting as protectors of the congregations and stated that this unauthorized usurpation of their authority would be censured.438
The king once again decided to involve himself in the controversy. He decided
that the congregations of St. Nicholas and St. Mary’s churches must suffer humiliation for their decision to discontinue the use of the new agenda. On August
31, 1824, in a cabinet order, he declared that Provost Ribbeck should in a solemn
ceremony surrender to Nicolovius the two special commemorative volumes of
the new agenda which he had presented to the congregation. He termed their
decision to abandon the new rite and the disorderly conduct of the council as
proof that the congregations were unworthy of his royal gift. For their part, the
Friedrichswerder and Dorotheenstadt congregations were instructed that their
obligation to use the new rite remained unaltered.
The cabinet order of September 3, which was addressed to the city council,
repeated the demand that the books be returned. On September 14, in the presence of the city council, Ribbeck handed over the gift volumes to Nicolovius. In
the record of the proceedings, it was noted by Nicolovius that the return of the
gifts did not mean that the congregations were no longer obligated to introduce
or use the new rite.
The action of the king showed that he was willing to buy his time. He was a
man of principle, and he had no intention of allowing his liturgy to be picked
apart by a thousand and one petty critics and their subjective criticisms. He would
rather make an example of them and insist upon the return of his gifts rather than
allow his work to be sullied.
To the council, it seemed that they had won a great victory at the king’s expense. In the past, they had given little time or attention to liturgical matters.
They had sat by and done nothing when errant clergy chopped the church’s liturgy to pieces and mangled its prayers with their rationalistic philosophies. The
clergy had introduced their own mediocre rites and the council had paid no attention. All of this was very obvious to the king, and on August 31 he would issue a
438
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new cabinet order which called for a thorough investigation into the origin and
legality of all of these “homemade liturgies.” He was already preparing a more
effective weapon. Those who would not use his liturgy would have to prove the
legitimacy of the rites they were presently using. If they failed to meet his test,
then they would be required either to use his new rite or an older rite of the genuine pedigree which had never been officially abandoned but had simply suffered
defenestration.439

1 0 . 3 A g e n d a Co nce s s i o ns fo r Pomeran ia
The king still maintained his ideal of a single liturgy to be used throughout the Prussian Church, but by the end of 1824, he had come to realize that he
would need to make some minor concessions to achieve his goal. He had heard
the clamor of those who argued that their provinces possessed long-established
orders, sanctified by centuries of use and held dear by clergy and people alike.
Such was the case in Pomerania. Its agenda had been given final form in 1568 and
was a voluminous document with rich liturgical forms. It provided rich liturgical
music and many alternative prayers. It could be described as one of the richest
agendas in the Lutheran world.
It was also true, however, that the Pomeranian pastors were not stubbornly
resistant to the king’s liturgical proposals, doubtless at least in part a result of
the positive influence of High President Johann August Sack on the Pomeranian
clergy. An 1824 report of the situation in Pomerania noted that, although there
was still a widespread aversion to the new rite, landowners, farmers, and workers were inclined to favor it. Sack was able to report in 1824 that of 1,311 parishes
in the province, 1,136 were adopting the agenda. The other 175 parishes would
surely do so if some minor concessions were allowed. The resistance was centered in the cities of Greifswald and Stettin. When Pastor Ernst Gottfried Adolf
Böckel in Greifswald attempted to introduce the new agenda, congregational attendance plummeted, and he was forced to give up the effort. So too in Stettin,
the French Reformed preacher Franz Augustin Riquet warned the clergy that the
most respected members of their congregations would not tolerate the introduction of the new agenda.
The king was gratified that acceptance of the agenda in Pomerania seemed
to be moving forward so rapidly. He formulated a plan of action to ensure its
uniform adoption there. He recalled Altenstein’s October 7, 1823, suggestion that
a clergy commission be established to facilitate adoption. Such a commission
would be far more effective than putting the whole matter to a provincial synod.
439
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The king decided to establish a special “general consistory” for the Province of
Pomerania to meet under the leadership of High President Sack. His cabinet order of October 31, 1824, announced his plan. In it, he expressed his satisfaction
that such great progress was being made in Pomerania. He wanted to do whatever was necessary to eliminate any remaining difficulties.
“It is with particular pleasure that I took note of the pleasing progress made
by the introduction of the renewed agenda in Pomerania. With this blessed result,
I not only wish the difficulties that still exist in some places to be eliminated as
soon as possible, but also to see any usages that have become dear and revered
in the country through ancient customs, insofar as this is compatible with the
general viewpoint of obtaining appropriate liturgical forms for the elimination of
arbitrariness. I, therefore, intend to assemble here in Berlin a general consistory
for the Province of Pomerania under your senior leadership and under the special
chairmanship of High President Sack and to have it consider what can serve to
achieve the aforementioned purposes.
The following basic provisions should be taken into account here. The renewed
agenda is to be regarded as an unchangeable basic type. However, traditional
prayers, formulas, and usages may be proposed for retention if they find an analogous place in the agenda and the religious act in question is not significantly
altered by their inclusion. Once they have received my approval, proposals of this
kind should be regarded as supplements, printed in a special appendix and made
available to the clergy of the Province of Pomerania for any use.”440
The king did not regard this as a particularly significant concession but rather as a necessary recognition that the special needs and usages of the province
needed to be taken into consideration, examined by experts, and approved for
use. Cabinet member Albrecht expressed his particular delight in this decision in
a letter to Altenstein on June 30, 1825. He suggested that this process should not
be hurried, but it should be extended to other provinces as well.441
As could be expected, the king made clear to the commission what was allowed and what dare not to be touched. He issued a directive on May 28, 1825, to
Pomeranian High President Sack to indicate the guidelines for changes and elaborations. The Triune Invocation and the Adjutorium nostrum (“Our help is in the
name of the Lord”) must stand firm. Alternative forms of the confession of sins
might be considered as long as they were confessions of long-standing use, and
of course, any alternative prayers and indeed any alternative forms would need
to be approved. The choral Amen at the close of the confession might be dropped,
if desired, and the phrase, “Where is there a God so great as our God?” might be
replaced by some other approved biblical passage. The Gloria Patri, Kyrie, Gloria
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in excelsis, salutation and response were not to be altered. However, an approved
collect might be substituted for the one in the new agenda, and again, the choral
Amen could be dropped. The epistle must stand but the biblical phrase, “The
Lord preserves all them that love him…,” might be replaced by an approved alternative. The alleluia, gospel, and response should remain, but the choral Amen
could be dropped. On occasion, the Nicene or Athanasian Creeds might be read
in place of the Apostles’ Creed. The Amen might be dropped, and the phrase,
“May the Lord bless us...,” following it could be replaced. The Sursum corda (“Lift
up your hearts and let us give thanks to the Lord our God”) and Vere dignum must
be used along with the Sanctus which follows them, however, the prayer after the
Sanctus could be replaced by the general prayer already in common use, although
tedium must be avoided. The Amen, which followed it, might be dropped. The
Our Father (“Unser Vater”) was to be used invariably as were also the Amen and
sermon. Another blessing may be substituted for the Aaronic Benediction. It was
to be followed by a mandatory Amen. The address to the communicants might be
replaced by another, but the form used must pass inspection. The Amen following it was to be regarded as optional. The Words of Institution were to be spoken,
although if it was the usual practice, or it was desired that these words should
be recited earlier before the address to the communicants, this was to be allowed.
The Pax Domini was to follow the Words of Institution, however, when the Words
of Institution were spoken before the admonition, the Pax Domini was to follow
the prayer which concluded the admonition. The choral Amen was optional. The
Agnus Dei by the choir could be replaced by some other hymn, sung by the congregation. The prayer after communion might be replaced by another, and so too,
might the final Aaronic Benediction. The final Amen was mandatory.
With reference to other rites, the king stated that in the service of general confession and absolution in preparation for Communion some other confessional
prayer might be permitted. Proposals could be submitted concerning baptism,
marriage, confirmation, ordination, and burial, however, such proposals must
all conform to the oldest evangelical church orders and must be compendious.442
The directive of May 28, 1825, indicated that the king was willing to make
some compromises in order facilitate the adoption of the new rite in the province.
He agreed with Altenstein’s statement, dated May 10, 1825, that the presence of
familiar words and customs would ensure a speedy and successful acceptance of
the new agenda. “As long as the wishes of the clergy and the congregations are
limited to the preservation of old ecclesiastical forms and customs that do not
contradict the basic type of agenda, I will take them into account,” he told High
President Sack.443
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1 0 . 4 C o o rd i nate E ffo rts to Break Resist an c e
to th e Ag e nd a

10.4.1 T he R ole of Dan iel Ama d e u s Ne a n d e r
i n t he Introduc tory Proc es s
Questions continued to be raised
about the legality of the king’s agenda.
There now appeared on the scene Daniel Amadeus Neander who would prove
to be a skilful mediator in the work of
overcoming resistance to the liturgy. As
a member of the Merseburg consistory,
he had been instrumental in effecting
the acceptance of the agenda there. In
1824, he was appointed in the consistory
to take the place of Pastor Hanstein who
had died in 1821. In this new position, he
showed himself to be the strongest leader
in taking measures to implement the acceptance of the new agenda. He himself
was not particularly interested in liturDaniel Amadeus Neander.
gical matters, but he saw the acceptance
Nineteenth century wooden engraving
(Wikimedia Commons).
of the new rite as playing a necessary part
in state policy, and he took particular delight in overcoming resistance to it. In the
course of time, Neander would become Altenstein’s closest associate, and in the
eyes of the king, his influence soon rivaled that of Eylert. For his zeal toward the
introduction of the agenda, he would be given the nickname “Agenda Bishop.”444
From the start, Neander involved himself in the discussion of the so-called
“general consistory” of the clergy called to deal with the question of the implementation of the new rite. Pomeranian High President Sack had advised the king
against calling such a consistory. He suggested that the matter should be immediately put before the Pomeranian territorial estates for their approval and that perhaps a theological consultation could be asked to make formal recommendations
to the estates. Neander thought this suggestion to be fraught with danger. To
his eyes, the matter was strictly political. The church might be allowed to have a
444
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voice, but in his view any involvement in it by clergy synods and congregations
would be unhelpful. Instead, a “general consistory” of carefully selected clergy
should be empowered to discuss the matter and take action.445

10.4.2 T he M emoran dum of th e M in is try of S p iritu a l A ffa irs
C oncer ni ng th e Leg al Imp lemen ta tio n of th e A g e n d a
Meanwhile, the agenda was being introduced in more and more congregations, but there were still several thousand congregations that were strongly
resistant to it. Their objections appear to have been mainly procedural. They
claimed that Articles 46-48 of the Prussian Law Code required that the introduction of the new forms of worship were the prerogative of each “church society”
(Germ. “Kirchengesellschaft”). In the Berlin conflict, Altenstein had advised the
king on July 26, 1824, that the best way to overcome this barrier was to make
a legal declaration that would clearly state that this right was not given to congregations. The king was willing initially to consider this possibility and asked
von Kamptz for his opinion on the matter. Von Kamptz stated that his opinion
was negative because such a declaration might cause a wider conflict since it so
completely circumvented established political and ecclesiastical procedures. He
suggested that the best way to proceed was for the king to exercise his power as
the church’s supreme bishop and on this basis to order the implementation of the
new agenda. The Ministry of Spiritual Affairs found this suggestion appalling
and immediately undertook the preparation of a memorandum describing the
legal status of liturgical matters in Prussian churches.
This memorandum carefully considered the provisions of Articles 46-48 and
stated that according to these articles individual congregations (Germ. “Einzelgemeinden”) had the right to declare their own forms of worship independent of
any external factors. This procedure was meant to protect the congregations from
any form of despotism. Furthermore, the power of the sovereign was limited to
the exercise of jus liturgicum negativum. He was to use this power to prevent the
introduction of novelties since no changes could be permitted without permission of the king’s government. The question of whether or not the king had a jus
liturgicum positivum was beside the point, since given the nature of the evangelical
church, the king would not want to claim or make use of such a right. The boundary between liturgical matters and doctrine on the one side and human laws on
the other was seen to be fluid. Where the liturgy does not conflict with the state
religion (Germ. “Landesreligion”), the state recognizes the congregation’s right to
exercise res merae facultatis in liturgical matters, i. e., the right of the congregation
445
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to choose its liturgy and the government’s authority extends only to jus liturgicum
negativum. Accordingly, the king must be said to have no broader powers transferred to him by the church or inherent in his royal position or his position as the
church’s chief bishop. The memorandum stated that the king’s position on liturgical matters derives from the fact that he is the church’s leading member, but he
has no rights over and above those of other members, excepting, of course, that
he has such rights as are derived from his position as the head of the state. His
position does not entitle him to use his position as potestas legislatoria in terms of
the form and content of the agenda.446
The date of the memorandum is unclear. It was published only after the king
had issued his May 28, 1825, cabinet order.447 The author was not identified, but
the mark of Altenstein’s thoughts was evident in it, and it may be supposed that
the memorandum was principally his work.

10.4.3 C omp uls ory Res toration of O ld e r A u th oriz e d R ite s
i n C ongreg ation s Op p os ed to th e A g e n d a
The Berlin conflict had made it evident that the church wanted to be involved
in the decisions concerning the formulation and introduction of any new agenda. Altenstein, however, was well aware that many pastors in Berlin were using
agendas that had never been officially sanctioned by the church. These pastors
had rejected the old territorial agendas as antique and archaic in language and
thought. However, these old agendas had been officially adopted by the territorial churches, and their official approval had never been rescinded. As a politician, Altenstein was, of course, concerned that only officially approved agendas
should be used in the churches, and so he decided to conduct an examination
of the liturgies currently in use in the congregations in all Prussian provinces.
On November 27, 1824, he issued a questionnaire addressed to every consistory.
They were requested to state what liturgies were currently in use in the churches
and by what authority they were being used, when they had been legally and
constitutionally introduced, and by what authority had their use been permitted.
By the spring of 1825, the results were in. It was evident that many congregations were using neological or rationalist agendas that had been privately prepared by such modern theologians as Georg Joachim Zollikofer, Heinrich Wilhelm Frosch, Karl Gottlob Sonntag, Gabriel Christoph Benjamin Busch, Jacob
Georg Christian Adler, Georg Friedrich Seiler, and others. None of these agendas
had ever been given official approval, and few of them were Prussian in origin.
446
447
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The only neological territorial agenda to have achieved any official status was
the Saxon agenda of 1812. In addition, some cities were permitted and had sanctioned the introduction of liturgies influenced by neological thought.
Based on the results of the ministry’s memorandum and the survey of the
liturgical situation in the churches, Neander prepared a detailed report for the
Ministry on April 19, 1825.448 It was clear to him that the king did not need to
invoke his supposed jus liturgicum positivum to force the adoption of the new
agenda. His jus liturgicum negativum was sufficient to accomplish it. No one could
object to the notion that it was the king’s prerogative to protect the church’s worship from unwarranted innovations and from the use of deviant forms. In addition, his royal prerogative as protector of the evangelical churches was seen as a
corollary to his jus circa sacra. All he needed to do was to put the following choice
before the clergy: either adopt the new liturgy or return to the use of the old, archaic orders which had been legally adopted. This would lead modern-thinking
clergy who despised those old rites to “voluntarily” adopt the king’s new liturgy.
So it was that he announced to the Ministry that the worship orders used must
be free of anything which might offend the biblical word and the church’s traditional faith based upon that word. He understood that the requirement that pastor either adopt the new rite or use the old traditional rites without change would
cause great consternation among the clergy. They would have no choice but to
voluntarily adopt the new agenda. The decision to do so could be left to each individual pastor without recourse to synods or congregational meetings.
In large measure, Altenstein agreed with Neander’s proposals, but he thought
them to be incomplete. He reported to the king on May 10, 1825, that much attention was being given to the new agenda and its introduction in recent publications,
and that the time had now come to take additional steps to ensure wider acceptance
of it. He considered that it was still necessary to involve the consistories and make
use of them to track resistance to the new rite and to make use of every opportunity to remove prejudices, correct erroneous views, and repair the damage done by
irresponsible individuals. He agreed with Neander that the consistories should be
given the special responsibility of ensuring that only officially authorized agendas
were being used in the churches. This should be equally true of both the new agenda and older territorial agendas still officially approved. In this way, the despotism
of the progressive clergy could be held in check. It would be up to the consistories
to insist that the clergy adhere to the prescribed forms without deviating from them
and to ensure that liturgies not formally authorized were suppressed.
Further measures were necessary to ensure the successful introduction of the
new agenda. Chief among these measures must be a program of instruction to
448
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correct erroneous views and overcome prejudices. Altenstein noted that in some
places, especially where Protestants and Catholics lived in close proximity, the
erroneous view was being circulated that the new rite represented the “catholization” of the evangelical church. Against this view, mere exhortations and confrontations would be inadequate. There must be a strong program of education that
aims to overcome prejudices and undercut the arguments of the gainsayers. In
addition, the voice of the clergy must be heard. The king had already wisely allowed the formation of the so-called “general consistories” of the clergy to discuss
such matters and overcome misunderstandings. It was evident that many clergy
were supportive of the new agenda, but they also wished to cling to their old and
precious liturgical forms and customs. It would be wise to allow that elements of
the old tradition be permitted to be blended into the new agenda so that the presence of familiar words and customs would facilitate the introduction of the new
rite. The deliberations of “general consistories” of the clergy supportive of the new
liturgy would prove helpful in this regard. Finally, he suggested that the king
should issue a cabinet order of high standing to publicly state his deep confidence
in the church’s servants, i. e., both church officials and pastors. This would do
much to ensure a speedy and successful acceptance of the new agenda.449
Attached to the May 10, 1825, report were two draft documents, prepared by
Altenstein for the king’s approval. Both were addressed to the territorial consistories.
In the first of these documents, Altenstein took note that the king had acceded
to the widespread desire that urgent steps be taken to prepare a common form
of worship to be used by all Lutheran and Reformed congregations in the empire. It was the king’s desire that his agenda should be voluntarily adopted, and
he had assigned the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs the task of accomplishing it. A
rescript of November 27, 1824, had indicated that many pastors and their congregations had joyfully adopted the new rite. Indeed 5,543 congregations, that is,
five out every seven Prussian parishes, were now using it. However, the results
of the rescript showed that there were still obstacles to its complete acceptance
everywhere. Many arbitrarily chosen liturgies were still in use in congregations,
mainly as a result of the stubbornness of some of the clergy and partly because of
ignorance and ill-will. Some Prussians were still convinced that the new liturgy
reintroduced improper Catholic ceremonies – a groundless accusation that could
easily be refuted. However, in spite of all obstacles, great progress had been made,
chiefly because of the good will of clergy and their congregations. Indeed, it was
the duty of both pastors and people to willingly accept a liturgy of such high purpose and to take a strong stand against all attempts to disrupt the introductory
process. The royal consistories ought not to neglect to deal with the complaints of
449
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those who had not yet declared that they would not accept the new agenda, and
it should make clear that no attempts were being made to reintroduce Catholicism. They must refute such notions and overcome them in a proper manner. At
the same time, the consistories must see to it that only officially approved forms
of worship are used in the churches and take steps to deal with those who make
arbitrary and unnecessary changes in the liturgy. This procedure would do much
to ensure the voluntary universal adoption of the new rite. Those who will not
accept the new rite must be informed that they must henceforth use only the old
authorized forms and not deviate from them. The consistories should complete
their task within three months and obtain written statements from those who
reject the new rite and receive from them the assurance that they will use only
the old authorized divine service without making any changes to it. Those who
accept the new rite must agree to follow it in every respect. The superintendents
must take special measures to fulfill their responsibilities in these matters even
to the point of dispatching special commissioners when and where necessary.450
At the same time, Altenstein understood that these measures in themselves
would be insufficient. The complaints of the clergy would need to be heard and
acted upon. Therefore, in his second document, he reviewed the points of contention which had led some to either postpone the acceptance of the new rite
or reject it altogether. He noted that the points of contention stirred the hearts
and consciences of some clergy and were born of their great love for the old liturgies. However, some of these pastors harbored misunderstandings that could
and should be resolved. Not least among these were the special circumstances of
many congregations in which the old traditions had been deeply planted. These
congregations would need to be carefully considered, and their complaints would
need to be discussed in the special “general consistories.” In this way, misunderstandings could be addressed, and the forward progress of the acceptance of the
new rite would be ensured.
It appeared to Altenstein that there were four main points of contention. One
was the erroneous conviction of some that the adoption of the new liturgy would
lead indirectly to the introduction and enforcement of the Union of the churches
which was supposed to be both entirely separate and entirely voluntary. In short,
they rejected the agenda because they rejected the Union. A central concern here
was the rite of the Lord’s Supper. Many pastors were convinced that the new
form represented a watering down of the doctrines of their confession. The old
rites were clear and concise in their doctrinal stance, and the new service was
not. Altenstein stated that the “general consistories” must discuss this matter.
It must be made clear that the agenda had no intention of indirectly coercing
450
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congregations to join the Union. Altenstein believed that the matter would be
laid to rest with the passing of time, especially since the instruction of the young
in schools no longer included the enumeration of sharp confessional differences,
and disaffected congregations would come to prefer the new agenda and the old
disaffections would pass away.
A second point noted by Altenstein had to do with the conclusion of the service: Prayer of the church – Sermon – Final benediction – Hymn. Many stated
emphatically that the placement of the prayer of the church before the sermon
and the reduction of hymn singing to isolated stanzas was contrary to their liturgical tradition. Some went so far as to state that among Protestants only the
Anglicans featured such practices. The new rite deemphasized the sermon and
the hymns. Altenstein himself thought this was all to the good. It left the pastors
little time to harangue the people with their personal opinions and provide occasions of offense. However, these concerns could not be disregarded; they needed
to be addressed by the “general consistories,” so that fears would be laid to rest.
In addition to considering the placement of the prayer of the church after the
sermon, he stated that some consideration should be given to increased use of the
abbreviated service which was already allowed in some circumstances. It would
not be difficult to allow it to be used more widely since it was so essential that the
service be simplified in rural congregations. However, in court, cathedral, and
garrison churches, and on high feasts and other special occasions, the complete
service must always be used.
The third point of contention concerned liturgical practices thought by some
to be offensive. Among these practices were the sign of the cross, the burning
of candles on the altar, and the exorcism in the baptismal ritual. These were all
obligatory, but evangelicals living among Roman Catholics, and those who harbored fears concerning the Catholic nature of these practices, regarded them as a
return to Roman Catholicism. Some also stated that they would be the occasions
for offense to the “weaker brethren.” All these fears were, of course, groundless,
Altenstein believed, and they would be overcome in the course of time, however,
the “general consistories” would need to discuss these matters and provide special instructions appropriate for the churches in their provinces.
Finally, doubts had been expressed concerning the ordination vow which
some found to be an adequate reason to reject the entire agenda.451
Altenstein’s advice to the king was to maintain a strong position over against
his opponents and exercise his prerogatives under the law, using his power of
jus liturgicum negativum to protect the liturgy against the arbitrary changes introduced by self-willed clergymen. Whether or not a pastor and his congregation
451
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accepted the new rite, it was required by law that they must use the officially approved and authorized rite free from additions, omissions, or changes.
Altenstein understood that these measures would be insufficient; they would
need to be supplemented and strengthened by allowing the clergy a voice in some
liturgical matters. He suggested that other provinces ought to follow the precedent set in Pomerania where a “general consistory” of the clergy was called and
gathered to sit and discuss liturgical questions and determine which Pomeranian
traditions could be considered venerable and worthy of continued observance.

10.4.4 Ki ng’s May 28, 1825, Cabine t O rd e r C on ce rn in g th e
Int rodu ct ory Proces s
The king agreed with Altenstein that pressure must be put on the clergy, but
he was wary of some of Altenstein’s concrete proposals. He was not willing to
follow the suggestion that Altenstein had taken from Neander that legal measures should be applied against the opponents by requiring them to use the old
approved rites. He was still willing to be somewhat conciliatory and to allow
the discussion of some liturgical matters in “general consistories” called for that
purpose.
The king expressed his will in an important cabinet order, issued on May 28,
1825. This order was addressed chiefly to Altenstein, and in it, the king spoke
very positively about the progress in the acceptance of the agenda which was becoming evident. This alone, he stated, could stand against the dangers and abuses
of arbitrariness, skepticism, and indifference and restore the lost spiritual fellowship of the whole evangelical community.
“With a constant and lively desire to bring back the evangelical church in
my states to the original doctrinal terms, to which she owes its existence and
life, through a common agenda, truly biblical and in accordance with the oldest
church orders, and in this way to protect my faithful evangelical subjects from the
dangers and abuses of disorderly skepticism and arbitrariness that foster indifference, and to restore lost spiritual fellowship as a whole in the congregations,
I was very pleased to see from your report, submitted after the end of last year,
that this important issue is in a state of lively progress, that in several provinces,
namely Pomerania and Saxony, almost all and in other large majority, but overall
5,343 of the 7,782 evangelical churches in my states, adopted the renewed agenda
recommended by me.
These consistories, superintendents, and pastors, who understood the importance of the cause, the urgency of the time, and my pure purpose, promoted this
godly work with blessed results and thus gave me joyful proof of their confidence
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in my intentions, and they will be acknowledged now and later in the evangelical
church of the country as men who correctly understood what was necessary and
will remain in my memory as such. For the sake of a matter that clearly emerges
from the principles of Holy Scripture and the Reformation in its salvific purpose,
in its simple means, as well as in its blessings confirmed by experience, I do not
doubt also concerning the progress of the other pastors and congregations, which
have not yet accepted the renewed agenda obviously out of ignorance and misinterpretation, and I therefore instruct you to publish this decree in the official
gazettes of all governments.”452
The king tried to put his cabinet order in very positive terms commending all
for their successful efforts in promoting the new rite. It pleased him greatly that
two-thirds of the Prussian parishes were now using the new rite, and he felt that
it was not unnecessary at this point that he deal with the liturgy’s opponents with
a heavy hand. They were more to be pitied than pilloried.
This cabinet order would prove to be the turning point. Those in authority
could easily read between the lines to see what the king expected of them. It was
his will that the new agenda be everywhere adopted, and his will was to be done.
The handwriting was on the wall. They were to explain the matter so clearly to
the ignorant and misguided that all misunderstandings would be driven away
and everything would become clear to them.
Altenstein immediately shared this cabinet order with the consistories. He included with it a document, addressed to the high presidents and dated July 4,
1825. It was a royally corrected version of his May 10 draft. In it, he noted that
some clergy and congregations, which had not joined the Union, were rejecting
the new agenda only because they were afraid that by means of it and its Communion rite, the Union would be surreptitiously forced upon them. He expressly
stated that the complaint that the document reintroduced elements of Catholicism had been shown by experts to be empty and groundless. The “suspicious”
elements had come from Luther himself, and he could hardly be charged with
inclinations towards Romanism. Altenstein’s message also made it clear that any
lack of substantial progress in the acceptance of the new agenda in the provinces
was due to a lack of zeal on the part of those responsible for its introduction – the
church’s governing authorities.453
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10.4.5 Pressure on Th eolog ical Ca n d id a te s a n d Pa s tors
Recei vi ng Calls to Ac cep t th e Ag e n d a
The king himself was becoming impatient. He wanted to hurry the process
along. In his May 28 cabinet order, he had not alluded to the possibility that coercion might be employed to accomplish the introduction of the agenda; he still
insisted that submission to the new rite would be voluntary. By July, he was beginning to understand that additional measures would be required. The office of
Pomeranian General Superintendent Gottlieb Ringeltaube (1824 †) was vacant,
and this became the occasion of the issuance of a royal cabinet order on July 9,
1825. The king stated to Altenstein that only those candidates were to be given
parishes who had declared themselves ready to accept the agenda.
“In order to further the agenda issue, I instruct you to ensure that only those
candidates who declare their readiness to accept the agenda and introduce the liturgy are admitted to fill vacant evangelical pastoral positions, and that no newly
appointed pastor has the right to change the form of divine service and pastoral ministrations specified in the agenda where the agenda has already been accepted, under the possible pretext that he has not accepted these regulations.”454
Altenstein observed that this new cabined order contradicted the king’s earlier
statements because now a promise was demanded from the pastoral candidates.
One might even say that they were being coerced. This would cause a reaction by
those who were conscience bound to reject the new agenda, and especially among
the Reformed, who thought the agenda to be too Lutheran. The order became a
subject of lively discussion in the ministry. All were aware of possible serious consequences. On July 22, Nicolovius wrote to Altenstein, stating that even beyond
the hidden consequences of violation of consciences, there would be open hostility by Reformed parishes and patrons. He offered the opinion that this cabinet
order had been prepared in the “military cabinet” and that Altenstein ought to
seek a deferment. In any case, if the cabinet order was to be universally applied, at
least existing old Communion rites still in use in some places should be exempted.
Neander and Ehrenberg also questioned the universal application of the July 9
cabinet order. Neander noted that in parishes where the new rite was already in
use no further regulations were needed. In cases when a pastor, who had accepted
the new rite, moved to a parish where the new rite had not been accepted, the
parish could not be obligated to accept the new rite. He reminded Altenstein that
up to that point the promise of candidates had not been considered. That promise
might be in conflict with the determined decision of the congregation regarding
the agenda. The result would be that the hope for widespread success of the im454
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plementation of the new agenda might be interrupted and serious consequences
might ensue. For his part, Ehrenberg stated that to coerce such a promise from
candidates would burden the conscience of honest men and would destroy the
relationship of trust between pastors and their congregations. In the western provinces particularly, the consequences would be most serious because congregations
might decide to do without the ministry of such pastors.455
Altenstein passed along the list of these comments in a report to the king,
dated October 29, 1825. He added also his opinion that the enactment of such a
law would materially change the previously voluntary adoption of the agenda.
It would be wise to consult with the “general consistories” of each province and
publish the results of these consultations. This would put to rest the doubts of
pastors who, apart from their distaste for the agenda, were otherwise reasonable
and well-intentioned men. It would also correct some erroneous views concerning the agenda itself. As a result, the church might lose the services of only a few
otherwise excellent, efficient, and well-intentioned pastors who felt compelled
to reject the liturgy. He noted that some pastors were still expressing reasonable
concerns about the ordination oath. Many pastors inclined toward Union object
to the mention of the symbolical books since the Lutheran and Reformed churches do not share the same symbols, and in some cases, these symbols expressed
contrary doctrinal positions. He suggested that both confessions intended to assert that the Holy Scriptures were alone and exclusively the only norm of the
faith, and that their confessions were meant to be no more than simply a witness
to this norm. By slightly altering the words of the oath, pastors and congregations
in favor of the Union would be mollified and declare for it. He suggested also that
the still existing Lutheran and Reformed Lord’s Supper rites should be allowed
since this would remove many concerns and win new friends for the agenda.456
On October 29, he also addressed a circular rescript to the consistories. It stated clearly that on the basis of the king’s cabinet order of July 9, 1825, henceforth
no newly installed pastors in congregations, which had accepted the new liturgy,
would be exempted from its use under the pretext that they had not personally
accepted the new rite either totally or in part. Candidates for new positions must
make it clear in their pro ministerio exam, or in the case of a pastor receiving a call
to such a congregation, that no enabling certificate was to be provided until the
pastor had confirmed his willingness to abide by these provisions.457
The king’s response was the issuance of yet another cabinet order, this one dated
February 27, 1826. In it, he stated that congregations which had accepted the new
455
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agenda were to continue to use it. Candidates for such parishes must agree that
they would use the new agenda and make no changes to it. The same was the case
also with pastors called to these congregations, even if they had not introduced the
new liturgy in their previous parish. It was clear also that the king was willing to
accept some alterations in the oath of ordination as stipulated by the provinces.
“Where the agenda has been accepted, it must not be put aside again. So, once
the pastor’s position in such a church is filled, the clergyman who receives it cannot stop using the agenda or change anything in the form of divine service and official ministrations prescribed in it. Accordingly, if a candidate for the preaching
office is appointed to such a parish, he must be notified of this, and he can only
get the parish if he agrees to follow the agenda accepted in that church without
alterations. The same procedure takes place when a pastor is transferred from one
church in which the agenda has not yet been accepted to another in which it has
been accepted; he must comply with the stipulated commitment or stay where he
is. If a candidate for the preaching office is appointed to a parish in a church in
which the agenda has not yet been accepted, he should be reminded of the need to
promote its adoption and, if necessary, as you suggest, be instructed with respect
to his concerns, but the acceptance of the agenda should be made a condition for
him only where no state-approved agenda has been introduced until now.
This will dispel the doubts raised in your report of October 29 of the previous
year, and the acceptance of the agenda will not make the union rite of breaking
the bread a condition of its adoption. With regard to the modification to the oath,
I am still decent to state something on this matter, but so far just note that the previous provisions apply regardless of whether the filled parish is of royal or municipal or noble patronage, and that the same applies if, as a result of the whole
previous proceedings, the introduction of the agenda with more or less modifications has taken place even if for the moment only at the provincial level.”458
On the basis of the clarifications provided by the king, Altenstein was now
ready to inform the provincial consistories of the procedures they were to follow.
He issued a circular rescript on April 14, 1826, in which he noted that because of
the continued arbitrary and stubborn refusal of many to adopt the new liturgy, or
to use instead of it liturgies which had been officially approved in the past, it was
now necessary that certain procedures be set in order, as had been set down in the
orders-in-cabinet of July 9, 1825, and February 27, 1826. These directives were to be
followed closely and without exception by all provincial governments and consistories. (1) As had already been expressed in the rescript of October 29, 1825, pastors
and candidates called to parishes where the new liturgy had been accepted and
adopted were to use it exclusively, even if they had not yet personally registered
458
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their acceptance of it. If a pastor or candidate did not intend to do so, he should not
accept the call. (2) If candidates or pastors were called to a parish where the new
liturgy had not been adopted, and where an earlier approved territorial liturgy was
not in use, they would be required to make a choice. They must use either the king’s
new agenda or a traditionally used and approved old territorial agenda. Altenstein
specifically mentioned the Province of Brandenburg where Goltz’s old agenda was
an approved use in most places. (3) When candidates or pastors were appointed to
churches where an old approved liturgy was being used without change, the adoption and the implementation of the new rite could not be required. However, clergy
members of the consistory and government representatives should admonish the
pastor or candidate about the matter and see to it that he was thoroughly instructed
so that he would be disabused of all misgivings and encouraged the adoption of the
new rite. In every case, all efforts should be made to ensure the rapid and complete
implementation of the new rite everywhere and by all.459
Although the king and Altenstein assured themselves and each other that there
was no violation of consciences involved, many pastors were acutely aware that
the requirements being set down did indeed constitute a violation of their consciences. If they were to go to a new parish, they would be required to use a liturgy
which they could not with a good conscience approve. Candidates who opposed
the new rite would have a very small number of parishes in which they would be
able to serve. Church officials sympathetic to the king’s position would knowingly
put these candidates into situations in which they would have to violate their consciences by sending them into parishes that had accepted the new agenda.
Protests were heard from churchmen of both confessions. A tension developed
in Wittenberg because of the introduction on May 15, 1826, of the new rite in
the Castle Church, Lutheranism’s most sacred shrine. Pastor Heinrich Leonhard
Heubner, archdeacon at the city church, and Karl Ludwig Nitzsch, professor of
theology at the University of Wittenberg, were firmly against the Union and its
agenda. The book, nevertheless, was introduced under pressure from regional consistory.460 Even more incensed was the Reformed Superintendent of Berlin, Pastor
Marot. In the previous protest of the twelve, he had remained aloof and silent. Now
he felt compelled to speak. In a complaint to Altenstein on June 14, 1826, he stated
emphatically that it was an oppressive burden to the conscience of those holding
the Reformed confession that a pastoral transfer should be made dependent on
the adoption of the new agenda. He stated that this was completely contrary to
the teachings of the Reformed Church. He took particular exception to parts of
the baptismal ritual and the service of the Lord’s Supper. He was most specifically
against the new ordination oath. He stated that the Reformed Church was now in
459
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danger of perishing. It was being forced to become Lutheran and was no longer being permitted to enjoy the freedom of religion and conscience which it had enjoyed
under Prussian rulers. In response, Eylert was commissioned to write a letter to
pacify Marot. With reference to the ordination oath, Eylert and Neander contacted
Cathedral preacher Strauss and Theremin to work out a revision of it.461

1 0 . 5 T h e S t re nu o u s Op p o s i ti o n of t h e “Berlin Tw elv e”
a n d A ttemp ts to P aci fy T he m
The Berlin clergy took a rather independent attitude in liturgical and worship
matters, and many of them refused to comply with the king’s insistent invitation
that they make his new agenda their own. Altenstein’s July 4 letter to the high
presidents called for action against the resistant clergy. In response, the consistory of the Province of Brandenburg issued a letter to its pastors on July 21. It recapitulated the current situation, stating that many pastors have not yet adopted
the new liturgy in accordance with the king’s desires and his earnest requests. It
declared that arbitrariness in liturgical matters could no longer be tolerated. The
introduction of the new rite must proceed, and there must be an end made to such
easily refutable arguments as the notion that the new rite inclined toward Roman
Catholicism. The time had come for pastors to make a choice between the new
agenda or the word-for-word use of the older authorized forms. References were
made to Altenstein’s statement to the provincial high presidents that the king’s
Ministry would be willing to allow the continued use of such liturgical forms as
had been introduced in the older church orders and which had found acceptance
in the congregations as long as they were officially approved. Under no circumstances would any arbitrary willfulness by the congregations be tolerated. What
was expected was the universal usage of the new rite with appropriate emendations from the older established church orders. Within three months, the explicit
statement of the clergy acceding to this was expected. Either the new rite or an
approved older territorial rite must be used.462

10.5.1 Schl e iermach er’s Public Sta te me n ts A g a in s t th e
Int rodu ct i on of th e Agen da
Among the first to complain about this Brandenburg letter was Friedrich
Schleiermacher. By 1825, he had lost much of his personal influence in the gov461
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ernment where he was regarded as a representative of an era gone by. He had not
been associated with the government since 1815. His remaining official title was
that of president of the Berlin Synod, and he held this position because the views
he articulated were still shared by so many of the Berlin clergy. In response to
the consistory’s letter, he took up his pen, his only remaining effective weapon.
His response, which was dated September 13, 1825, was entitled: Erklärung des
Unterzeichneten wegen der Agende (Explanation of the Undersigned Concerning the
Agenda). It was addressed directly to the consistory and stated in explicit terms
that in the case of his own Reformed congregation there never had been any question of using unauthorized forms. The congregation had continued to use the
agenda introduced in the days of King Friedrich Wilhelm I. This meant that since
its establishment in 1737, the congregation had used first the 1717 Kirchen-Gebethe
and the agenda of that same year, and later it had used the reprint edition of that
same agenda.463 The Lutheran congregation of the Trinity Church had its own
liturgical tradition and used a form that had Eucharistic prefaces, collects, and
responsories. He left the answer regarding the legality of this 1774 agenda to his
Lutheran colleagues.464
Schleiermacher stated that the use of these simple agendas simplified the work
of creating a bond of union between the two congregations. Following the proclamation of the Prussian Union, the liturgical forms that had hitherto been customary in the Lutheran and Reformed congregations of the Holy Trinity Church
were compiled with the assistance of Superintendents Samuel Christian Gottfried
Küster and Samuel Marot and presented to the Brandenburg consistory for examination and approval.465
463
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February 23, 1822, letter from Superintendents Samuel Christian Gottfried Küster and
Samuel Marot to the Brandenburg consistory on the occasion of the handover of the union
agenda for the Holy Trinity Church: “We reverently submit to the honorary consistory of
the Province of Brandenburg various formularies for pastoral ministrations as they are to
be used in the Holy Trinity Church after the unification of the two evangelical parishes for
high-propitious examination and approval. Pastor Dr. Schleiermacher compiled it together
from the Lutheran and Reformed agendas previously used in these congregations in such a
way that every congregation could find something in all formularies of what it was used to.
At the same time, however, we must also note that this Union agenda is only to be used on
a temporary basis and until the general one will appear which is now being worked on by a
special commission on behalf of the provincial synod of the governmental districts of Berlin
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He went on to enumerate some reasons why he simply could not with good
conscience accept the new agenda. He
stated that it required a slavish dependence on the “letter” which was contrary to
the “spirit” of Protestant worship, which,
according to the Scriptures, must always
be a “reasonable worship” (“λογική
λατρεία”) that involved the mind more
than the printed letters on the page. He
went on to say that slavish literariness in
worship was not to be tolerated, nor was
it proper that the clergy be made dependent on the addresses and prayers of writers who were for the most part unknown
to them. He further stated that were he
forced to adhere to the new liturgical
formulas, his heart simply would not be
in them, and his congregation would be
Holy Trinity Church in Berlin c. 1930, a
able to detect this fact immediately.
He further stated that he was unwill- simultaneous Lutheran-Reformed church
where Daniel Friedrich Schleiermacher
ing to accept a liturgy which was of a served as Reformed pastor in 1809–1834
type completely unfamiliar to the Ger- (Die Dreifaltigkeitskirche in der Mauerstraße.
man Reformed. It was a type associated Bundesarchiv, Bild 183-1987-0127-503 Foto:
Brenner 1930 ca.).
with Luther and built upon the pattern of
the Roman Mass. No Reformed congregation in Germany knew anything of such a form, nor would find it theologically
or practically congenial. He noted that the Lutherans in simultaneous churches in
Berlin, and particularly in his own Trinity Church, would themselves find it most
strange and inappropriate to their Protestant spirit. On behalf of all the people of
Trinity Church in both congregations, he could emphatically state that they had
no desire to surrender their beautiful worship traditions and beautiful prayers
and addresses in favor of slavish adherence to a new book.466
The Brandenburg clergy were given three months to indicate their decision
concerning the agenda to be used in their congregations. They were to indicate
whether they now intended to introduce the king’s new agenda or would instead
follow exactly the provisions of an earlier approved agenda traditionally used in
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their congregations. This agenda would necessarily be that prepared by Goltz,
the last edition of which appeared in 1697.467
The response of the Berlin clergy was not encouraging to advocates of the new
rite. There were twenty parishes in the city, and they were served by forty-six
pastors. Of these, twenty pastors had accepted the new liturgy and introduced
it into their churches. Ten had accepted but had not yet introduced it. Four had
stated that they accepted it only conditionally, and twelve had rejected it outright.
Among those who had rejected the book were Christian Ludwig Couard, second
pastor of St. Georg, Christian Wilhelm Hetzel, second pastor of Luisenkirche,
Peter Heinrich Wilhelm Hossbach, second pastor of Jerusalems- und Neue Kirche,
August Friedrich Ideler, second pastor of Sophienkirche, Friedrich Gustav Lisco of
St. Gertrudes, Valentin Anton Noodt of St. Nicholas, Friedrich August Pischon
of Friedrichs-Waisenhaus-Kirche, Ernst Sigismund Ferdinand Schultz of Sophienkirche, Karl Gottfried Schleemüller of Jerusalems- und Neue Kirche, Schleiermacher
of Trinity Church, Friedrich Philipp Wilmsen and Ludwig Heinrich Jablonski of
Parochialkirche.468
The dissident group of Berlin included both Lutheran and Reformed pastors,
so it could not be said that the thinking of the clergy represented the classical
expression of either confession. The rationalistic, naturalistic, and super-rationalistic views from the eighteenth century were now being left behind as the clergy
came more and more to espouse the modern understanding of religion formulated by Friedrich Schleiermacher, the most influential preacher in Berlin. To
Schleiermacher, religion was an important component of the human spirit, unaffected by the intellectual or moralistic elements which loomed so large in rationalism, neology, and other eighteenth-century philosophical movements. These
were now giving way to romanticism, which saw positive value in religious feelings, and the consciousness that all things are comprehended within the infinite,
and all time-bound things are comprehended within the eternal and through the
eternal. According to the new understanding, neither the old traditional liturgies
nor the modernized liturgies of the eighteenth century were of any real value for
the neologists. They did not make room for the expression of the religious feelings, the sense of absolute dependence on God as conveyed by Christ through the
church, which Schleiermacher saw to be central to religion. Worship should support and even invoke religious feelings and dependence upon him who is Eternal.
Although some within the dissident group were Lutherans and others were
Reformed, they had now, at last, found an understanding of religion that transcended confessional differences. It was no longer important whether one was
Lutheran or Reformed in the old sense. What was important was whether he was
467
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religious in the new sense. Lutheran parishes that had lost their old traditional
liturgies in the eighteenth century were now left without antiphons, collects, responsories, and other liturgical materials. No one saw any particular value in
restoring them. They belonged on the ash heap of history along with the Catholicism from which they had come. Worship in Lutheran churches did not look all
that different from worship in the Reformed churches of Berlin, and this provided yet one more impulse towards Union. From this perspective, the new Union
agenda with its old-fashioned liturgical provisions was a step backward which
would only make Union more difficult. In short, the dissident clergy rejected the
new liturgy because it was neither helpful nor useful in the pursuit of Protestant
Union. Furthermore, it was contrary to their consciences to accept such a rite or
indeed any rite imposed by authority.

10.5.2 T he R es p on s e of th e “Twelv e ” A g a in s t th e
Rei nt rodu ction of Older Liturg ie s
In a meeting of October 7, the twelve approved a letter, prepared in their name
by Pastor Hossbach of Jerusalems- und Neue Kirche, addressed to the Brandenburg
consistory as a response to its letter of July 21.469 The letter was entitled: Vorstellung der unterschriebenen Berlinischen Prediger wegen der Verfügung Eines Hochwürdigen Consistoriums der Provinz Brandenburg, vom 21. Juli 1825, betreffend die Annahme der neuen Agende (Presentation of the Undersigned Berlin Preachers Due to the
July 21, 1825, Instruction of the Honorable Consistory of the Province of Brandenburg
Concerning the Acceptance of the New Agenda).470
In it, the pastors stated that their opposition to the new agenda and their refusal to return to the old was not simply a matter of personal choice. They were
taking this adversarial position on behalf of their evangelical congregations. They
stated that they were conscience bound by the principles of Protestant freedom of
conscience to take this position. They went on to state the reasons for their refusal
to accept the consistory’s “either/or” dictum. Their honor and dignity compelled
them to state that they found the new rite somewhat catholicizing and therefore
not entirely fit for use in Protestant churches. They did not feel compelled to
provide the details of their theological justification of their position, but they did
provide a threefold explanation.
In the first place, they found the rite to be untimely and out of tune with the
spirit of the age. Furthermore, it mitigated against the Protestant conviction, which
did not allow for the imposition of fixed and unalterable forms of worship, and
469
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insisted instead that the clergy be permitted to follow the free movement of the
divine Spirit working within them. They quoted Luther’s 1526 statement that Protestant worship must not be a matter of law, which entangles consciences and violates the principles of Christian liberty, nor, they said, would Luther ever permit
the order of worship which he prepared to be regarded as the single standard by
which Protestant worship was to be ordered. Rather, there must be freedom so
that the Holy Spirit could continue his cleansing work and the essential features of
Protestant worship could remain firm. Almost all Protestant princes in Germany
willingly followed this advice of Luther and did not use force but allowed the
Spirit to reign. There could be no room for despotism in the Protestant world. The
Berlin clergy were in tune with this advice when in 1817 and 1818 they gathered
in the synod. There they discussed the question of new liturgical forms and determined that such matters must be left in the hands of the church’s synod of both
clergy and laity. This process was soon obstructed by the appearance of a mandatory rite which brought deep grief and pain to all concerned clergy and laity.
Some felt threatened and surrendered. Others continued to be motivated by the
seriousness of the matter and stood firm against the new agenda. They went on
to say that it was simply inconceivable to them as conscientious Protestant clergy
to either accept the new rite or to bind themselves slavishly to an outdated order.
In the second place, they stated that there were theological and liturgical reasons for their refusal to use the new rite. They declared that the liturgical phrase
based on Psalm 77, “Where is there a God so great as our God?” was Judaistic in
its coloration and violated the pure Christian concept of the unity of the deity since
it appeared to admit to the possibility that there might be other gods. So too, they
asserted that the Angelic Song of Praise, known as the Gloria in excelsis Deo, violated
this same principle of divine unity with the phrase, “You only, O Christ, with the
Holy Spirit, are most high in the glory of God the Father.” Unwilling to commit
themselves to either equality or subordination, the dissenters declined to comment
further. They simply stated that the hymn, “All Glory Be to God on High,” avoided
this problem and was therefore much to be preferred. The phrase in the Communion service, “Christ became man for our sins so that he might fulfill for us the law
and will of God,” was not entirely biblical but might be regarded as was justifiable
if explained more fully. Here they appeared to complain against the notion of substitutionary atonement but were unwilling to say so directly. They noted instead
that the older agendas always included the statement that absolution depended on
repentance and a serious intention to amend one’s life. They protested too against
the phrase, “Receive signs of Jesus Christ,” and declared that it was unacceptable
to either Lutherans or the Reformed since both groups believed that the body and
blood of Christ, and not just signs of it, were in some manner received by the communicants. They found the inclusion of the exorcism in the baptismal liturgy highly
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offensive and protested also against the inclusion of the sign of the cross, stating
that its use would be offensive to strict Calvinists. Objectionable also was the notion
that the baptismal water was in some way related to the Baptism of Christ in the
Jordan, as Luther had stated in his Deluge Prayer. To the mind of the Berlin clergy,
there was not the slightest connection between them. Also objectionable to them
were practices, as one still found in old Lutheranism, such as the addressing of the
scrutinies to the infant candidate rather than to the sponsors. They would much
prefer a single question addressed to the godparents, whether this child was to be
baptized in the Christian faith. As could be expected, they objected to the reference
to the king as the supreme bishop in the ordination oath. They objected that this
was political in tone and capable of many interpretations. They objected to the reference to the Athanasian Creed in the ordination oath by stating that it was difficult
and one-sided. They objected as well to the sentence in which the candidate swore
“to flee all deviating and arbitrary teaching as poison to the soul.” They questioned
also the inclusion of an oath to support the church’s symbolical books since there
were two churches involved and their symbolical books contradicted each other in
many places.
More generally, they took exception to the chief divine service itself, stating
that the division of the service into two parts, an altar service and pulpit service,
abolished the essential basic character of German Protestant worship. In both the
Lutheran and Reformed churches, the sermon was always the main thing, the free,
living proclamation of the word. Everything else in the liturgy must focus on this
central point. This, they lamented, became completely confused in the new service.
They further stated that this new liturgy was detrimental to the progress of
the Union since it was a Lutheran liturgy of the Mark Brandenburg type and
followed so closely the pattern of the medieval Mass. Reformed theologians and
preachers opposed this as contrary to their own faith as confessed in the Confessio
Sigismundi of 1614.471 They would not willingly enter into fellowship with Lutherans who insisted on the use of this rite. The progress of the Union depended
upon the adoption of a simple rite with no hint of catholicizing tendencies in it.
Furthermore, the liturgy depended heavily on the clergy and the choir and was
to be restricted to one hour in length at the expense of congregational hymn singing and full sermons. This could only be described as deplorable. No latitude was
given to the preacher to pray from the heart when his soul was inflamed and his
heart ablaze. This was the highest form of Christian prayer, but in this liturgy it
was put to silence and forbidden.
In the third place, the pastors stated in the most emphatic terms that no worship should be introduced into the church without the advice and consent of the
471
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synods and congregations of the various
provinces. In the past, no liturgies had
been adopted or changed without the
agreement of the clergy, territorial assembles, and other responsible bodies,
nor was anything unevangelical allowed
to be introduced by force. Consequently,
the Berlin clergy deemed it was their duty
as representatives of the congregations,
together with the city magistrates, the
patrons of the churches, to formally state
their opposition.472
The twelve shared their statement not
only with the consistory but also with the
city council. It was subsequently published
by Ernst Christian Kollmann in Leipzig
in 1826 along with the statement of the
Berlin magistrates of July 13, 1824.473 The
booklet was entitled: Bedenken von zwölf
evangelischen Predigern in Berlin, so wie vom
Concerns of Twelve Evangelical Preachers in
Berliner Magistrat, als Patron verschiedener
Berlin, 1826.
Kirchen-Gemeinden, über die Einführung der
neuen Kirchen-Agende. An die höhern Behörden amtlich eingereicht (Concerns of Twelve Evangelical Preachers in Berlin, as well as
the Berlin Magistrate as Patrons of the Various Church Congregations, Concerning the
Introduction of the New Church Agenda. Officially Submitted to the Higher Authorities).
These both statements became matters of public record. The documents were also
published by Falck in 1827 in his Actenstücke, betreffend die neue Preußische Kirchenagende (Documents Pertaining to the New Prussian Church Agenda).
The consistory shared the statement of the twelve with Altenstein who found
it troubling. Even before the statement was prepared, Nicolovius wrote to
Altenstein on September 20, 1825, that the agenda matter in Berlin had taken a
dangerous turn because now men of great prominence were rejecting the new
agenda and not merely offering some critical remarks concerning it. Among them
was Couard, whose preaching was appreciated by the crown prince, and Pischon
who had the ear even of those who assembled in conventicles. Nicolovius himself was appreciative of Schleiermacher’s sermons and was on friendly terms with
him. Altenstein understood that these men were popular and that any steps taken
472
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against them must be very carefully weighed. It would be unwise to bring charges
against them openly. He had no desire to make them martyrs. He decided instead
to delegate his commissioners, Pastors Ribbeck and Neander, to act as moderators.
They should remind the offending pastors that they had crossed the critical line
and had engaged in lawless behavior. Ribbeck and Neander should advise them
each privately that it would be wise for them to reconsider their position.474
Individual interrogations of the dissident pastors took place in the Berlin consistory. Among those interviewed was Friedrich Schleiermacher, who was called
to appear for questioning on Wednesday, December 21, 1825, at 10 o’clock in the
morning. The results of the interrogations were not as fruitful as Altenstein had
hoped. Some were willing to entertain the possibility of accepting the agenda
under certain circumstances, others, however, remained firm. Schleiermacher
even publicly admitted that he had been the author of “Pacificus Sincerus.” The
most stubborn of the twelve was Pastor Schultz who complained that Neander
had in the course of the interview treated him improperly. Altenstein was still not
minded to bring the whole matter to the king’s attention, however, the king did
come to know something from other sources. Eylert was incensed by the actions of
the twelve and insisted that these “treacherous” clergy must be dealt with harshly.
However, Witzleben, who was acting as a moderator, was of a different opinion.
When Pastor Schultz asked him to inform the king of his mistreatment, Witzleben
suggested that the twelve themselves inform the king of their opinions.475

10.5.3 T he Join t Statemen t of th e “ T w e lv e ”
t o t he Ki ng an d H is An s wer
It fell to Schleiermacher to prepare the draft which he presented to the group
on March 1, 1826, for discussion and final formulation. It was written in pacific
terms, and its points were stated quite clearly.
“Many preachers have formally declared themselves in favor of accepting the
new agenda. Nonetheless, we believe we can maintain that, if one considers our
evangelical church as a whole, the diversity of liturgical forms has in no way
been reduced by its introduction, because nowhere has any current liturgy fallen
into disuse, and where the new liturgy has been introduced in place of the free
selection [of liturgies], it has been made subject to that same freedom of choice...
And so in every province we now have one more form than before... Besides, a
falseness has entered into the handling of the matter which makes it impossible
to trust that divine blessings accompany it. In part, the clergy have allowed them474
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selves to be led to accept the new liturgy by the desire to please their superiors.
This is indeed natural but not justifiable in a matter where all personal concerns
must be set aside, and in part superiors have multiplied all too greatly the measures by which subordinates were influenced… In addition, the relations between
congregations and their clergy have often been sadly rent so that precisely on this
issue the clergy’s effectiveness has been altogether destroyed. This arises from the
prejudice, reasonably harbored by the congregations, that when clergy work for
the new liturgy, they are chiefly considering their own advantage and worldly
position. Among the clergy themselves, open discord has erupted which threatens to deteriorate all the more into passion and partisanship because those who
were prevented by conscience from accepting the liturgy feel themselves neglected in every way.”476
According to Schleiermacher, those who stated their opposition to the new
liturgy did not do so because they were obstinate but rather because of their responsible concern for the congregations. The Lutherans in areas with significant
Roman Catholic populations, such as in Silesia, the Province of Prussia, and the
Rhineland, opposed the rite because of its similarity to the Canon of the Roman
Mass. Although some of the oldest Lutheran liturgies contained these same customs, they eventually fell away because they had lost their significance. Later
Lutheran liturgies consisted of Bible readings preceded and followed by prayer.
Furthermore, it was objected that especially in rural congregations the divine
service took too long. The shortened liturgy with a single reading must be considered equally sufficient. Out of consideration for the Reformed, the necessity
of following the pericopes should be dropped, and the intercessions should be
put after the sermon to shorten the altar service. So too, the choir singing should
be voluntary. At the same time, it was observed that in some places, such as Silesia, the Province of Prussia, and much of Pomerania, there was still a liturgy
that had long been in use and which was held dear by the congregations. This
was true also of the Reformed liturgies. These forms were closely followed, and
there was no need to change them. It was recommended that a corpus liturgicum
be prepared for each province which would include the new liturgy in two forms
for Lutherans and the general Reformed liturgy. It should be left to the pastor to
decide which to use. Concerning the occasional services, the draft asserted that
the exorcism and sign of the cross were offensive to the Reformed and thus were
detrimental to the Union. More options ought to be allowed in the formularies of
these pastoral acts, and the rite of confirmation should be left in the hands of each
pastor. The formulary for ordination ought to be dropped or at least the ordination oath should be altered. The draft also stated that when the new agenda was
476
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introduced, no slavish adherence to its directives should be required. In addition, a commission of clergy in each province, either elected by the clergy synod
or appointed by the consistory, should be responsible for the preparation of the
provincial edition of the new agenda and its proper implementation. It was proposed also that every twenty years or so the agenda should be reexamined and
appropriately revised.
The twelve read carefully Schleiermacher’s draft, and after discussion, they
made only a few amendments which they then signed as their own joint statement to the king.
They were mistaken in their optimistic dream that the king would follow their
suggestions. He took their letter as a personal insult, full of nonsense and meaningless twaddle. He regarded the twelve pastors as impudent, insolent, arrogant,
rebellious, and naysayers. His marginal notes indicated clearly that he gave some
thought to their suggestions, but in the final instance, he only regarded their
words as “nonsense about nonsense.”477
The king went through their suggestions point by point. To their assertion
that some pastors had approved the agenda only to stay in good relations with
their superiors, he called that a bold assertion used to cloak their own contrariness which was highly deserving of punishment. They had asserted also that
some had approved the agenda only to ensure their own advantage and elevate
themselves. These the king described as malevolent statements that sowed tares
among the wheat. To their claim that open disputes had broken out as the clergy
gave vent to their passions and partisanship, he described this as an insolent
and punishable judgment. He regarded their claim that no adequate time had
been given for field-testing to be just another example of their contrariness. He
regarded as nonsense their claim that pastors were refusing to introduce the
new liturgy not out of obstinacy but because of their concern for their parishes.
That areas of mixed confessional population would find the agenda too Catholic, he described as nonsense since there was so much Lutheran in the agenda.
To their statement that the Lord’s Supper was reminiscent of the Canon of the
Mass, he replied that this opinion had been completely unjustified. Luther and
the whole evangelical church never called the whole Communion “the Canon
of the Mass” but used the word “Canon” to refer specifically to those prayers
which were objectionable, and none of these prayers could be found in the new
agenda. Furthermore, if one were to eliminate everything reminiscent of Catholicism, one would have to abandon Christianity altogether. Catholics were after
all still Christians, and many of them believed at least as much as the evangelicals. Their assertion that the Lutherans had in the course of time cast off every477
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thing reminiscent of the Roman Mass and the early Reformation rites in favor of
a simple service, was to the king clear evidence of stubbornness and prejudice.
Only in the twisted minds of these pastors could Luther be accused of preferring
Catholicism. Concerning the suggestion that a shortened liturgy with one reading in rural congregations should be regarded of equal worth as the full service,
the king noted that this had already been approved in Pomerania, and if it was
desired, approval for it could be extended also to other provinces. The clergy
had stated that out of consideration of the Reformed Church, the pericopal system should be dropped since the Reformed did not have it. The king replied
that it was found in the Anglican service, and the Anglican Church is numbered
among the Reformed churches. The clergy also complained that the altar service
was too long and that the intercessions should be put after the sermon. The king
suggested that if one eliminated long dragged out hymns and slower speech,
the service would take only about thirteen minutes, as was the case in Potsdam.
Neither could he agree that the new liturgy was opposed in those places where a
fixed order had been used for many years. He stated that, on the contrary, where
pastors had made a good faith effort to instruct their congregations about the
new service and had shown that there was no change in faith and dogma, such
problems would not occur. He gave as examples Potsdam and the Berlin Cathedral where no problems had erupted. However, problems did develop when
naysayers got involved. The king noted that the suggestion that a corpus liturgicum be prepared in each province providing two forms for the Lutherans and one
for the Reformed would indeed be an excellent way to ensure continued confusion and arbitrariness. Now there would be three forms with all sorts of variants,
and the pastors could pick and choose as they pleased. Often what was good
and admirable would be dropped and replaced by alternatives less worthy. The
pastors also wanted more variety in the pastoral acts and freedom to construct
their own confirmation rite and insisted that at least some modifications should
be made in the ordination oath. The king’s response was again that this was a
sure way to see to it that consensus was never reached. So too, the idea that the
directions for the new rite need not be taken too literary provoked from the king
the reaction that the result would be entirely contrary to the spirit of evangelical
worship. Each would do as he pleased, and this would result in a very strange
kind of improvement. The clergy also wanted commissions of clergy established
in every province to revise the improved agenda for their provinces. The king
noted here that the result of this would be most unfortunate. He recalled that
much of the work of Luther had been undone by the arbitrary decisions of Lutheran pastors whose arrogance and vanity was almost beyond belief. He had no
use for the suggestion that the liturgy should be revised and brought up-to-date
every twenty years. He declared that this made about as much sense as the con-

296

10. The King’s Attempts to Silence His Opposition

stant modernizing of the Iliad or The Song of the Nibelungs. The result would be
the remodeling of the church every twenty years according to the vain conceits
of each succeeding generation. That pastors should suggest such a thing was to
the king just as a sign of the times. It was all just “nonsense about nonsense.”
If one wanted to revise the liturgy, no doubt the next step would be a desire to
revise the faith itself.
“The gentlemen have been free to give their opinion; that is well and good.
Now I will give mine,” wrote the king.478 These proposals appeared to him to be
the work of men who were masking their real purpose to thwart and destroy
the whole project so that nothing would come of it but mass confusion. If they
expected applause, they were not going to get it. This letter was clearly an insult
to all the brave clergy and congregations which had faithfully adopted the new
rite to the praise of God. Such a setback would not be allowed. Modifications had
already been permitted in Pomerania, and these could be used as the basis for
modifications in other provinces. Nothing more than that would be permitted.
This collection of perverse and rebellious views and impudent assertions would
not be allowed to stand. The authors of these proposals have clearly identified
themselves by signing their work, the king noted, and as a result of their unauthorized association, they have opened the way for possible retribution. The
king held the winning hand. Already more than two-thirds of the congregations
had accepted the new rite, and twelve Berliners were not going to thwart the
king’s program.
The twelve bypassed the usually established channels by lodging their correspondence with the king directly. They felt that the Ministry had not given
their concerns proper attention and consideration and that, in fact, Commissioners Neander and Ribbeck had treated them inappropriately as though they were
common criminals instead of leading Berlin clergymen.
Chief Court Marshal von Schilden presented Minister Altenstein with a copy
of their letter and the king’s appended remarks. Altenstein was furious. That the
clergy had bypassed him and gone directly to the king was an egregious breach
of protocol and a personal insult. He had tried all along to reassure the king that
acceptance of the agenda was proceeding as planned, but now the king had been
made aware that there was formidable opposition to his work, and this opposition was not coming from the usual ill-informed rabble-rousers but from formidable, intelligent, and dignified Berlin pastors of both confessions.
The king was now minded to see that they be punished for their transgression and bruised for their iniquities. Altenstein knew that if he took the matter to
the courts, which was the king’s intention, punishments would come swiftly and
478
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they would be severe. He would need to convince the king that it would be best if
the matter be left in his hands to proceed as might seem appropriate.479
The situation became further complicated. In 1826, Kollmann in Leipzig published the October 17, 1825, letter of Berlin clergy to the consistory along with
the statement of the Berlin magistrates of July 13, 1824.480 This made the whole
business a matter of public record, a situation which both Altenstein and the
Brandenburg consistory had attempted to avoid. The consistory would need to
determine who had leaked this sensitive information to the press. Each of the
twelve pastors was summoned to appear before the consistory and state under
oath whether or not he was the culprit. All twelve admitted that they had decided to make their letter an open letter. At this point, Altenstein decided that the
king should know as little about the matter as possible. He would try to repair
the damage by consulting personally with the twelve to patch things up if not by
charm than by threats.

10.5.4 T he Protes t of th e “Twe lv e ” A g a in s t A lte n s te in ’ s
Rescri pt on th e Ag en da
The passions of the twelve were further stirred by an April 14, 1826, circular rescript which was addressed to all provincial consistories. In it, Minister Altenstein
delineated the proper procedures by which implementation of the agenda was to
move forward.481 The twelve felt the need to once again state their own contrary
position and the justice of their cause. Protestschreiben der zwölf unterschriebenen
Berliner Prediger vom 27. Juni 1826 an den Staatsminister Freiherrn von Altenstein
(Letter of Protest from the Twelve Undersigned Berlin Preachers to the Minister of
State, Baron von Altenstein, dated June 27, 1826), appeared as a protest written by
Schleiermacher on behalf of the twelve. The letter noted that Altenstein’s rescript
had caused them and others great pain and that it served only to cause further dissensions and pangs of conscience to those who could not accept the new agenda.
Furthermore, Altenstein’s rescript was putting the clergy in the position of violating their consciences. They had hoped that a different path would be followed,
one in which every clergyman would be free to either accept the new agenda or
leave it aside according to the needs of his congregation and his own convictions.
Now, these hopes had been dashed. Theological candidates, who had expected
that they would be granted some measure of self-respect and self-determination,
were being put in the pitiable position of having to fulfill requirements with
479
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which they did not agree. Furthermore, the twelve preachers asked how the superiors of these candidates, who in many cases were themselves opponents of the
new liturgy, could with a good conscience encourage these inexperienced men to
move forward with the adoption of the new liturgy in congregations which had
not adopted it and did not want it.
Even more sad was the plight of Reformed congregations because now typically Reformed liturgy was doomed to extinction through the imposition of a
new rite. Many of these congregations already had used territorially approved
agendas for many years. Others had only twenty years ago introduced a rite prepared by the cathedral preachers Sack and Conrad. Both these men were respectable representatives of their confession; both held high church positions in the Reformed Church Directorate (Germ. Kirchendirektorium), and for this reason their
work was regarded as having governmental authorization.
Of course, there were some congregations that arbitrarily deviated from the
officially approved rites, but no one could be blamed for this excepting those
who deviated and the authorities who neglected to call them to ask for it. Now
the responsibility for all this was heaped on the shoulders of young candidates
who were entering the Union. In every congregation to which they were sent,
whether it be Lutheran or Reformed, they were obligated to undertake to introduce the new agenda, the twelve claimed. In the case of those fortunate Reformed congregations which were using the approved Reformed rite, they could
continue to do so but only so long as their present clergyman continued in office.
When a candidate was sent to such a congregation, he would be obliged to attempt to dissuade them from continuing to use it and introduce instead the new
agenda, even though the new rite stood contrary to the congregation’s commitment to the 1614 Confessio Sigismundi. It must be frankly stated, they wrote, that
those Reformed clergy who had introduced the new agenda were violating this
confession of their church.
On behalf of the Reformed, it also needed to be said that it was hardly expected that the new agenda would make such heavy use of old Lutheran agendas from the Romanizing period. Even though only a few of the twelve were
themselves Reformed, they all felt compelled to defend their Reformed brethren
and to state that this was a matter of conscience since it brought into Union negotiation factors that were never intended to be included. It was expected that
in the Union little would be done to the Lord’s Supper rite which would modify
the doctrines of the two confessions, but that each congregation would be free
to maintain its previous practices, and that the pastor or candidate called to that
congregation would be free to decide whether or not to accept the existing practices of the congregation. It had always been stated that nobody’s conscience was
to be violated.
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Again, it had been stated that a liturgical commission should be established
which would examine the agendas approved for use in the province and prepare
a body of liturgical rites to be followed exactly. This body was to distinguish
between those services which were Lutheran and those which were Reformed
so that the proper sacramental and symbolical dimensions could be maintained.
The composition of this body of material was to be approved by a synod of clergy
and congregational representatives. Only with great discretion was the gradual
approach to an equalization of usages to be pursued. What would then prevail
would necessarily be the Reformed type, or the Lutheran “Goltz type,” or something midway between them. The Reformed type had already been approached
by the Lutheran congregations in simultaneous churches, military congregations,
and also in many other Lutheran congregations in Brandenburg. However, in no
way could the result be a single form that was close to the Goltz or other territorial agendas that were of the Roman Catholic Mass type.
The whole tone of the letter of the twelve indicated that the writers could not
accept what they termed a “recatholicizing” of evangelical worship and the reinstitution of worship practices long discarded – practices which they characterized as tending toward superstition – such an exorcism, and mechanical wordby-word recitation of rites which they described as unhelpful and unedifying.
They requested that Altenstein bring their case before the king and stated that
either the acceptance of the new liturgy must once again be made voluntary and a
matter for each to decide according to his conscience, or if this was not to happen,
they had no option but to withdraw from the Union.
The letter was signed by the twelve Berlin pastors as before, excepting that in
place of Friedrich Gustav Lisco the name of August Carl Friedrich Deibel, chaplain to the Cadetten-Corps, was included.
The letter was sent to Altenstein. It irritated him seriously. He still felt that he
could effect a compromise through personal conversation with the pastors.482

10.5.5 Govern men tal Pres s ure o n th e “ T w e lv e ”
Matters soon became agitated because of the appointment of Pastor Pischon,
the preacher of the Friedrichs-Waisenhaus-Kirche, as deacon in the Church of St.
Nicholas and of Pastor Deibel, chaplain to the Cadetten-Corps, to be preacher in
the Jerusalems- und Neue Kirche. Neither of these men was willing to introduce the
agenda in their congregations, and the consistory insisted that the April 14, 1826,
circular rescript applied in both cases and that the implementation of the new
liturgy was required of both men. Pischon was moreover required to introduce
482
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the new agenda in his present cure, Friedrichs-Waisenhaus, since this institution
was a state establishment and as such was required under the terms of the February 24, 1824, cabinet order to use the new agenda. He, however, insisted that
he should not be forced to adopt the agenda since that would press him to break
his oath of adherence to the 1614 Reformed Confessio Sigismundi. Therefore, he
boldly refused to accept these orders, and thus the consistory was faced with a
dilemma. Deibel also refused to yield. When the consistory refused to confirm
them, a complaint on behalf of the pastors was filed with the magistrates. The
magistrate argued before the Court of Appeals that the consistory was duly interfering with patronage rights, and for that reason, its decree must in this case be
declared unenforceable.483
The king himself became involved when Eylert suggested on February 8, 1827,
that he confirm the appointment of the two pastors by an act of grace and that
the introduction of the new rite at their altars should be postponed. Justice Minister Danckelmann upheld the appeal of the magistrates to the Court of Appeals.
He stated that he must refuse to deny the Court of Appeals a decision to accept the complaint because, contrary to the views of the administrative overseers,
the court must independently decide concerning questions of competence. The
magistrates continued to argue that the cabinet order of February 27, 1826, did
not require that a pastor must upon entering a new charge introduce the new liturgy against the will of the congregation. The case remained unresolved at least
for the time being.484
The situation was further complicated when in the beginning of 1827 Niels
Nikolaus Falck publicized the dispute in his Actenstücke, betreffend die neue
Preußische Kirchenagende (Documents Pertaining to the New Prussian Church Agenda). Now the letter of the twelve to which he gave the title, “Vorstellung einiger
Prediger zu Berlin an den Geheimen Staats- Minister Freiherrn von Altenstein” (“Presentation of Some Preachers in Berlin to the Privy State Minister Baron von Altenstein”),
became a matter of public knowledge. The king regarded the letter as an insult
and was indignant.485
On February 13, 1827, Altenstein ordered the Brandenburg consistory to closely examine the case of the twelve preachers. In response, a hearing was held on
Wednesday, February 21. Schleiermacher stated that the thoughts expressed in
the letter were his own and that he had shared them with a few friends and associates, although he could not say exactly when or where he had done so.
On February 28, the king instructed Altenstein to take action to punish the
protestors for their most inappropriate behavior. It was left to Altenstein to de483
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cide what course to pursue.486 In a letter to Schilden on March 25, Altenstein stated that he was reluctant to take the matter to court. If criminal proceedings were
initiated, all twelve preachers would have to be suspended and criminal charges
would have to be laid, and this in itself would cause great unrest among what he
called “the lower social classes.” He thought it would be better to treat the whole
matter as disciplinary in nature and keep it out of the courts. The king determined
that the matter should be brought before a conference of Ministers Altenstein,
Danckelmann, Schuckmann, and Kamptz. They should deliberate and decide on
three questions. Whether to confirm Pischon and Deibel, whether Pischon should
be required to use the new liturgy in his present Friedrichs-Waisenhaus-Kirche, and
what action to take concerning the twelve.
The conference convened on April 21. The ministers decided that the two pastors should be confirmed in their new positions, that Pischon should be obliged
to make use of the new agenda in Friedrichs-Waisenhaus-Kirche, and should he
refused to do so, he should be fined and issued a threat of dismissal. With regard
to the twelve, it was decided that they were indeed guilty of a criminal offense
in that they had insulted higher authorities, but the ministers decided that no
criminal proceedings should proceed against them because of the uncertainty of
the outcome. Instead, they should be reprimanded as a disciplinary gesture. This
they stated to the king in their report of May 8, 1827.
In a cabinet order of June 11, the king ordered Altenstein to direct that the
Brandenburg consistory seriously reprimand the twelve protestors for publicly
violating their responsibility to show due respect to the king – a criminal offense.
By the grace of his majesty, they were not being criminally prosecuted, and for
this they should be thankful. The Ministry of Spiritual Affairs now expected them
to recognize the error of their ways and to conduct themselves in the future more
circumspectly. Should they refuse to do so, they would indeed be prosecuted as
criminals. On July 4, the verdict was conveyed to the consistory, and on July 12,
it was delivered to the twelve. One day before, on July 11, Altenstein wrote to the
king that he hoped that now the twelve would dissolve their association and that
they would follow the example of those in other provinces who were thinking
more clearly about these matters.487
The reprimand and information concerning the concessions, which would be
included in the upcoming provincial supplements, as well as the prospect of
authorized parallel forms, did serve to calm down seven of the twelve. Pischon
and Deibel wrote satisfactory statements that they were ready and willing to
promote and accept the agenda in their congregations, and in response, the ministry confirmed their diplomas of vocation. The opinion of the Berlin magistrates
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was effectively passed over. However, five of the twelve remained firm in their
defiance: Schultz, Ideler, Hossbach, Noodt, and Schleiermacher who stated in
his own defense on August 1827 that he did not feel that it was improper to hold
an opinion different from that of his sovereign and the church authorities. He
had simply done as his conscience dictated. Although they might be honorable
men, their opinions concerning public worship must take second place to his.
They had other matters to attend to, but the public worship of God was his chief
occupation.488
Altenstein found Schleiermacher’s statements disappointing. He wrote to
Schilden that the response was pointedly inappropriate and that his remarks,
together with those of pastors Hossbach and Noodt, were such that it seemed to
him advisable to reopen the judicial inquiry against them. Compared to them,
the remarks of the other clergy involved did not appear to warrant such a strong
response. He noted that the statements of Pastor Schultz and Pastor Ideler had
been particularly cautious, but with Schleiermacher and Hossbach, it had been an
entirely different matter. In their case, a judicial investigation should be inaugurated to expose them and unmask their evil and malignant attitudes. This would
put an end to their misuse of evangelical freedom.
Schleiermacher’s prospects at this point may have seemed to him bleak.
However, he had an important defender in the State Ministry (Germ. Staatsministerium), von Motz, who was unwilling to assign much blame to the twelve since
they were simply acting in the “spirit of the Reformation.” He even more strongly defended Schleiermacher, stating that ecclesiastical affairs and those who pursued them should not be judged by the same standards as matters of state and
those called upon to execute them. He further stated that were Altenstein to
move forward in his prosecutions, the results might be quite different from those
he intended.
Motz was successful also in derailing another attempt to discredit Schleiermacher and his companions. Neander had been greatly offended by the statement of
the twelve in their October 17, 1825, letter that many of the clergy had accepted
the new liturgy only because they realized that it would be to their own detriment
and disadvantage not to do so. Neander labeled this “an outrageous accusation”
and decided to collect signatures of the clergy to deny the accusation. He shared
his draft of it on January 10, 1827, with Witzleben who in turn shared it with
Motz. Motz warned in the strongest terms that this would be a foolhardy move
since it was certain that Schleiermacher would contradict it in print. It would be
wiser not to go to war against a man who was such a skilful writer and whose pen
was as sharp as a sword. Neander decided to drop his plan.
488
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The complete pacification of all parties involved would not come until the
early months of 1829 when the Brandenburg provincial supplement was published along with the appropriate cabinet order with instructions and concessions, issued on January 4, 1829. Schleiermacher would for a few weeks withhold
his acceptance of the agenda, and finally, he too accepted it with reservations. On
April 12, 1829, the new liturgy was introduced in all Berlin churches.489

1 0 . 6 T h e P o me rani an Su p p lemen t t o t h e U n ion Agen da
Despite the fact that so many clergy and congregations had accepted the new
agenda, strong opposition to it still remained even among some who had previously been willing to accept it. Now some of the clergy, especially among the
Reformed, were taking a bolder stand, stating that if required to accept the new
agenda, they would instead leave the Union. Altenstein understood that the survival of the new agenda as a universal agenda of the Prussian Evangelical Church
depended on judicious compromises. These would need to take the form of permitted territorial amendments to the basic rite and pastoral acts.
The first indications of the movement toward compromise came in a cabinet
order, issued by the king on October 31, 1824, and addressed to Altenstein.490 He
agreed that the Pomeranians had many excellent ancient liturgical traditions and
practices which they held dear, and it certainly was not his intention that they
should be dropped. A special “general consistory” of selected Pomeranian clergymen was to be called to meet in Berlin under High President Sack’s direction
to examine these traditions and practices and to determine to what extent they
could be retained. That consistory would regard the new agenda as the immovable foundation and determine what traditional prayers, formulas, and customs,
which do not essentially change it, might be incorporated into it. When the king
had examined and approved their proposals, these liturgical formulas would be
printed in a special supplement for use by the Pomeranian clergy.491
In a letter addressed to the consistories on July 4, 1825, Altenstein made it
known that the king was willing to make some concessions. He announced that
the basic form of the new agenda must remain intact but so-called “general consistories” would be formed which would be permitted to add to the agenda some
material still in common use from previously authorized provincial agendas.492
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A cabinet order to this effect was issued by the king on December 25, 1825. It
was based on the report of the Pomeranian High President Sack concerning the
drafting of the supplement to the agenda for use in Pomerania. The changes and
additions sought by the Pomeranians were submitted to the king by Altenstein
on May 3, 1826.493
The order to establish a special “general consistory” was met with opposition
from High President Sack when on May 28, 1825, he was instructed to convene
such a body. On August 24, 1825, he announced that in order to introduce the
agenda, it was necessary to obtain a positive opinion of the estates in advance.
Neander refuted this in a November 23 report. The inclusion of estates is a historically obsolete idea, he stated, because contemporary estates had goals different from those of the Reformation. The appointment of a general consistory was
definitely preferable for many reasons.494
Meanwhile, steps were being taken to introduce changes to satisfy Reformed
objections that the agenda differed radically from their tradition. The Reformed
were especially incensed about what they called “Lutheran-Catholic” elements
in the agenda. The first move toward satisfying these objections was made by
Neander who on May 9, 1826, sent to Schilden a revision of baptismal formulary
which took into account the traditional Calvinist baptismal rite from the Electoral
Palatinate church order.495
More controversy swirled around the liturgy for ordination and the ordination
oath. A special committee consisting of Eylert, Theremin, Neander, and Strauss
met to discuss it. Eylert and Theremin were opposed to any modifications of the
ordination order, but after talks, they indicated their willingness to adopt the
position of Neander and Strauss, adding that the expression “the norm of faith”
(“Glaubensnorm”) in the ordination oath must be adjusted. The statement of the
four commissioners to the king on July 24, 1826, proposed that the oath in which
the phrase “the norm of faith” occurred should make clear that the Holy Scriptures are the only norm of faith in the evangelical church, and that the symbolical
books of the churches have only human authority and that mention of them in the
oath should be optional, and where it was used, it should reflect the confessional
commitment of the ordinand. The commissioners recommended some alternatives. The form of oath found in the currently legal church order might be used in
cases where the congregation and candidate were still hesitant about joining the
Union or when there were factors hindering their joining it. In cases in which the
candidate and congregation were committed to the Union, the oath in the new
agenda could be used with the understanding that the norm of faith referred to
493
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the contents of the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments and to whichever set of symbolical books the candidate chose to subscribe.
Secondly, if there was to be but one oath, it should be administered separately
from the ordination service. It should then be administered in an appropriately
solemn manner in the presence of provincial and church authorities. A distinction should be made between the oath administered according to the confessional
commitment of the ordinand, whether he be Lutheran, Reformed, or an adherent
to the Union. In the latter case, it must be recognized that the confession of the Lutherans and Reformed differed and that the candidate was swearing faithfulness
to the symbols of the evangelical church and that he would consistently teach and
proclaim its doctrine in accordance with his conscious convictions.
The commissioners also addressed another serious concern. They were afraid
that if the special needs of the Reformed were not addressed, Reformed parishes
might withdraw from the Union in bold protest against the agenda. They suggested that these fears could be put to rest if the concerns of the Reformed were
accommodated by the inclusion of alternative forms. They were well aware that
the king had nothing good to say about some of the more recent Reformed liturgies and their rationalist tendencies. Consequently, they suggested that some
older and more venerable Reformed agendas should serve as source material for
these forms. At the same time, they stated that in no case should any emphasis
be given to confessional differences in these parallel forms. They should simply
follow the typical Reformed tradition of using simple words. This would surely
clear the way for the fulfillment of the king’s noble purpose.
The king never stated his judgment concerning this report. His copy of it remained clean and without notes or remarks. It would seem that he either agreed
with it or that he had become so weary of the matter that he no longer thought it
worth his time and effort to comment.
He accepted without comment Neander’s alternative Reformed baptismal formula of December 1826. From this point forward, he no longer rejected alternative
forms out of hand but was prepared to allow the Reformed to use simple alternative forms. This appeared to provide some encouragement to his commissioners
because they subsequently prepared and submitted two more alternative forms,
one for the Holy Communion and one for marriage.496 The Reformed formularies
appeared in print without a title but with their own page numbering in June 1827
with a print run of 700 copies.497
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On February 12, 1827, the king sent
to Altenstein the approved Pomeranian supplement with instructions that
it should now be distributed to all the
Pomeranian clergy.498 It was printed
in 1827 under the title: Nachtrag zu der
erneuerten Kirchen-Agende, insbesondere
für die Provinz Pommern (Supplement to the
Renewed Church Agenda, Especially for the
Province of Pomerania).499
The 1827 supplement appeared in the
form of a thirty-eight-page booklet with
an unsigned preface written by Eylert.500
The preface stated that out of concern for
his people, the king had determined that
an end must be put to arbitrary, disorderly worship practices which had promoted confusion, indifference, and disbelief
Pomeranian supplement to the Berlin
and that a return must be made to that
Agenda, 1827.
orderly and dignified worship which
was characteristic of the golden age of
the Reformation and its biblically-based territorial agendas which for generations
down to the present day had so richly edified the people. Upon the introduction
of the new agenda into Pomerania, several clergy had expressed the desire that
the consistory in Stettin would be permitted to examine it carefully and to add
materials of proven value which might serve as a supplement to the agenda in
Pomerania. Accordingly, the clergy gathered materials, and the consistory formulated a supplement which by the king’s benevolence had been published in
the present volume. The authors entertained the hope that other provinces would
make similar contributions.
The booklet contained both their suggestions and rationale and a printout
of their suggested editions.501 The 1824 agenda provided verses to be used after
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the confession of sins. One verse was printed in place, and twelve were put in
the 1823 appendix.502 The Pomeranians suggested that all thirteen should be put
in the appendix and four more should be added. These suggested verses were
printed in the supplement. So too with the collects. All the collects should be
printed together and additional collects should be added. The supplement did
not specify what collects should be added. The same procedure was followed
with the alleluia verses. It was suggested that none be printed in the ordinary
but all put in the appendix and that five more be added. It was also recommended that three more verses be added after the creed to those already printed
in the book, and it was suggested that where the Nicene Creed and Athanasian
Creed were still in use, they should continue to be confessed occasionally in
place of the Apostles’ Creed. An allusion was made to a second possible plan
concerning the prayer of the church but only few details were provided. Later
agendas would allow the prayer to be returned to its original place after the sermon. The supplement noted that where it was the practice to intercede for the
church’s patron, this practice ought to continue, and if the pastor desired to do
so, he could pray the Lord’s Prayer after the sermon. It was noted that in several
cases where the spoken Amen was followed by a choral Amen, this choral Amen
could be dropped, excepting that the threefold Amen after the Lord’s Prayer and
the benediction must continue to be used. Where circumstances dictated, the
Aaronic Benediction could be replaced by another appropriate formula. Where
it was the practice that the blessing not be spoken from the pulpit but from the
Altar, this practice could continue. As to whether the final hymn should come
before or after the benediction, this should be decided locally, however, there
should be a collect before the blessing. It was suggested that the collect from the
Pomeranian agenda of 1568 be used. The old practice of intoning the salutation
could be continued, if desired, and the salutation and its appropriate response
could be repeated before the announcement of the gospel. After the announcement of the gospel, an additional response was added: “Glory to you, Lord.”
If there were still notices and intercessions to be made, the pastor should announce them before the blessing. It was noted that some would prefer to leave
out the expression “an the received signs” in the address to the communicants,
and they would prefer a shorter alternative address, such as found in the old
Pomeranian agenda. The Our Father could be prayed either immediately before
or after the Words of Institution. In either case, the Lord’s Prayer then should
not be prayed in connection with the general prayer earlier in the service. This,
however, did not affect its use after the sermon in the pulpit. Two alternative
prayers of thanksgiving from the Pomeranian agenda after communion were
502
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suggested for alternative use. The fact that there were special celebrations of the
Lord’s Supper in which there was no sermon, such as on Maundy Thursday, did
not obviate the fact that the usual divine service on Sundays and festivals ought
to include a sermon. The practice of private confession and private absolution
where needed should be continued. It was also noted that the confessional address might be spoken from the pulpit.
Concerning Baptism, the Pomeranians suggested the Triune Invocation
would make a suitable substitute for the Apostolic blessing (2 Corinthians 13:14)
at the beginning of the rite. It was also suggested that the words at the consignation be clarified: “Receive the sign of the cross both upon your forehead and
your heart in token that you have been redeemed by Christ Jesus, the crucified.” It was recommended also that prayer after Baptism from the Pomeranian
agenda could be incorporated before the benediction. It was noted also that if in
his conversation with the godparents before the service the pastor had not laid
their responsibility upon their hearts, he should make use of the address found
in this supplement.
In the questions addressed to the bridegroom and bride, the pastor should
add “... until death parts you” after the words “... you will love in sorrow and in
joy...,” and when referring to the betrothed, “Du” should be replaced by “Sie.”
Ordinations should ordinarily be celebrated on Sundays, but where this was not
the practice in a locale, it may be celebrated on a weekday, however, it should
then be announced on the previous Sunday from the pulpit. With regard to the
confirmation of children, where it had been the practice that a public examination of the children takes place on a previous day, this practice may continue. A
special prayer for optional use after the Lord’s Prayer in the confirmation service was printed in the supplement. In the Communion of the Sick, the length
of the service should be determined by the condition of the afflicted. If he is
strong enough, a fuller order should be used. At the burial, where it has been the
practice for mourners to gather in the church after the burial, this commendable
practice should continue. Some recommendations concerning the “Extract from
the Liturgy” were also included. It was noted that in cases where the Kyrie was
not sung but spoken, it was sufficient that the German “Lord, have mercy on us”
be said one time.503
The supplement also included the section, entitled: “Notifications and Remarks Concerning Some Prayers, Formulas, and Chorales Found in the Oldest
Evangelical Agendas but not included in the Renewed One” (“Nachrichten und
Bemerkungen über einige Gebete, Formulare und Chöre, die sich in den ältesten evangel-
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ischen Agenden vorfinden und nicht in der erneuerten enthalten sind”). Included here
was the Eucharistic Dialogue used with the prayer of the church:
Liturgist: “Lift up your hearts.”
Choir: “We lift them up to the Lord.”
Liturgist: “Let us give thanks to the Lord our God.”
Choir: “It is meet and right.”
Liturgist: “It is truly right…”
Nothing was said about restoring this Dialogue to its proper place in the
Eucharistic liturgy. There followed a prayer for peace from the 1540 Brandenburg agenda and three from the Brandenburg church agenda of 1572 for use at
the Lord’s Supper. Included also were Invitatory verses, spoken by the pastor to
those approaching the altar to receive the Sacrament, as well as the traditional
formula of distribution: “The body (the blood) of our Lord Jesus Christ, preserve
your soul to life everlasting.” The alternative was given from Luther’s Formula
Missae: “The body our Lord, etc., preserve my (or thy) soul to eternal life,” and
“the blood of our Lord Jesus Christ preserve, etc.” The other alternative slightly
altered the Prussian agenda formula: “Take and eat, says our Lord and Savior
Jesus Christ, this is my body, etc.,” “Take and drink of it all of you, says our
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, this cup is the New Testament, etc.” Yet another
alternative was given: “Take and eat, and consider of the Words of Institution of
our Lord Jesus Christ.” Included also were the “Benedictus Dominus Deus Israel,”
the Magnificat, and the “Nunc Dimittis” along with a prayer based on the “Nunc
Dimittis,” and a prayer based on the Christmas sequence, “Grates nunc omnes.”
Next came the Ektenia from the liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. In the last place
was the form for the ordination of a pastor, said to have been based on Luther.
In fact, it was the amended 1822/24 ordination service without the controversial
ordination oath.
The changes and additions requested by the Pomeranians were chiefly concerned with the inclusion of a few familiar collects, alleluia verses, and verses
after the confession of sins and the creed, exhortations, etc. Only in the “Notifications and Remarks” did the editors touch on matters which some might regard as
controversial, such as the fuller Eucharistic dialogue and the traditional Lutheran
distribution formula. Nowhere was it suggested that the Dialogue ought to be
restored to its ancient place in the Communion service. The Lord’s Prayer still
began “Unser Vater,” although the vast majority of the people in Pomerania had
always prayed “Vater unser.” Although it was suggested that where the Nicene
Creed and Athanasian Creed were being used that use should continue, nowhere
was it suggested that congregations not using them should be encouraged to do
so. In fact, Pomeranians surely realized that the king would not look kindly upon
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any substantive critique of his agenda nor would he think kindly of those who
would be so presumptuous as to misuse this liturgical child of noble birth. Caution was as always the wisest course to follow, so the Pomeranians chose to be
sparing and diplomatic in their suggestions.504
The Pomeranian supplement would prove influential and would provide inspiration to other provinces to prepare similar territorial supplements.
The alternative formularies for use by the Reformed, together with the amended ordination formula, were printed in 1827. On April 21, 1827, the king granted
permission to the consistories to begin the use of the alternative formularies for
the Lord’s Supper, Baptism, and Marriage where these rites would facilitate the
speedy introduction of the whole agenda. In his “Instructions Regarding the Application of the Subsequent Formularies” (“Anleitung, die Anwendung der nachgelieferten Formulare betreffend”), the king ordered the use of these forms in the
following cases:
“1. In non-united Reformed congregations that have not yet accepted the renewed old church agenda because they still have reservations concerning the
mandatory acceptance of the forms contained in the church agenda;
2. In non-united Reformed parishes in which the church agenda has generally
been introduced but which share objections regarding the use of its forms;
3. In all parishes of both confessions, that is Lutherans and Reformed, which
have officially and formally joined the Union, and in which clergymen are or can
be employed regardless of confessional differences.
Incidentally, it goes without saying that in the cases discussed above, such
permission can only be given if it is urgently desired and requested by respected
members of the congregation with the support of their clergy.
In doing so, however, they should be made clear every time that they would
do better if they overcome their prejudices, based more on verbal differences than
anything essential, since the agenda usually leaves the dogmas of both confessions untouched, and the forms of the same, which come from the earliest Christian times, were applied to the evangelical church by the German reformers. In
cases where the use of the following forms is approved, care should be taken to
ensure that everything else, which is otherwise prescribed in the agenda, is followed exactly.”505
The king made Pomeranian concessions because he wanted the implementation
of his agenda to move forward. In letters to Schilden on February 15 and March 24,
1827, Altenstein stated that these concessions were of great importance. The ap-
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proval of the first provincial agenda with its supplementary elements would mark
a significant milestone in the full implementation of the new agenda.506
The king, for his part, allowed these Pomeranian amendments with a heavy
heart. He would tell Schilden that he was, in fact, against any change in liturgical
forms. In April 1827, Schilden informed Altenstein about the true attitude of the
king: “The king actually has an aversion to the changes in the agenda (Pomeranian modifications, forms of baptism, ordination); this morning he himself called it
a weakness that he gave in.”507
As a result of these concessions, however, the agenda was introduced by the
entire clergy in the administrative district of Stralsund since 1828. In the administrative districts of Stettin and Köstlin, pastors had to choose to use either the
1769 Pomeranian orthodox agenda prepared by Gottfried Christian Roth508 or the
Union book with its Pomeranian supplement.509

1 0 . 7 T h e K i ng’s Uns i g ne d At t empt s t o Appeal
f or P u b l i c Acce p tance o f th e Agen da
Until 1826, the name of the king was connected with the new agenda chiefly
through his orders-in-cabinet concerning it and other channels through which he
communicated with Altenstein and others. Now, however, he began to consider
that he must make a more general appeal to answer the objections of those who
were still unwilling to implement the new agenda and put it to use. He was particularly sensitive to the criticisms of many Lutherans that the use of this book
required that they turn their back on their Lutheran liturgical heritage, especially
since he considered that everything he had prepared was in the spirit of “Father
Luther” himself. He decided that he must now make a more public appeal, but
that it would be best to do it in a document that nowhere bore his own name.
Relying on his own studies and the researches of others, he began to prepare a
short apologetic essay, the purpose of which was to show that only the stubborn
and the ignorant could fail to see that the new agenda stood in the mainstream
of German evangelical worship and drew heavily on the Lutheran Reformation.
In January 1826, he asked Neander to prepare for his essay a comparative
table, showing the main features of classical Lutheran liturgies and their correspondence to the provisions in his agenda. Neander presented his report on February 15, 1826. It consisted of an annotated table in which were laid side-by-side
506
507
508
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Luther’s Formula Missae of 1523 as translated by Paul Speratus, Luther’s German
Mass of 1526, Duke Heinrich’s agenda of
1539, the Braunschweig church order of
1531, the Mark Brandenburg church order of Joachim II of 1540, and in the final
column the new agenda of 1824. In notes
he explained all the Latin and Greek expressions and the historical origin of the
individual liturgical elements.510
In his notes for the project, the king
spoke of the historical origins of the western liturgical tradition, giving special
attention to the confiteor and its place and
use in the divine service as well as the
position of the sermon. He went on to list
possible objections that some Lutherans
might posit against the provisions of the
new order. He delineated three principal
Friedrich Wilhelm III in the habit of the
Black Eagle Order. Lithograph by C.
objections. The first was the relatively
Paalzow for L. Sachse, Berlin, c. 1825
minor role played by congregational sing(Österreichische Nationalbibliothek).
ing in the new agenda in comparison with
the place of congregational hymn in the
Reformation rites. The second was the removal of the preface and Sanctus from
the service of the Lord’s Supper and its placement in an earlier part of the divine
service where it would be used even when the Sacrament was not celebrated.
The third was the placement of the confiteor at the beginning of the rite instead of
after the prayer of the church where Lutheran liturgies ordinarily put it. He did
note also that in the Mark Brandenburg rite the confiteor was dropped when the
Sacrament was not celebrated. He noted also that the placement of the confession and the Adjutorium nostrum: “Our help is in the name of the Lord,” were an
established use also in the Reformed tradition going back to Calvin himself. He
noted this in order to assuage Reformed fears that they were being driven to use
a wholly Lutheran divine service.
The king clearly could defend his choices. Neither the Formula Missae nor the
Deutsche Messe made much of hymns. The Formula Missae had none in the service
itself and relegated congregational singing to before the service began and after it
ended. In the German Mass, a hymn was allowed after the epistle, and the pastor
510
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might allow the singing of “We All Believe in One True God” after the epistle if
he wished. As for the movement of the preface to a new place in the liturgy, he
could retort that it had independent value apart of its traditional relationship to
Communion.
Concerning the confiteor and its proper place, he said that he relied upon the
witness of some important Reformation era church orders, such as BrandenburgNürnberg 1533, Brandenburg 1572, Pomerania 1563, in placing it at beginning of
the service. He noted also that placing it there was certainly not anti-Evangelical
and therefore could hardly be regarded as anti-Reformed. “Since it is not antiEvangelical, it cannot be anti-Reformed, as the Church of England proves.”511
The working title of the king’s essay was Erinnerungen für Freunde Luthers (Historical Notes for the Friends of Luther). Neander still had some concerns about the
place of the sermon and the distribution formula against which many had complained. At the same time, he noted that the deviation from Luther caused by
placing the sermon at the end of the liturgy of the word after the prayer of the
church was a minor matter, but he went on to say that the formula of distribution might give credence to those who claimed that it was meant to further the
Union. Neither of these points had been taken up in the first draft, and Altenstein
insisted that they needed to be addressed. He also suggested that the title should
be revised.
On April 19, the fair copy was presented to the king by Altenstein. He and
Neander were still concerned that fears of the Reformed had not been adequately
addressed. Something had to be added so that they would not regard it as a bitter
pill to be swallowed with a grimace. They were concerned particularly about the
churches in the Rhineland and Westphalia and suggested that the king should
write that these territories would be granted permission to prepare their own
editions of the agenda. The king, however, decided to make no mention of this in
his text. He did, however, find helpful a suggestion from Neander to include at
the end of his pamphlet a section, stating that one could find also in the Reformed
Churches a similar form of the Mass. He was referring to Zwingli’s 1525 liturgy in
which he made ample use of many parts of the traditional Western Mass. This, he
felt, should answer the fears of the Reformed some of whom claimed that liturgy
itself was anti-evangelical.512
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10.7.1 T he K in g’s Pamp h let “Luthe r in R e la tion to th e
Pru ssi an C hurch Agen da”
The pamphlet was published in 1827
by the printing concern of Ernst Siegfried
Mittler in Berlin, Posen, and Bromberg
under the title: Luther in Beziehung auf die
Preußische Kirchenagende vom Jahre 1822
mit den im Jahre 1823 bekannt gemachten
Verbesserungen und Vermehrungen (Luther
in Relation to the Prussian Church Agenda of
1822, with the Improvements and Augmentations Announced in 1823). Included with
the forty-eight-page pamphlet was the
liturgy of the chief divine service on Sundays and feast days and at the celebration
of the Lord’s Supper, as well there was
included Anhang von Gebeten (Appendix
of Prayers). In fact, the liturgical material
was extracted from the 1824 agenda edition. The tone of the work was set by the
three scriptural citations, which were
placed on the front-page together with
Luther in Relation to the Prussian Church
Agenda, 1827.
the title of the work: “God is not a God
of disorder but of peace” (1 Corinthians
14:33), “Let us be straightforward and do
all things in an orderly manner” (1 Corinthians 14:40), and “Be quick to hold the
unity of the Spirit in the bond of love” (Ephesians 4:3).
The purpose of the work was to firmly establish that the new Prussian agenda
followed closely the traditional form of evangelical worship as established by
“Father Luther” himself. For this purpose, he selected various elements from
Luther’s Formula Missae to establish that pattern and to indicate that the new
agenda followed in the same tradition in a reverential but not slavish manner.
Along the way, he sought to indicate that since Luther’s position even with regard to such things as the sign of the cross could not be described as contrary
to the gospel, it surely could not be described as anti-Reformational. He noted
that even Zwingli himself stated that he did not sneer at the sign of the cross
nor mocked it. The author took examples from Luther’s German Mass as well
and reminded his readers that Luther did not take a stand against the use of
ceremonies or images in the church for that matter. He went on to mention as
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well nine other church orders which indicated the high regard in which the early
Protestants held formal, well-ordered liturgical worship: Braunschweig 1531,
Brandenburg-Nürnberg 1533, Mark Brandenburg 1540, Prussia 1558, Pomerania
1563, Brandenburg 1572, Electoral Saxony 1580, the Magdeburg church book of
1613, and the Saxon agenda of 1697.
He went on to defend the new wording of the distribution formula: “Our Lord
and Savior says, ‘This is my body…’,” noting that no one could question that
these words were indeed what the Lord and Savior himself had said. He invoked
as witnesses over 5,000 evangelical churches out of the 7,000 in the Prussian Kingdom as having already declared in favor of the acceptance and use of the new
agenda. That amounted to five out of seven for the agenda and only two out of
seven against it. In a footnote, he went on to say that since he had written his text,
his studies showed that the number accepting was even higher. As of autumn
1826, fully six out of seven congregations had now spoken for the new rite, and
it was to be hoped that the remaining one seventh would soon join them. This
should prove to one and all that it was completely untrue to claim that a Lutheran Mass was now being foisted on the whole Protestant community. The author
went on to note that there was nothing contrary to the gospel in any of the agenda
provisions, and indeed no less a Reformed theologian than Zwingli himself had
even in the last year of his life, 1531, spoken in commendatory terms of many of
the component parts of the Mass which were now included in the new agenda,
nor could Calvin’s witness be enlisted against the new provisions for he and his
spiritual descendants were well acquainted with worship services consisting of
prayers, Bible verses, epistles and gospels read in an orderly fashion, the confession of sins, the Apostles’ Creed, the general prayer, and Our Father. The services
of the French Reformed parishes in the Prussian State used just such elements
in their divine services. Finally, he noted the similarity between the new agenda
services and those found in the Church of England which was and is, he stated,
essentially “an Evangelical Reformed Church” and had been since the early days
of the Reformation.513
Hermann Theodor Wangemann, in his study of the ecclesiastical policy of
Friedrich Wilhelm III, published a comparative table from the Privy State Archives of Prussia with the sources for the chief divine service that corresponded
to those the king mentioned in his pamphlet. Wangemann claimed that “the king
drafted it [the table] himself, by compiling the ordinances of the fine old agendas
into a table filling a large sheet of folio, and in this way created a model for the
renewed agenda which he himself wrote.”514
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Wangemann suggested that the table was compiled around 1817, however,
this early date casts some doubt. It is evident that he did not have at hand the
handwritten document of 1822/24 in which Friedrich Wilhelm III accurately listed all the sources for the chief divine service.515 The table was probably drawn
up on the basis of Neander’s report, submitted on February 15, 1826, who placed
side-by-the the old Lutheran agendas and the Union liturgy in the final column
(Table 6).516
The king apparently sought to prove by this comparative study that the chief
divine service in the Union agenda did not deviate in its form and structure from
the classical Lutheran liturgies. “The liturgies and agendas of various lands referred to above, and many others of the kind, which, as has already been noted,
were based on proposals and criteria of Luther, were all fairly uniform, and therefore, on the whole constituted an equally uniform form of divine service in the
earlier evangelical church. It is precisely these liturgies, agendas, etc., that have
served as the basis for the renewed church agenda.”517
The annotated table was only partly consistent with his assertion that the
Union liturgy was based on the agendas mentioned. The 1822/24 manuscript
shows that he also relied on the Roman Missal, the Book of Common Prayer, and
liturgical sources of the Reformed. In any case, the king believed that his assertion
that the liturgy was drawn from classical Lutheran agendas should silence those
who regarded his work as espousing heterodoxy. “Can this work then be properly regarded as an innovation in the forms and customs of the evangelical church
as those who seek to deceive the minds proclaim? Truly a bold statement!” The
same evidence would also speak against “the most hateful accusations against
the church agenda, namely, that it smacks of crypto-Catholicism, i. e., that it is
approaching the Catholic customs and secretly intends to lead there.”518 No one
could dare to call his agenda crypto-Catholic, unless he was far more Lutheran
than Luther himself ever was. The king did not published the table in the pamphlet, presumably believing that the agendas listed would provide sufficient evidence against opponents.
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Confiteor

Introitus

Confiteor

Introitus

Kyrie, etc.

Confiteor or
confession of
sins

Introitus
or psalm

Kyrie eleison

Kyrie, etc.

C.
Church
Agenda
of Elector
Johann
Georg,
1572
(Church
at Paretz)

B. Church
Order of
Elector
Joachim II,
1540
(Royal library)

A. Church
Order of the
Margrave of
Brandenburg
-Nürnberg,
1533
(Royal library)

Kyrie, etc.

Introitus

Confession
of sins

D. Pomeranian Church
Order of
1563
(Royal library)

Kyrie, etc.

Introitus

E. Magdeburg
Church Book
of
1613
(Church at
Ketzür)

Kyrie, etc.

Introitus

F. Saxon
Church
Agenda of
1697
(Church at
Tremmen)

Kyrie, etc.

Introitus

G.
Church
Order
of Duke
Albrecht
of Prussia, 1558
(Royal
library)

Kyrie, etc.

Introitus

H. Order of
Divine Service for the
Electorate
of Saxony,
1580

Kyrie, etc.

German
psalm

I. Order
of Divine
Service for
the City of
Braunschweig,
1531

Table 6. The chief divine service in the old Lutheran agendas in comparison to the 1824 Union agenda.

Kyrie

Introitus

Confession
of sins, etc.:
introduction,
confession,
prayer, absolution
NB. Our help,
etc. after introduction

K. Wittenberg
Church
Order of
1565

Kyrie

Introitus
with ending: Glory
be to the
Father, etc.

Confession
of sins

Proposal
for the
Liturgy
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Dom. vob.
Et, etc.

Alleluia.
Sequence
or tract

Benediction

Dominus
vobiscum
Et cum, etc.

Collect

Epistle

Alleluia.
Sequence or
tract

Benediction

The Lord be
with you.
And with
your Spirit

Collect

Epistle

Gradual or
alleluia with
its verse

Epistle,
prayer
compiled
of psalms

Collect

Gloria,
etc.
Et, etc.

Gloria, etc.
Et, etc.

Gloria in excelsis Deo,
Et in terra pax,
etc.

Sequence
or tract or
alleluia with
gradual, or
psalm, etc.
The Lord be,
etc.
And, etc.
Praise to
you, Lord

Epistle

Collect

Dom. vob.
Et, etc.

Gloria, etc.
Et, etc.

Alleluia.
Versicle,
sequence,
prosa or
tractus

Epistle

Collect

Gloria, etc.
Et, etc.

Sequence or
psalm

Epistle

Collect

Gloria, etc.
Et, etc.

Alleluia
with prosa
de tempore or
on feasts
a song of
praise

Epistle

Collect

The Lord
be, etc.
And
with, etc.

Gloria,
etc.
Et, etc.

Sequence
or German
psalm, etc.

Epistle

Collect

Dom. vob.
Et cum, etc.

Gloria, etc.

Hymn.
Sequence,
etc. alleluia

Epistle

Collect

Dom. vob.
Et, etc.

Gloria, etc.

Sequence or
hymn

Epistle

Collect

Dom. vob.
Et, etc.

Gloria, etc.

Alleluia

Epistle.
Gradual

Prayer
before the
epistle

The Lord
be, etc.
And with,
etc.

Glory be
to God on
high and on
earth peace,
etc.
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Gospel

Credo, etc.

Gospel

Credo (Nicene)

Sermon

B. Church
Order of
Elector
Joachim II,
1540
(Royal library)

A. Church
Order of the
Margrave of
Brandenburg
Nürnberg,
1533
(Royal library)

Credo,
etc.

Gospel.
Prayer
compiled
of psalms

C.
Church
Agenda
of Elector
Johann
Georg,
1572
(Church
at Paretz)

Sermon.
Prayer before it and
general
prayer with
Our Father
and hymn,
etc., after it

Credo, etc.

Gospel

D. Pomeranian Church
Order of
1563
(Royal library)

Sermon

Credo

Credo

Sermon
and general
prayer.
Depending
on the circumstances,
prescribed
hymns before
the sermon,
etc.
Da pacem domine

Gospel

F. Saxon
Church
Agenda of
1697
(Church at
Tremmen)

Gospel

E. Magdeburg
Church Book
of
1613
(Church at
Ketzür)

Sermon
and
litany on
occasion

We all
believe,
etc.

Gospel

G.
Church
Order
of Duke
Albrecht
of Prussia, 1558
(Royal
library)

Sermon

Credo

Gospel

H. Order of
Divine Service for the
Electorate
of Saxony,
1580

Sermon.
General
prayer.
Hymn

I believe in
one God, etc.

Gospel

I. Order
of Divine
Service for
the City of
Braunschweig,
1531

Sermon.
General
prayer

Credo or We
all believe, etc.

Gospel

K. Wittenberg
Church Order of
1565

Apostles’
Creed

Gospel.
Praise to
you, O
Christ

Proposal
for the
Liturgy
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Words of Institution and
consecration

Exhortation to
communicants

Words of
Institution and
consecration
Words of
Institution,
etc.

Our Father

Our Father

Words of
Institution
and consecration

Exhortation
to communicants

Prayer
for those
in authority

Prayer for
those in
authority

Preface
Sanctus or
another
hymn

Preface
Sanctus

Dom. vob.
Offertory

Preface
Sanctus

Dom. vob.,
Offertory

Words of
Institution

Our Father

Preface
Sanctus

Words of
Institution

Our Father

Preface
Sanctus

Paraphrase
of the Our
Father.
Exhortation
for the Sacrament or:

Words of
Institution

Our Father,
paraphrased
exhortation for
the Sacrament

Words of
Institution

Our Father

Preface
Sanctus

Paraphrase
of the Our
Father.
Jesus Christ,
our blessed
Savior, etc.,
or on festivals:

Consecration

Exhortation
for the Sacrament

Preface
Sanctus

Words of Institution

Our Father

Exhortation
concerning the
Sacrament

Preface
Sanctus

Dom. Vob.

Words of
Institution

Exhortation
to communicants.
Prayer

General
prayer.
Our Father.
Sermon.
Hymn of
the congregation

Preface
Holy! Holy!
Holy!

Offertory
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C.
Church
Agenda
of Elector
Johann
Georg,
1572
(Church
at Paretz)

The
peace,
etc.
Agnus
Dei.
Three
prayers.
Exhortation to
communicants

B. Church
Order of
Elector
Joachim II,
1540
(Royal library)

Tua est potentia.
Our Father,
etc.
The Peace of
the Lord be
with you all.
Agnus Dei.
Three
prayers.
Exhortation
to communicants

A. Church
Order of the
Margrave of
Brandenburg
Nürnberg,
1533
(Royal library)

Sanctus.
Our Father,
etc. Pax Domini

D. Pomeranian Church
Order of
1563
(Royal library)
E. Magdeburg
Church Book
of
1613
(Church at
Ketzür)
F. Saxon
Church
Agenda of
1697
(Church at
Tremmen)
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Communion.
Discubuit
Jesus, etc.

Prayer of
thanksgiving

Benediction

Communion.
Discubuit
Jesus at communion

Prayer of
thanksgiving

Benediction

Benediction

The Lord be,
etc.,
Collect

Communion.
Jesus Christ,
our blessed
Savior or
O Lamb of
God

Benediction

Collect

Communion.
Agnus Dei

Benediction

Collect

Communion.
Agnus Dei

Benediction

The Lord
be, etc.
Collect,
The Lord
be, etc.

Communion.
Jesus
Christ,
our
blessed
Savior or
Agnus
Dei

Benediction

Collect

Communion.
Agnus Dei

Benediction

Collect

Communion.
Agnus Dei

Benediction

Collect

Communion.
Agnus Dei, etc.

Benediction

Prayer of
thanksgiving

Communion.
O Lamb of
God, etc.
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10.7.2 Sch leiermac h er’s Res p o n s e to th e Pa mp h le t
Many were well aware that this pamphlet could only have come from the pen of
the king himself, but no public acknowledgment of that fact was made at the time.
The publication provoked a response from
Schleiermacher. The king had addressed his
pamphlet also to laypeople many of whom
were still perplexed. He sought to show
them that the work was innocent and pure
and thoroughly in conformity with the spirit of Protestantism. This was too much for
Schleiermacher. He simply had to respond
by addressing similar audience. He did so
in a very down-to-earth manner, depicting
a conversation between two laymen. The
title of his anonymous work, published in
Leipzig in 1827 by Schwickert, was Gespräch
zweier selbst überlegender evangelischer Christen über die Schrift: Luther in Bezug auf die neue
preussische Agende: ein letztes Wort oder ein erConversation Between Two Self-Reflective
stes (Conversation Between Two Self-Reflective
Evangelical Christians by Friedrich
Evangelical Christians Concerning the Writing:
Schleiermacher, 1827.
‘Luther in Relation to the New Prussian Church
Agenda.’ A Final Word or a First).
Schleiermacher’s purpose was to tear the arguments of the king’s pamphlet
to shreds. The language and tone were at times condescending, sarcastic, and
incredulous as if to say that it was unfathomable how people accept such weak
attestations and arguments. He indicated that the popular picture of Luther as
one who eschewed and rejected all Catholic elements in the liturgy was totally erroneous. What was important to Luther was his conviction of the centrality of the
word in the gospel sermon, and it was this conviction that ultimately led to the
revision of worship in the evangelical church to a simple form. No good purpose
could now be served by attempting to recatholicize Protestant worship. The Reformation did not happen overnight. It was necessarily a progressive movement,
one which had been going on for over 300 years (!). It would make no more sense
to dress up Protestant worship in the forms and costumes of the sixteenth century
than for nineteenth-century people to do the same in their own dress. It was clear
that to Schleiermacher the preacher was the real man of the hour and that every-
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thing that went on in public worship
should find its focus in him and the word
which he expounded. Elaborate and embellished forms of worship could only be
an unwarranted distraction. Finally, if he
were a pastor (as though he were not!), he
would find the simple, low form of congregational worship to be vastly superior,
and it would break his heart to be forced
by edict to introduce an elaborate form
which would rob him and his people of
the evangelical freedom which was so essential and necessary to the spirit of the
Reformation. It was on this freedom that
Christians must take their stand for they
dare not do otherwise.519
The king’s reaction to these remarks
Friedrich Schleiermacher’s grave in the
cemetery of Holy Trinity Church in
was not recorded. It is known, however,
Berlin-Kreuzberg (Wikimedia Commons).
that he was visibly offended by the report he received from Superintendent
Delbrück of Zeitz, former tutor of the
crown prince, who informed him on October 18, 1827, that the majority of the
clergy in his diocese rejected the new agenda and the pamphlet Luther in Relation
to the New Prussian Church Agenda, and he added that he was among those who
rejected them both. The king interviewed him personally but was unable to dissuade him from his criticisms. On January 26, 1828, he instructed Altenstein to inform Delbrück that he had incurred the king’s displeasure with all that it implied.
He described the superintendent as an empty-headed, confused, and headstrong
man. Altenstein took a milder view. He considered that at most Delbrück was
guilty of misunderstanding his position as a superintendent and of allowing himself to speak on the basis of passion and ignorance. He sent the rebuke together
with a much milder personal letter. For his part, Delbrück stuck to his guns and
maintained his position with a good conscience.520

519
520

Schleiermacher 2000, 383-472.
Foerster 1907, 159.
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1 1 . T h e A d o pt i o n o f t h e A g enda
i n A ll P r u ss i an P r o v i n c es
According to the king’s reckoning, by the beginning of 1827 six out of seven
of the Prussian clergy now accepted the agenda. He determined to move ahead
boldly with the across-the-board implementation of the new rite. He was more
than ever convinced that those who opposed the new agenda were ignorant,
headstrong, unwilling to be educated, or wrongly biased against the rite as too
Catholic. Those who continued to hold such erroneous opinions did so despite
his clear statements correcting them.
On February 6, 1827, the king addressed to Altenstein a detailed cabinet order
in which he ordered that preparations be made for the final general introduction
of the agenda. He stated that he derived great pleasure from the frequent reports
concerning the progress of the implementation of the new rite which he had received from Altenstein, and it was clear to him that there was a proper evangelical
Christian spirit abroad in Prussia, such as had been in earlier times awakened by
Luther and other great Reformers, since now six out of seven Protestant churches
had volunteered to use the new agenda. Now was the time to move forward with
the understanding that the provincial consistories would be granted the privilege
earlier granted to the Pomeranian consistory, namely, they would be allowed the
privilege of making minor changes and additions in liturgical forms. Their reports
would then be used in the formulation of the final edition of the provincial agendas.
“From your reports that have been received now and again, I have learned with
particular pleasure and satisfaction about the continued progress on the matter of the
renewed agenda, and it was most gratifying to me to see that the old, genuinely evangelical-Christian spirit, that Luther and the other great reformers of the time awakened,
proved to be active in the majority of evangelical congregations by the fact that already
6/7 of all evangelical churches of the state declared themselves for the agenda. On the
other hand, from these reports, as well as from the many pamphlets that have appeared
for and against the matter, I have also had the opportunity to observe in what incorrect
and slanderous way the agenda was judged and how my benevolent intentions in promoting it were misinterpreted and distorted. This gave me the opportunity, despite
the fact that several clergymen with a well-founded reputation and respect, who knew
my views and intentions, worked on it to my satisfaction, to reconsider it with special
attention so that I could inform and convince myself with the greatest possible precision of the rationale or groundlessness of the charges made against it; in that, I am in
no way inclined to shelter and promote a cause that, as has been said, runs counter to
the perception of the genuine spirit of the Reformation as taught by Luther and his
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co-workers. The inaccuracy of such bold statement, however, has come to light most
clearly and perfectly through the careful and extensive research that was carried out on
this subject, and I have once again fully convinced myself that this agenda, which many
denigrated so much not only in substance but almost word for word, corresponds to
the earlier agendas, published in the first century of the Reformation and introduced
by the territorial rulers of that time. Yes, what may be known to the least and what
inevitably increases its value, is the fact that it not only in the main points conforms to
the order established and recommended by our great reformer, Luther himself, in 1523
and 1526 as the norm of divine service, but that Zwingli also spoke out on this matter in
a similar way. After that time, these orders had been gradually mutilated and eventually faded into oblivion. They were replaced by disorder and arbitrariness which the
antagonists now loudly proclaim and preach as the Palladium521 of Protestant freedom.
Taking into account the above conditions, the present moment seems to me to
be the most appropriate time to prepare a final general introduction. This general
introduction is supported by three main reasons:
1. By the authority of Luther with whom Zwingli’s views on this subject are
essentially in agreement;
2. By the fact that the older agendas that appeared during the Reformation
were introduced by the evangelical territorial rulers of that time;
3. By the fact that, according to the results of surveys conducted in the country,
6/7 of all evangelical territorial churches voluntarily agreed to accept it.
Therefore, I determine that this matter should take place at the provincial level,
as soon as the points granted to the Province of Pomerania are presented to the provincial consistories and I receive their feedback reports on what they would like to
use for my further resolution. I look forward to your more detailed suggestions.”522
How this was to be understood was explained by Altenstein in a letter to
Schilden, dated March 24. He was pleased with the king’s decision concerning
provincial modifications. However, it must be made clear, he declared, that these
would be the final modifications allowed. Any further modifications would prove
awkward because they would lead people to expect even further concessions.
Altenstein’s report to the king on May 21, 1827, proposed a general definition.
The primary text was to be the new agenda together with the 1823 Appendix, as
well as the results of the assessments made on the basis of the report prepared by
the Pomeranian clergy authorities and completed by the Stettin consistory, along
with his own instructions and also in consideration of the needs of the Reformed
congregations not yet in the Union and the united congregations of both confessions. One year would be given to prepare for and initiate the use of this agenda.
521

522

Palladium – a wooden statue of Pallas, whom the Greeks identified with Athena and the
Romans with Minerva, was an ancient cult on which the security of Troy, and later Rome,
was believed to have depended.
Foerster 1907, 160-161.
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At the urging of the minister, the same permission was to be granted to other consistories to prepare proposed supplements on the model of the Pomeranian. Such
supplements were to be prepared by experienced and well-intentioned clergymen.
The minister was particularly concerned with liturgical reform in the Lower Rhine
and Westphalia and recognized that a special mechanism would be needed to set it in
place in these churches which were governed chiefly according to a presbyterial model. What was required was a revised constitution since the present constitution left
decisions concerning liturgy completely in the hands of the presbytery. This needed to
be changed. It was the minister’s hope that the Pomeranian concessions would create
a favorable atmosphere for the king’s agenda in the western provinces.
Altenstein was no dreamer. He understood that there was still much formidable opposition to the new agenda, far more than the king was willing to admit
to himself or anyone else. Altenstein could only shake his head in wonderment
and disbelief when the king claimed in his anonymous pamphlet that now only
one-seventh of the clergy in Prussia remained unconvinced of the superiority of
his new rite. The king repeated this claim in his February 6, 1827, cabinet order to
Altenstein. This time he made no mention of the clergy but still claimed that only
one-seventh of the congregations were still reluctant.523
The data available to Altenstein provided him with a somewhat different picture.
Late in 1826, he had requested that the consistories furnish him with accurate data that
would correctly reflect the situation in their churches as of December 21. This collected
data formed the basis of the report which he issued on June 16, 1827. Figures available to him showed that there were 5,708 clergy serving 8,473 congregations. Of these,
3,906 pastors had accepted the new agenda for use in the 6,536 congregations. This
indicated that about 68 percent of the clergy had accepted the book, and 77 percent of
the congregations had fallen into line, somewhat less than the king had claimed. Still,
in need of consideration was the fact that only those who had very openly rejected
the agenda were counted in the negative column. Those who were undecided were
counted as having accepted the rite, an overly optimistic assumption. Careful analysis
indicated that pastors in towns were most likely to reject the new agenda.
More bleak were the results of an analysis of agenda acceptance by geographical regions. Although some provinces were solidly behind the new rite, others
were just as decidedly opposed. In West Prussia, 93 of the 164 clergy rejected the
rite. In Silesia, 509 out of 744 were opposed. Bleaker yet were the reports from the
far west. In Westphalia, 224 out of 338 were firmly opposed. In the Lower Rhine,
210 out of 220 were unalterably opposed, and of the 211 in Jülich-Kleve-Berg only
one pastor was willing to accept the new rite.
Such data did not deter the king from the implementation of his plan, however, it must have at least given him some pause; he decided that the move for523

Wangemann 1884, 179-181; Foerster 1907, 160-164.
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ward should for the present not include the issuing of an implementation edict
or legal restraints. His June 23 cabinet order assured Altenstein that he approved
of his way of furthering the introduction of the agenda and that he might move
forward by allowing supplements based upon the Pomeranian model to be produced in provinces where the majority of churches had adopted the new rite.
“With regard to the other provinces of the monarchy, I fully agree with your views
and authorize you to notify the consistories of the provinces, in which the majority of
the churches have declared themselves in favor of the agenda, of the addendum for
the Province of Pomerania as the basis for the permissions to be granted and to hear
their wishes and suggestions. I fully approve of the fact that, in addition to the members of the consistory, several more experienced and well-meaning clergymen should
be called in after they were announced in advance, and I request you to keep me informed of the progress of this important issue that is close to my heart.”524
On June 29, 1827, Altenstein informed the consistories that they should move
ahead with the establishment of provincial liturgical commissions.525 The process progressed slowly. Liturgical commissions for Brandenburg, West and East
Prussia, and Posen were established only in February, and for Silesia in July 1828.526
Table 7. Acceptance of the agenda by the Prussian Provinces by mid-July 1827.527
Prussian Provinces

East Prussia

Total number of clergy and parishes

Clergy and parishes that had not
accepted the agenda by mid-July 1827

Clergy

Parishes

Clergy

Parishes

406

412

71

65

West Prussia

164

267

92

112

Posen

122

204

13

11

Silesia

744

728

509

475

Pomerania

696

1337

54

79

Brandenburg

1178

2254

203

305

Saxony

1629

2496

163

174

Westphalia

338

296

222

178

Jülich-Kleve-Berg

211

188

210

186

Lower Rhine

524
525
526
527

220

291

210

280

5708

8473

1747

1865

Foerster 1907, 163.
Foerster 1907, 156, 164.
Kampmann 1991, 174.
Wangemann 1884, 179. There is an inconsistency between the total number of Prussian
clergy and parishes and the data in the provinces provided by Wangemann. Table 7 gives
the recalculated total number of clergy and parishes. The number of the clergy and parishes
in Wangemann 1884: 5708, 7061; those who rejected the agenda: 1597, 1865.
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1 1 . 1 A ge nd a E d i ti o ns i n the East ern Prov in c es
Not all the provinces were equally anxious to proceed with the implementation of the June 23, 1827, cabinet order. In Silesia in the east and in the far Western
provinces of Rhineland, Jülich-Kleve-Berg, and Westphalia, there was very little
desire to introduce the new agenda at all. Even in Berlin, there was still formidable
opposition, particularly among the Reformed. It was clear that it would be expedient to make certain concessions in order to pacify opponents of the liturgy. The
best way to do this would be by the preparation of provincial supplements which
took into consideration the special needs and the fears of the clergy and laity of
the region. The June 23 cabinet order allowed for the creation of such provincial
supplements. It was determined that the Prussian Reformed clergy and congregations would be satisfied with the parallel liturgical forms prepared for them by
Neander and other clergy advisors in the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs.

11.1.1 Ag en da for th e Provin ce of B ra n d e n bu rg
In the early months of 1828, Altenstein had been very optimistic about the
progress being made. On May 13, 1828, he wrote to Schilden that the process of
preparing provincial supplements was at least in some provinces already moving forward. By the end of the year, work on the Brandenburg supplement had
been completed. It was approved by a cabinet order, issued by the king on January 4, 1829, and was published in April under the title: Nachtrag zu der erneuerten
Kirchen-Agende, insbesondere für die Provinz Brandenburg (Supplement to the Renewed
Church Agenda, Especially for the Province of Brandenburg). It would be this supplement rather than the earlier Pomeranian one, which would serve as the model for
the agendas to be produced in the other provinces.528
The Pomeranian supplement served as the basis for the more comprehensive
Brandenburg supplement. The Brandenburg edition added verses, prayers, and
other liturgical materials beyond those already found in the Pomeranian booklet.
It was seventy-one pages in length, whereas the Pomeranian edition had only
been thirty-eight pages long. Included now were three liturgical forms, drawn
up on the basis of the 1563 Electoral Palatinate Calvinist church order, particularly for use by Reformed clergy and congregations: Baptism, Holy Communion,
and Marriage as practiced in accordance with the Reformed tradition.529 This was
528
529

Wangemann 1884, 151, 187; Foerster 1907, 165, 176, 191-192; Kampmann 1991, 174.
Kjrchenordnung 1563, 3 ff.; The forms of the 1563 Electoral Palatinate Reformed church order
were also reprinted in the 1717/41 Prussian Reformed agendas. Kirchen-Agenda 1717, 1 ff.;
Kirchen-Agenda 1741, 1 ff.
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meant to satisfy the needs of the Reformed clergy who claimed that they
were being forced to use objectionable
Lutheran formularies.
The original preface from the
Pomeranian edition was reproduced verbatim. The contents of both supplements
were essentially the same, although the
Brandenburgian supplement would replace some of the material which was
appropriate only to the Pomeranians
and would both add to that supplement
and enlarge upon it. This was evident
already in the opening section of the
Brandenburg supplement which dealt
with general directives concerning liturgy and pastoral acts. It included directives concerning the intonations and
Brandenburgian supplement to the Berlin
collects to be used before the epistle, but
Agenda, 1829.
it dropped the Pomeranian suggestion
that the announcement of the gospel
might be preceded by the salutation and response. It agreed that the reference to
“received signs” in the Eucharistic exhortation might be dropped and suggested
that the reference to Christ’s work as “fulfilled for us” should perhaps be changed
to “fulfilled to good effect.” In the opening phrase of the Words of Institution,
the unfortunate decision of the 1821-24 editions to begin with “The Lord Jesus
Christ in the night, etc.,” which was perpetuated in the Pomeranian supplement,
was corrected by the Brandenburgians to the more traditional: “Our Lord Jesus
Christ in the night, etc.” They also decided that the exorcism in Baptism could be
dropped if desired. They decided also that the phrase: “established… through the
Baptism of your dear Son, Jesus Christ” could be changed to: “that through your
dear Son Jesus Christ, our Lord, you established the Baptism and ordered it to be
a washing of rebirth and renewal in the Holy Spirit.” Furthermore, it stated that
the sponsors could join the pastor in the laying-on-of-hands at the praying of the
Lord’s Prayer. The 1824 agenda had left this action to the officiating pastor. In
the marriage service, it allowed that instead of stating: “I sanctify this union,” the
officiant might prefer to say: “Thus, as an ordained servant of the church, I declare you joined together in marital union.” The eight questions addressed to the
confirmands could now be compressed into two questions if the pastor decided
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to do so, and the pastor was now permitted to add a free closing prayer after the
Lord’s Prayer.
Only a few modifications and changes were suggested in the section listing
additional verses for use after the confession of sins, before the alleluia, and after
the creed. The Pomeranian booklet offered four passages for use after the confession of sins, the Brandenburg supplement listed seven. Three were common
to both editions. The Pomeranian booklet had four additional verses before the
alleluia, the Brandenburgians offered eight. There were no changes to the passages after the creed. The Pomeranian edition included a single additional collect
to be read after the sermon and before the blessing. In the Brandenburg booklet,
the versicle and response of this prayer were slightly altered and nine more collects were added; all ten were given versicles and responses. The two Pomeranian post-Communion collects were reduced to one, and a proper versicle and
response were provided for it. The alternative additional prayer after Baptism in
the Pomeranian supplement was not included in the Brandenburg edition. One
additional exhortation to the sponsors at Baptism was provided. The longer Pomeranian address was dropped. Exhortations to the bridegroom and the bride, as
well as an alternative prayer to be prayed to close the marriage rite, were added
to the Brandenburg edition. Also newly added was the compression of the eight
confirmation questions into two. A significant new addition was the inclusion
of the shortened liturgy for use with the choir. It would subsequently appear
in all the later provincial editions. The “Notifications and Remarks” section followed the pattern and contents of the Pomeranian booklet with a few additions.
These additions included Luther’s Deluge Prayer in the baptismal rite and the
1713 prayer of the church which King Friedrich Wilhelm I had ordered to be
used on Sundays and feast days. The service of ordination reproduced the order
found in the Pomeranian booklet but added a final rubric, stating that where it
was the practice, the newly ordained pastor was to take over the service after his
ordination and celebrate the Lord’s Supper. The closing pages were given over to
the formulas for Baptism, Holy Communion, and Marriage prepared in 1827 by
Neander, Eylert, and others for use by the Reformed.530
In order to facilitate the speedy adoption of the agenda, the king stated in his
January 4, 1829, cabinet order that he was willing to grant some temporary concessions. (1) In places where the new liturgy had not yet been introduced, some
latitude would be allowed with regard to the sermon. A hymn stanza would be
permitted before the sermon, especially on high feasts and other festal occasions,
and the sermon and service might be allowed to be somewhat longer than usual
on these occasions. (2) The pastor was permitted to pray a free prayer after the
530
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sermon. The consistory would need to decide whether extraordinary petitions,
intercessions, and announcements should follow the free prayer or whether they
should be put at the beginning of the service as was the practice in the Frenchspeaking Reformed Church. In the Berlin Cathedral and the Potsdam Garrison
Church, the order given in the agenda was to be maintained. (3) Where it had
not been the practice to kneel for the Words of Institution, the introduction of
this custom could be delayed until the clergy had instructed their congregations
about it. (4) Where the threefold Sanctus (minor Sanctus) had formerly been used
in connection with the Words of Institution, this practice could be continued. The
same was the case where it was customary to sing “O Christ, Thou Lamb of God”
(“Christe, du Lamm Gottes”) at the beginning of communion. (5) The old distribution formula, “Take and eat, etc.,” might be continued, although Luther had
not included it in his 1523 Formula Missae. (6) The signation in the baptismal rite
might be omitted until the people had been properly instructed about it. (7) In
place of “Do you renounce the evil one” in the baptismal scrutinies, a liturgist
might say instead: “Do you renounce sin and all ungodliness.” (8) The practice of
pouring dirt on the coffin might be temporarily omitted until it had been properly
explained. In conclusion, the king noted that these were merely temporary measures and that the clergy were expected to provide focused instruction to their
congregations so that the reports which he received would show that progress
towards uniformity was moving forward, especially on points one, three, five,
six, and eight. He set a six-month deadline to this introductory period and its
voluntary measures. After that time, the final adoption and implementation of
the agenda with all its provisions were to go into effect throughout the province.
He finally declared that he would await the reports concerning how clergy and
congregations were responding to these measures.531
The king did grant some concessions, but the Brandenburgian commission
had hoped for more and, indeed, some that they had requested were not approved by the king. Such was the case in the king’s refusal to grant their request
that a form be provided for the churching of women. Those who wished to provide such a service in their parishes would need to take it from an old agenda
previously approved for use.
The publication of the Brandenburg supplement opened the way for the
implementation of the agenda throughout the province. Altenstein focused his
attention on Berlin and the reaction of its pastors and congregations. The pastors
who comprised the Berlin-Cölln superintendenture met on February 7, 1829, in
a meeting led by Neander. The clergy of the congregations of the Berlin Citysuperintendenture met on February 16 under the leadership of Superintendent
531
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Ross. Finally, on February 23, Reformed Superintendent Marot assembled the
clergy of Friedrichstadt. For its part, the Berlin magistrate directed that with the
consent of the patrons, the parishes should introduce the agenda first by reading
the 1823 “Extract from the Liturgy,” and then opportunities for the clarification of
any concerns should be provided. Subsequently the new liturgy should be introduced at the next Sunday service.532
Little opposition remained. Even Hossbach of Jerusalems- und Neue Kirche now
declared himself in favor of accepting the new rite. Only Schleiermacher held
back from formally declaring his agreement. He would soon explain his decision.
Neander in his letter to Altenstein indicated that since the introduction of the new
agenda was imminent, Schleiermacher had no alternative but to accept it or to leave
the ministry. In his eyes, it was just a question of time until this self-appointed Protestant pope would acquiesce. After a few days, Schleiermacher did accept the new
agenda, albeit with reservations which he personally thought to be not insignificant.
On February 27, 1829, the city council wrote a letter of profound apology to
the king who accepted it with some pleasure. He replied to them on March 30,
1829, that if they had properly recognized the limitations of their relationship to
the congregations and had not taken a position which neither law nor tradition
could support, his indignation would never have been provoked. He would not
criticize them further, not least because he wanted their thoughts concerning him
to be pleasant and not bitter.
“If the magistrate exceeded the limits of its discretion as patron of several
churches in the matter of the renewed agenda and tried to take a position that
was neither based on law nor tradition, this could only cause my just displeasure.
However, from the resolution of the 27th of last month, I see that it realizes its
wrongdoing, albeit late, and that the purpose of my orders has finally become
clear to it. In this regard, I no longer want to further reprimand for what has happened, and the magistrate as well as the citizenry, whose clinginess in times of
happiness and unhappiness did not fade from my memory, can therefore once
again be assured of my benevolence.”533
During this time, the king was himself not inactive. He was once again taking
the matter of provincial supplements into consideration. The initial plan had been
to simply add the supplements to the agenda as appendices, but now the king
decided that it would be wiser to move the supplementary material into the body
of the agenda itself, and in this way it would not be necessary to publish individual supplements for each province. Instead, each province would have its own
edition of the agenda. In March, the king ordered to move forward with the production of the Brandenburg edition of the agenda. That same month, on March
532
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18, the Brandenburg agenda commission
completed its preparatory work.534
The Brandenburg agenda was given
the title: Agende für die evangelische Kirche
in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen
für die Provinz Brandenburg (Agenda for the
Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian
Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the Province of Brandenburg). It
was printed by the Dieterici Printing
Concern in Berlin in 1829.
The king’s April 19, 1829, preface was
placed in the book’s opening pages. In it,
he shared his rather unique view of the
Reformation and the Protestant liturgies.
He asserted that from the start pious
Agenda for the Province of Brandenburg,
sovereigns and other territorial rules had
1829.
recognized the need to introduce regulations concerning pure evangelical liturgical worship. These liturgies had all been built on the same principles, and what
had resulted was almost uniform acts of worship and liturgical customs everywhere. Only later were innovations introduced, based on erroneous religious
views which were themselves the results of laxity and indifference. As a result,
arbitrariness and disorder in matters of worship came to prevail almost everywhere. To correct this situation, he prepared and introduced at the end of 1821
an improved church agenda for use in the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin.
Its introduction had been met far and wide with acclaim and jubilation by men
of serious intention and by astute clergymen. All these expressed their desire that
this agenda be put into general distribution. Clergy in every province were asked
to give their opinions both pro and con. Although some opponents were harsh and
unfair in their attacks, the vast majority of the Protestant churches in the kingdom
had in a fairly short time indicated their enthusiastic approval. There were, of
course, many concerns about language and differing local conditions and the loss
of local traditions which were seen by some as reasons not to adopt the new book.
All these concerns and requests were gathered by the provincial consistories so
that a set of general principles could be formulated. These then guided a special
commission, consisting of consistory clergy and a number of worthy clergymen
534
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of the region to carefully consider, advise, and report the results of their findings
to the king through the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs. After all this had been done,
the king was able to grant to the clergy of the province a new and more complete
edition of the church agenda.535
As the result, it could now be anticipated with great certainty and confidence
that clergy throughout the province would gratefully acknowledge the king’s intentions and concerns for the well-being of his evangelical subjects and would
faithfully discharge their responsibilities by leading their congregations to cast
aside remaining erroneous views and misunderstandings so that the new agenda
can be introduced everywhere in the province and to be preserved and observed
everywhere in a uniform manner. In conclusion, the king stated that with all this
in mind he and his clergy and people could pray that God would protect and
bless the present generation and those which follow to live in the fear of God in
accordance with all Christian virtues.
The king had also determined that his preface should be followed by an introductory forward, composed and signed by the clergy members of the Ministry
of Spiritual Affairs together with the clergy members of the Brandenburg consistory. This preface, composed under the leadership of Bishop Eylert, would subsequently appear in every provincial edition of the agenda over the names of
the clergy members of the consistory of that province as well as the names of the
members of Ministry of Spiritual Affairs.
The forward was adopted on May 26, 1829. Signing on behalf of the Ministry were Eylert, evangelical bishop and Reformed preacher in the Court and
Garrison Church in Potsdam, Ehrenberg, member of the High Consistory and
Reformed first preacher of the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin, Neander,
member of the High Consistory, first general superintendent of the Province of
Brandenburg, provost of Cölln-an-der-Spree, and Lutheran pastor of St. Peter’s
Church, Ross, member of the High Consistory, second general superintendent of
the Province of Brandenburg, and provost of Berlin, and Reformed pastor of St.
Nicholas and St. Mary’s Church, Theremin, member of the High Consistory and
Reformed second pastor of the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. Signing
for the Brandenburg consistory were Ernst Friedrich Wilhelm Gillet, member of
the consistory and pastor in the Friedrichswerder Church, Carl Adolph Nicolai,
member of the consistory and preacher at St. Nicholas, Carl Friedrich Brescius,
member of the consistory, and Johann Michael Palmié, member of the consistory
and preacher in the French language Reformed congregation.
The preface stated that it was of paramount importance that an established
order be used in the celebration of the divine service and all pastoral acts. This
535
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should be regarded as self-evident, and the church in every age had exercised a
great effort to maintain it. It was clear that consistency in the forms used in the divine service helped to maintain and strengthen a sense of Christian community and
was needed for proper edification. The agenda was built upon this principle. In
the recent past, the noble goals of Christian worship had gradually disappeared,
and the new agenda meant to take its stand against the vicissitudes of the human
opinions and once again firmly establish the doctrines of the evangelical faith,
while at the same time allowing for a certain variety of expression. In the arrangement of the divine service, it had been recognized that caution must be exercised
so that each element of the service might express the common faith and the religious sense of the congregation and serve the preaching of the divine word.
According to the preface, recent attempts in the field of the liturgy had failed
to provide worship services which gave proper expression to public devotion and
a proper confession of faith, and for this reason they must be adjudged unsuitable. There had been an urgent need to go back to the Reformation era itself and
to the agendas which had been prepared by the reformers and confirmed by the
pious territorial rulers as suitable for use in all ages. Those early agendas never
deviated in the slightest from the evangelical doctrines and could not be a stumbling block to genuine evangelical Christians. On the contrary, true Christians
would see in them how by means of the agenda the confession of faith was being
maintained and sufficiently safeguarded. The agenda, which first appeared in
1821, had proved to be so beneficial in use that its widespread introduction now
appeared advisable.
The new agenda for the Province of Brandenburg was made the more valuable
as a result of the faithful care of his majesty for the well-being of the evangelical
church, according to the signers. The consistory of the province, with the concurrence of some of the most respected of its clergy, had advised the inclusion
of some provincial liturgical practices which were particular to the province. As
a result, the church was now offered a liturgy with rich diversity which would
give the clergy an opportunity to select that which best served the needs of their
congregations.
The undersigned stated that they themselves were called and ordained ministers of the word, and as such, they were obliged to declare their firm conviction
that this liturgy accorded with the doctrines of the Holy Scriptures, which were
the only norm of faith of the evangelical church, and that the agenda in every
part fully consisted of these same doctrines so that it could not be doubted that
clergy of the province would work together to introduce this agenda for the genuine Christian edification of their congregations and that they would preserve it
without change. The signers concluded with their prayer that God would grant
that this agenda, which was based entirely upon the fundamental teachings of
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the Christian faith in Jesus Christ who is the same yesterday, today, and forever,
would bring from God wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, and redemption
to the glory of his name, the promotion of his kingdom on earth, and the eternal
blessing of all who called to eternal life in Christ Jesus.536
The new agenda edition was far more comprehensive in content than the original edition had been. The original 1821-24 agenda had contained the divine
service and pastoral acts in a single volume. The 1829 edition was comprised of
two parts under a single cover.
The first part consisted in the chief divine service for Sundays and feast days
and the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, general directives for the conduct of the
service, the “Extract from the Liturgy” and the new shortened form of the service
with choir, the service of preparation for the Lord’s Supper, verses and prayers
for church festivals and other special occasions, such as the Advent, Christmas,
New Year, Passiontide, Maundy Thursday, Good Friday, Easter, Day of Repentance, Ascension Day, Pentecost, Commemoration of the Departed, and Remembrance Day of Peace and Victory in the Napoleonic Wars. Also included were
four alternative prayers of confession, twenty verses for use after the confession
of sins, thirty-six collects, some with versicles and responses, twenty-three alleluia verses, sixteen verses for use after the creed, optional insertions for use in
the prayer of the church, and two addendums – an exhortation to communicants
and a prayer of thanksgiving after communion. This was followed by the MusikAnhang (Musical Supplement) with choral settings of the liturgy.
The second part consisted in the baptismal liturgy, the confirmation of children, service of marriage, the communion of the sick, the burial, ordination of a
pastor, the three ecumenical creeds, a catechism for evangelical Christians, four
addendums, giving addresses to the baptismal sponsors, the bridegroom, and
the bride, and a concluding prayer for the service of marriage. The appendix of
formularies provided four forms for use by the Reformed: the Lord’s Supper,
Baptism, post-baptismal prayer, and formulary for marriage. The final section
included prayers and formulas taken from the oldest evangelical agendas.
As in the 1824 rite, the chief divine service began with a hymn sung by the congregation, although this hymn could be replaced by an organ prelude in which
case the congregation would sing its hymn after the confession of sins. This was
an apparent concession to those who wished to retain the old practice of separating the preparatory service from the service proper. Reference was made to the
pastor’s liturgical vestments, but it was not made clear just what vestments were
meant by this. The rubric stated that during the hymn the pastor could return to
the sacristy or be seated in the sanctuary facing the altar. At the conclusion of the
536
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Baptismal form with exorcism: “Let the spirit
of the unclean give way to the Holy Spirit.”

Appendix of formularies for use by
Reformed congregations.

hymn, the pastor at the altar was to say the Triune Invocation: “In the name of
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen,” without the sign of the
cross. The original invocation from the first edition of the 1821/22 rite was also
permitted: “Blessed be the kingdom of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit now and ever, and to the ages of the ages” – a phrase found at this place
in the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. The liturgist was then to read Psalm 124:8
to introduce the confession of sins: “Our help is in the name of the Lord who
created heaven and earth.” Then followed a prayer of confession, chosen by the
pastor, and a verse of his choosing, declaring God’s Mercy. The choir was then to
respond by singing the Gloria Patri and Kyrie. However, if a hymn followed the
confession of sins, this verse and the Gloria Patri were dropped, and the pastor
said instead: “Glory and praise be to the Father, etc.,” and this was followed by
the Kyrie. The 1824 rite had a single obligatory prayer of confession, followed by
a paraphrase of Psalm 77:13-14 to be used invariably. As in 1824, the Kyrie was to
be sung in Greek, however, it could also be sung in German: “Lord, have mercy
upon us!...” The pastor was then to say: “Glory be to God on high,” and the choir
was to respond: “And good will toward men,” and in place of “for the sake of
your glorious great honor” it might sing instead: “… for the sake of your great
glory.” Then the choir was to sing the Laudamus. Special settings might be sung
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on high feasts and other occasions as in former times, examples of which could
be found in Johann Spangenberg’s collection of Latin and German evangelical
church music in Cantiones ecclesiasticae 1545. In place of the Laudamus, the congregation could sing “All Glory Be to God on High” or another suitable hymn. In
this case, the service must begin with a hymn and the Triune Invocation. The 1824
rite did not provide such a variety. In the older order, the pastor said: “Glory be
to God on high and on earth peace and good will toward men.” It was noted that
Laudamus was ordinarily used only at church festivals. The 1829 Laudamus ended
with a threefold Amen by the choir.
The pastor was then to say the salutation: “The Lord be with you,” or he could
say instead: “Peace be with you,” perhaps loosely patterned after the phrase commonly used in the St. Chrysostom Liturgy. No option had been provided in 1824.
Then followed a collect no longer printed in the body of the service. It was to be
chosen by the pastor. The 1824 book provided a collect in the body of the service.
The pastor was to introduce the epistle by saying: “The epistle is written” (“Die
Epistel stehet geschrieben”) as in 1824. This was followed by the alleluia verse. The
gospel was to be announced in the same manner as the epistle, and as in 1824, the
congregation was to respond to the reading: “Praise to you, O Christ. Amen.” In
place of it, a response, “Glory to you, O Lord, glory to you,” could be used, or
the choir could sing: “Glory to you, Lord,” in which case the Amen was dropped.
The Apostles’ Creed was then spoken by the pastor, and he was to conclude it
with Amen. The choir then responded with a sung threefold Amen. In 1824, the
pastor had said one Amen, and the choir had sung one Amen. The version of the
Apostles’ Creed in both the old and new services included the unique phrase:
“I believe in… one, holy, universal Christian Church” – a phrase taken from the
Prussian German Reformed agenda.537 No provision was made for the recitation
of the Nicene Creed, although the congregation might sing: “We All Believe in
One True God” in place of the Apostles’ Creed.” Then the pastor read the appropriate verse from those provided in the section on verses and prayers.
The liturgist then was to face the congregation and say: “Lift up your hearts
and let us give thanks to the Lord our God.” This was followed by the Vere dignum, after which the choir sang the Sanctus and Benedictus qui venit. This was as
in 1824, excepting that the Vere dignum of the Eucharistic preface could now be
preceded by the optional traditional dialogue:
Pastor: “The Lord be with you.”
Choir: “And with your spirit.”
Pastor: “Lift up your hearts.”
Choir: “We lift them up to the Lord.”
537
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Pastor: “Let us give thanks to the Lord our God.”
Choir: “It is meet and right...”
It was noted that the choir should sing: “Heaven and earth are full of his
glory,” instead of the more usual: “All lands are full of his glory…”
The prayer of the church followed. As in 1824, it was printed in the service itself.
In the new edition, allowance was made for additional intercessions and supplications. It was noted that in some places it was customary to make intercession for
the patron and to include it after the words: “…to your glory and the good of our
fatherland.” The prayer was to be followed by the Lord’s Prayer (“Unser Vater”),
prayed by the pastor. As before, a footnote stated that the phrase “Unser Vater” followed Luther’s own translation in the German Bible. Then followed the concluding
Aaronic Benediction with the sign of the cross and a threefold choral Amen.
Only passing mention was made of the sermon in a note at the end of the
service, almost as though it were a mere afterthought. It stated that the sermon
might follow the creed or the Lord’s Prayer before the Aaronic Benediction. In
the first case, the congregation should sing the sermon hymn after the threefold
Amen that concludes the creed. Then the sermon should follow. After it, a short
hymn was to be sung while the pastor made his way to the altar to read the verse
after the creed. From there, the service proceeded as usual. It was noted that in
some places conditions might be such that there were obstacles to conducting
the closing liturgy from the altar. In this case, and with the introduction of the
Communion rite, the pastor was to exercise caution by using the “Abbreviated
Liturgy Performed with Choral Settings.” If the sermon should follow the Lord’s
Prayer, the choir was to sing a threefold Amen after the Our Father. Then the congregation was to sing a hymn, and the sermon should conclude with the Aaronic
Benediction and a closing hymn as in 1824.
The sermon itself was to begin with the Apostolic greeting: “The grace of our
Lord Jesus Christ…,” or a short opening prayer. Then the text of the sermon was
to be read. The sermon was to close with the benediction. If the Aaronic Benediction was to be given from the altar, which is allowed, then a collect provided
could to precede the benediction. On ordinary Sundays, the service was to end
with a final hymn.
Ordinarily, the service did not include the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. On
those occasions when it was celebrated, it was simply added after the close of the
ordinary Sunday service. As in 1824, the rubrics which introduced the Communion
rite did not state that the Our Father and blessing should be dropped when Communion was to follow. Later in the book, it was explicitly stated that non-communicants were to be dismissed with the benediction before Communion.
During the hymn, after the benediction, the liturgist was to go to the altar, and
at its conclusion, he was to read the exhortation as in 1824. A footnote allowed
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that an alternative admonition on page 89 could also be substituted, and the pastor could, if he wishes, pray the Lord’s Prayer. He was not, however, obligated
to do so since it had already been prayed earlier. The celebrant then instructed
the congregation to kneel and give heed to the Words of Institution. They were to
remain kneeling until after the Pax Domini which followed the Words of Institution. In the bread-words, “The Lord Jesus Christ…,” was changed to: “Our Lord
Jesus Christ…” The cup-words remained as before. The sign of the cross was
included as in 1824. The celebrant was to turn to the people to impart the Pax,
and at its conclusion, he was to say Amen. In 1824, this Amen had been given to
the choir. In 1829, footnote allowed that the choir might respond: “And with your
spirit.” Then followed a prayer from the medieval Mass, “Domine Jesu Christe, Fili
Dei Vivi…,” which in 1821-24 had come immediately after the exhortation before
the Verba.538 An earlier form of this prayer from Luther’s Formula Missae and from
the Mark Brandenburg orders of 1540 and 1572 was printed in the second part
of the new agenda and could be used in place of this prayer.539 In either case,
the choir was to respond with a threefold Amen and then sing the Agnus Dei. It
was also permitted that selected passages of Scripture might be read to invite the
communicants. The distribution began with the singing of the Agnus Dei by the
choir, or the congregation could sing “Lamb of God, Pure and Holy” if it was in
their hymnal. If it was not, another suitable hymn could be substituted. Suitable
hymns could be sung by the congregation during the communion as in 1824. In
the distribution formula, the introductory words “take and eat” and “take and
drink” were added, resulting in the following formulas: “‘Take it and eat,’ says
our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, ‘this is my body which is given for you. Do this
in remembrance of me’,” “‘Take it and drink of it all of you,’ says our Lord and
Savior Jesus Christ, ‘this cup is the New Testament in my blood which is shed for
you. Do this in remembrance of me’.”540
The service was to conclude with the post-Communion prayer, the Aaronic
Benediction, and the choir’s threefold Amen as in 1824, although an alternative
prayer of thanksgiving found later in the book could be used instead of the rather
long post-Communion prayer. In addition, the Aaronic Benediction could be preceded by the following versicles from the Swedish Mass: “Give thanks and praise
the Lord!” or “To the Lord be thanks and praise!” or “Bow down your hearts to
God and receive the benediction.”541
538

539

540
541

Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821, 21; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 21; Kirchen-Agende 1824,
21; Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, 16; Thompson 1972, 80-81.
LW 53, 29; Kirchen Ordnung 1540, L; Agenda 1572, 186; Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, (Zweiter
Theil) 75.
Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, 1-18.
Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, 19 fn.**; Handbok 1693, 104; Hand-Buch 1708, 91; Kyrko-handbok
1811, 19-20.

342

11. The Adoption of the Agenda in All Prussian Provinces

A condensed version of the 1824 general directives for the service was placed
immediately after the Communion service. It stated that the liturgy could now
be up to one hour and a half in length instead of just one hour as before. Where
local conditions called for a longer service, the pastor must refer the matter to the
consistory which had final responsibility for all decisions in such matters. As a
general rule, a shorter service was to be preferred unless the whole congregation
was agreed that it wanted a longer service. Appropriate announcements should
be read before the blessing which closed the pulpit office. Concerning the appropriate place for other announcements, such as the banns and announcements of
local interest, these matters should be decided by the consistory.
As a rule, the choir should sing in four-part harmony without organ accompaniment. There ought to be at least eight singers in the choir. Congregational
singing should be accompanied by both the organ and the choristers.
In the case of those church festivals celebrated only in certain parishes and
for which no provision was made in the agenda, for the time being these should
be celebrated according to the directives found in the old agendas. Where it had
been the practice to intone the Lord’s Prayer and the Words of Institution, this
practice might continue. The same directives were to be followed in the case of all
ecclesiastical acts, such as early and late morning services, for which no particular
provision was made in the agenda.
Where it was desired to make use of readings from the Scriptures, such as the
Ten Commandments, etc., in addition to the pericopes, these should be read at
the beginning of the divine service before the opening hymn.
In the 1824 book, the “Extract from the Liturgy” was put in the 1823 Appendix
of Prayers. In 1829, it was moved to the main body of the work immediately after
the chief divine service and the liturgical directives. It was not much changed. The
service still began with the Triune Invocation and the verse Adjutorium nostrum
(“Our help is in the name of the Lord…”). No confession of sins was included in
the body in the text. The liturgist was to choose one. So too, no collect and alleluia
verse for the day were included, for these too were to be chosen by the pastor.
The Kyrie after the confession of sins was shortened to “Lord, have mercy on us
(and hear us graciously!).” Then followed “Glory be to God on high and on earth
peace and good will toward men. Amen.” The salutation and collect, epistle, alleluia verse, gospel, response, and Apostles’ Creed followed immediately. Then
followed the prayer of the church, the Lord’s Prayer, and the benediction. Unlike
the 1823 service,542 no mention was made in the body of the service of either the
congregational hymn or the sermon. According to the notes, the sermon could
follow the creed or the Our Father. When it followed the creed, the order was:
542
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Creed – Hymn – Sermon – Prayer of the church – Lord’s Prayer – Benediction –
Hymn. When it followed the Our Father the order was: Our Father – Sermon
hymn – Sermon, etc. The pastor was free to make use of this shortened service
where and when he wished to do so. However, where good choir singers were
available or could be trained, there the full divine service should be used as a rule
at least on the high feasts. Finally, because this was already a barebones liturgy,
the pastor was not allowed to omit anything from it, but he was encouraged to
add to it verses and prayers and other usages from the chief divine service.
The target audience of this “Extract from the Liturgy” was congregations
without choirs. However, the new agenda included a service not previously offered. It too was an extract from the full service, but it was for use in congregations that needed a shortened service but had a choir available. The service was
entitled: “Abbreviated Liturgy Performed with Choral Settings According to the
Instructions in the Extract from the Liturgy” (“Abgekürzte und mit Chören versehene
Liturgie, nach Anleitung des Auszuges aus der Liturgie”). It was noted that in congregations that used this service the choir music must be short and simple and could
have an organ accompaniment. The congregation was to be invited to join in.
This service followed somewhat more fully the provisions of the chief divine
service. It began with the Triune Invocation and the verse Adjutorium nostrum. A
confession of sins followed, and after it, there could be an opening hymn or the
pastor might say instead: “Laud and praise be to God the Father and the Son and
the Holy Spirit, as it was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be, world without end. Amen.” Then followed the threefold Kyrie in Greek. The German phrase,
“Lord, have mercy,” could be repeated after each Greek phrase, or if the Greek
Kyrie was sung only once, one German phrase could follow it. The officiant then
said: “Glory be to God on high,” and the choir responded: “And on earth peace
and good will toward men. Amen. Amen. Amen.” The officiant’s salutation was
answered by the choir. This was followed by the collect, epistle, and the alleluia
verse for the day. The choir responded to the alleluia verse with a threefold alleluia. Then followed the gospel of the day and its response. The Apostles’ Creed
concluded with a threefold Amen. Then followed the prayer of the church as
before, the Lord’s Prayer, and the benediction. As in the other shortened service,
the sermon might follow either the creed or the Lord’s Prayer.
If the Lord’s Supper was to be celebrated, non-communicants were dismissed
with the benediction, and the officiant returned to the altar. At the close of the
hymn, he was to read one of the verses which in the full liturgy followed the
creed. The most appropriate of these were: “May God bless us…,” or “The grace
of our Lord Jesus Christ…” He then continued with Surcum Corda and then read
the exhortation to the communicants.543
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As in 1824, a special service of preparation for the Lord Supper was provided.
It was to be held the evening before Communion or early in the morning before
the service. This preparatory service differed from the 1824 model only in a few
details. Now it might be conducted either from the altar or from the pulpit. The
old service was invariably to be done from the pulpit. Now it was explicitly stated
that the confessional address should not be more than one-half hour in length, and
it must allude to the sinfulness of man and his turning away from God, his need
for the redemptive work of Jesus Christ, and true heartfelt repentance. It was expressly stated that only true improvement and living faith were able to fruitfully
receive the blessing of Christ’s redemptive work. The phrase, “All people are
sinners…,” from 1824 was dropped. The obligatory short exhortation, the confession of sins, the question whether one owned this confession as his own, and the
absolution and an invitation for those who desired to seek further counsel from
the pastor were as before, excepting that the Triune Invocation, “In the name of
God the Father, etc.,” was now, “In the name of the Father, etc.,” and the promise
of amendment of life in the prayer of confession was now made parenthetical.
The invitation for private confession was to be omitted when the special service
of confession preceded the main service in the morning. The preparatory service
concluded with the Lord’s Prayer, benediction, and a hymn stanza.544
Material which in the earlier edition appeared in the 1823 Appendix of Prayers was now found in the agenda where it was placed immediately after divine
services. The title was little altered from the earlier work: “Prayers, Verses, etc.,
Compiled from Several Older Agendas and Set in Order for Use with the Liturgy for Sundays and Feast Days” (“Gebete, Sprüche u. s. w. aus mehreren ältern
Agenden zusammengetragen, und zum Gebrauche für die Liturgie an Sonn- und Festtagen eingerichtet”). Most of the material was unaltered from the earlier edition,
although in a few places Daniel Amadeus Neander, the editor, sought to improve
the wording. There were also a number of additions from the 1829 Brandenburg
Supplement to the Renewed Church Agenda. To the three prayers of confession, a
fourth was now added. The number of passages after the confession was almost
doubled from twelve to twenty. Ten new collects were added, and eight were
transferred from the section, entitled: “Prayers for Any Use on Special Occasions” (“Gebete zum beliebigen Gebrauch bei besondern Veranlassungen”),545 bringing
the total number to thirty-six. The number of alleluia verses grew from twelve to
twenty-three, and four new verses were added to the twelve given for use after
the creed. The section on additions to the general prayer remained unchanged.
Newly added was a short supplement, consisting of an alternative admonition to
544
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the communicants and an alternative prayer of thanksgiving after communion
with versicle and response.546
In the 1829 book, the pastoral acts were moved from part one to part two. The
first form included was the form for Holy Baptism. This form had from the start
been the occasion of much controversy because of the exorcism and the signation
of the candidate on the forehead and heart. The latter directive remained, but the
exorcism was now made optional and put in parentheses. As in 1824, the devil
had been demoted to the “evil one” in the scrutiny: “Do you renounce the evil one
in all his works and his ways?” A footnote permitted this to be further modified:
“Do you renounce sin and all ungodly ways?”
Controversy swirled around the ordination rite not only because the candidate
was expected to swear his fidelity to the church’s confessional writings but also
because of the so-called homagium (homage) – oath which mixed ecclesiastical
and secular jurisdictions and assigned to the king the role of chief shepherd of
the church. The oath of office was stricken from the rite. The ministerial oath
remained but only in a much-shortened form that had been adopted on April 24,
1815.547 Whatever oath might be necessary, it had nothing to do with the ordination service as such. The ordination form used in Brandenburg was based principally upon the form included in the Brandenburg supplement of 1829. In the
course of time, all the eastern Prussian provinces would adopt this form.
Also included in the second part were some supplementary materials from the
1829 Brandenburg supplement. Included among them were short form of address
to the baptismal sponsors, an alternative question addressed to the bridegroom,
an alternative question addressed to the bride, and an alternative concluding
prayer at the close of the wedding ceremony.548
The “Appendix of Forms” (“Anhang von Formularen”) was included to satisfy the
requirements of Reformed congregations. These forms were prepared by Neander
and clergy members of the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs. The claim was made that
they were not new forms but followed traditions derived from the Reformation era
now put into modern speech to make them more readily understandable.549
The order for Holy Communion was characteristically Reformed. The rite was
taken in abbreviated form from the 1563 Electoral Palatinate church order. The form
was also reprinted in the Prussian German Reformed agendas of 1717 and 1741.550
A note at the beginning of the order stated that the congregations which were using
authorized older preparation orders might continue to use them. Otherwise, they
should make use of the special form for preparation found in the agenda.
546
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The service itself began with a lengthy admonition, based on Paul’s words of
warning in 1 Corinthians 11 that communicants must examine themselves lest
they eat and drink unworthily. The traditional Reformed reference to the fencing
of the table from the 1563 Palatinate and 1717/41 Prussian Reformed agendas
was nowhere found in the rite itself, but it was referred to in a footnote. Those
who would come to the table should acknowledge their weakness and unworthiness and feel deep sorrow for their sin and look beyond the bread and the wine
that they may not doubt that they are participating in the heavenly bread and the
cup of eternal life. They should receive this Sacrament as a pledge of righteousness built upon Christ’s death and lift up their hearts to Christ where he is seated
in the glory of the Father.
The minister was then to recite the Words of Institution and the form of admonition, which followed, in which he related the Supper to the remembrance of
the sufferings and death of the Lord and admonished the people to live together
in true Christian fellowship as one body, even as they were all partaking of one
loaf of bread. This was followed by a prayer for a fruitful remembrance of the bitter death of Christ so that in true faith their humbled and shattered hearts might
be refreshed and quickened by Christ’s true body and blood – the eternal bread of
heaven. He further prayed that they might no more continue in sin nor doubt that
God was now their gracious Father who no longer reckoned their sins against
them but regarded them as his true children and heirs. Finally, he prayed that
they might be comforted in their bearing of the cross and in all trouble might wait
upon the Lord Jesus. It was noted that in place of this prayer, the prayer found in
the chief divine service might be used along with the Pax Domini which was referred to as a wish that God would bless them (Germ. “Segenswunsch”). This was
followed by the Our Father and the distribution. No formula of distribution was
included, indicating that the standard formula from the chief divine service was
always to be used. Notably absent was any reference to the breaking of the bread,
a ceremony which the Reformed always regarded as of the utmost importance.
Two alternative prayers of thanksgiving after the communion were offered.
Neither of them made any reference either to the bread and wine or the body and
blood. Nothing was said of a benediction or a final hymn.
Formulas for baptism and marriage were also included in this section.
At the conclusion of the agenda was a section, entitled: “Notifications and
Remarks Concerning Some Prayers, Formulas, and Chorales Found in the Oldest
Evangelical Agendas but not included in the Renewed One” (“Nachrichten und
Bemerkungen über einige Gebete, Formulare und Chöre, die sich in den ältesten evangelischen Agenden vorfinden und nicht in der erneuerten enthalten sind”). Included
in it were the general confession of sins from the church book of Elector Joachim
II, dated 1568 (“I confess to almighty God and to you, brethren...” / “Ich bekenne
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Gott, dem Allmächtigen und euch Brüdern…”),551 the full Gloria in excelsis Deo with
the Laudamus, and the solemn form for the introduction of the Holy Gospel with
the salutation:
Pastor: “The Lord be with you.”
Choir: “And with your spirit.”
Pastor: “The Holy Gospel is written in…”
Choir: “Glory to you, Lord.”
Also included were the words of introduction to the Lord’s Prayer, found in
the church order of Joachim II: “Let us pray as our Lord Christ has taught us that
we should with true confidence and trust pray: ‘Our Father, who art in heaven,
etc.’” Added also was the general prayer of the church, set down in 1713 by King
Friedrich Wilhelm I for use on Sundays and feast days.552
Included also was the prayer of St. John Chrysostom, commonly called the Ektenia, based on the Kyrie prayer found in his liturgy. Also appended were several
prayers from the Brandenburg 1572 church order. Among them were the confession of sins and two prayers of humble access for use immediately before the
Words of Institution. Included as well was a prayer that could be used after the
Words of Institution and the Lord’s Prayer and three additional prayers from the
same church order to be prayed after the Pax Domini. The first two were from Luther’s Formula Missae and beyond that the medieval Mass. Included with the third
prayer were Bible verses inviting communicants to approach the altar and Luther’s distribution formula: “The body (the blood) of our Lord Jesus Christ, preserve your soul to life everlasting.” It was noted that a number of agendas added:
“...which was given into death” and “...which was shed for you.” An alternative
was given from Luther’s Formula Missae: “The body our Lord, etc., preserve my
(or thy) soul to eternal life,” and “the blood of our Lord Jesus Christ preserve,
etc.” Also included were the two formulas slightly altered from the 1824 agenda
as well as this: “Take and eat, and consider of the Words of Institution of our Lord
Jesus Christ.” “Take and drink, etc.” The “Benedictus Dominus Deus Israel” was to
be prayed at the conclusion of the early service said by the pastor or sung by the
choir. The Magnificat and the “Nunc Dimittis” were to be used at Vespers in the
same way together with the collect for peace and the Christmas sequence, “Grates
nunc omnes.” Last of all was the litany, based on Luther’s German Litany, and the
Flood Prayer included by Luther in his baptismal rite.553
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In general, it may be said that the chief divine service and other liturgical provisions in the 1829 book were richer in what they offered than had been the case
in 1824. The form was not materially changed, and little had changed in the main
body of the text, however, the greater variety was offered within these individual
parts, and the footnotes provided alternative usages and supplements.
A significant restoration in the 1829 service was the return to the traditional
pattern of the intoning of the “Gloria in excelsis” by a pastor with the choir responding “Et in terra pax” and the entire Laudamus. In 1824, the entire “Gloria in
excelsis” had been given to the pastor to read.554 Another notable change was the
decision not to include sample collects and other variable parts in the ordinary.
This change without doubt was made because many pastors could not be bothered to look up the proper prayers and verses and simply used the same ones at
every service. Now they could no longer do this.
It is significant that in a special section titled, “Notifications and Remarks Concerning Some Prayers…,” the book included the proper traditional introduction
of the gospel with the salutation, its response, the announcement, and the choir
acclamation, “Glory to you, Lord” – all this preceding the reading of the gospel of
the day. This option would be used by those who had an appreciation for details
of the church’s liturgical heritage.
Perhaps the most significant change in the new liturgy was the permission to
restore the sermon and pulpit office to their traditional place after the creed. Earlier, the king had stubbornly defended his notion that the sermon in the service of
the word ought to come last of all before the benediction and final hymn stanza.
Also significant was permission to make use of the Salutation, Sursum corda,
and Gratias agamus and their responses before the Vere dignum. In 1824, these had
been collapsed into a single phrase: “Lift up your hearts and let us give thanks to
the Lord our God” to which there was no response.555 However, the Eucharistic
preface was still attached to the prayer of the church rather than the consecration
of the Sacrament. The king viewed it as a beautiful and solemn part of the service
which ought to be used every Sunday, whereas the Sacrament of the Altar was
celebrated only occasionally.
It is notable that the prayer, “Lord, who through your death gave life to the
world,” a prayer which in the medieval Mass traditionally was prayed after the
Agnus Dei by the priest in preparation for his Communion, has now been moved
to a place immediately after the Pax Domini before the Agnus Dei.556 This prayer
was already in 1822/24 shorn of any sacramental reference such as was found in
the medieval Mass (“… deliver me by this thy most sacred body and blood…”).557
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It became a prayer for a salutary remembrance of the passion and was unrelated
to the reception of Communion. In 1822/24, this prayer was placed immediately
before the Verba.558
The wording of the distribution formula was slightly altered, but this alteration was without significance since the formula remained referential. However,
it may be noteworthy that in the “Notifications and Remarks Concerning Some
Prayers…” at the end of the book, an alternative Lutheran formula was printed.
Perhaps this indicated that cranky and abstinent Lutheran pastors were being
granted the concession that they could use the Lutheran formula.
Although the king still preferred shorter services, it was now allowed that the
service might be one and one-half hour in length. The insistence on short services
had met with significant opposition, particularly in rural areas where the people
had to travel long distances to come to church and were not minded to leave so
soon after having come so far.
The options appear to have been allowed to satisfy Lutheran concerns, and so
the service did seem to take on a more Lutheran character and appear in many
respects similar to the old sixteenth-century services. However, the displacement
of the Eucharistic preface, the equivocating distribution formula, the form of
address in the Lord’s Prayer (“Unser Vater”), and the physical separation of the
Lord’s Prayer from the Lord’s Supper clearly had no precedent in the authentic
Lutheran rite. The Lutheranizing options that were allowed were usually found
in footnotes or elsewhere in the book. Few of them ever found their way into the
body of the service. This made it clear to one and all what forms the king preferred and wanted to be used.
The liturgy was at least superficially Lutheran, but its theology was less clearly
stated. The words of prayers and admonitions were edited so as to avoid any
clear statements regarding sacramental matters upon which Lutherans and the
Reformed would not agree. As a result, the liturgy took on a certain “quasi-Protestant” character which did not allow for any clear connection between the material and celestial elements of the Sacrament. Finitum non capax infiniti must still
rule the day in the liturgy of the Reformed king of Prussia, even while communicants piously kneel to hear the Words of Christ spoken over bread and wine and
to receive the consecrated elements into their mouths. However, even with such
monumental concessions, the Reformed could never take this “Lutheran” liturgy
to heart, and so as an alternative they were offered a parallel form of the Lord’s
Supper which was clearly Calvinistic.
In addition to the full size edition, an abbreviated hand version of the agenda
was published in Berlin in 1830 under the title: Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste an
558

Kirchen-Agende 1824, 21.

350

11. The Adoption of the Agenda in All Prussian Provinces

Sonn- und Festtagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit besonderen
Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz
Brandenburg (Liturgy for the Chief Divine
Service on Sundays and Feast Days and for the
Celebration of the Lord’s Supper for the Royal
Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and
Additions for the Province of Brandenburg).
Along with the unchanged king’s preface
and pastoral forward, the book included
liturgies for the chief divine service on
Sundays and feast days and at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, instructions
concerning the liturgy, “Extract from
the Liturgy” for congregations without
choirs, “Abbreviated Liturgy Performed
with Choral Settings,” preparation for the
Lord’s Supper, and section with “Prayers,
Verses, etc.,” with thirty-three pages of
additional liturgical material.559 In 1824, a
Liturgy with special provisions for the
Province of Brandenburg, 1830.
book with similar content was published
for use in state charitable, educational,
and penitentiary institutions.560 It is likely
that this edition was also prepared for a similar purpose.
Along with the new agenda, the consistory published the evangelical hymnal for the congregations in the Province of Brandenburg. The book was printed
in 1829 in Berlin under the title: Gesangbuch zum Gottesdienstlichen Gebrauch für
evangelische Gemeinen. Mit Genehmigung Eines hohen Ministerii der geistlichen Angelegenheiten. (Hymnal for Use at the Divine Services for Evangelical Congregations. With
approval by a High Ministry of Spiritual Affairs).
The decision to establish a commission to prepare a new hymnal was made by
the united Lutheran and Reformed synod of Berlin at its first meeting on December 10, 1817. The synod elected Hanstein, Küster, Ribbeck, Ritschl, Schleiermacher,
and Wilmsen as members of the commission. The commission, approved by the
consistory on May 2, 1818, established the criteria for the preparation of the hymnal at its first meeting on July 24, 1818. The synod ratified these principles in Au559
560
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gust of 1818 and expanded the commission by electing August Gottlieb Spilleke
and Theremin.
The selection and editing of hymns from a great number of hymnals from
German lands and other Protestant territories since the time of the Reformation
was formidable and time consuming effort. Even more difficult was the process
of approval of the book by the Berlin district synod and the consistory. The last
meeting of the commission took place on August 27, 1829. The hymnal with 876
hymns was finally published in November of that year.561
The principles for the selection and editing of hymns were reasonably well
explained in the preface of August 25, 1829, signed by Brescius, Küster, Marot,
Neander, Ritschl, Schleiermacher, Spilleke, Theremin, and Wilmsen.
“Among the objects which the commission were required to have in view and
to obtain, which they have labored with unremitting diligence, have been, first, to
make a careful examination of all the older church hymns, dating from the time of
the Reformation up to the middle of the last century, from which as great a number as possible were to be chosen of such as were remarkable for depth of feeling
or powerful expressions of piety, especially if they happened to be among those
most known and esteemed in this city [of Berlin] and province [of Brandenburg].
A like attention was enjoined upon the commission to be paid to such of the more
recent church hymns which by their extensive circulation had earned a sort of citizenship with the proviso that they should be found to be not altogether deficient
in poetical worth, that the moral contained in them should not seem too confined
and unconnected with the doctrines of the Christian faith, and that they should
not be more adapted for private edification than public use in the church. In all
which cases, the commission had no other alternative but to supply their places
with others, notwithstanding that these might be less generally known… Thirdly,
the undersigned have made a point of showing no exclusive partiality to any of
the several modes of viewing the doctrines of the Christian faith and of refusing a
place to none which as an expression of pious feeling could be in anywise reconciled with evangelical truth and the purposes of a book intended for general use
in the church.”562
The commission noted that the hymnal was intended for use in both Lutheran
and Reformed congregations, and therefore, decided not to emphasize any particular doctrine inherent to one confession. The hymnal was meant to promote
the common devotion and piety and reflect the general truths of the evangelical
Christianity.
561
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Soon there developed sporadic but fierce opposition to the hymnal, especially
evident in the Cathedral, St. Gertraudenkirche, and Bethlehem congregations in
Berlin. Members of these parishes were concerned by the fact that many of the old
hymns had been omitted and those included had been significantly altered. They
lacked the depth of thought in comparison to the original texts and the expression
of the inner heart experiences of believers. So too, the doctrines of the devil, the
wrath of God, and eternal damnation were partly blurred, partly too weakened
and faded due to the textual changes.563
These criticisms prompted Schleiermacher to publish in 1830 an open letter to
Bishop Ritschl of Pomerania, entitled: Ueber das Berliner Gesangbuch. Ein Schreiben
an Herrn Bischof Dr. Ritschl in Stettin (Concerning the Berlin Hymnbook. Letter to
Bishop Dr. Ritschl in Stettin). In it, he defended the commission’s work and countered criticisms of the opponents.564
By the cabinet order of December 4, 1829, the hymnal was introduced at the
Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. Otherwise, by cabinet order of January 12,
1830, the introduction of the hymnbook was made dependent on its approval by
the congregations.565

11.1.2 A gen da for th e Provin c e of S a x o n y
The Saxon liturgical commission met on June 16, 1828. The concessions which
had been granted it on January 15 included all those granted to Brandenburg and
a few more in addition. The litany was to be said or sung on days of repentance,
and churches without sufficient funds could restrict the burning of candles to
high feasts and celebrations of the Lord’s Supper. On May 10, 1829, it was further granted that the alternative absolution formula from the 1812 Saxon agenda
could be used, and still later, on January 7, 1830, it was granted that the preparation for the Lord’s Supper could be held on Sunday morning immediately after
the liturgy of the word and before the Communion. Some Saxon requests were
not granted, however. The Saxons had wanted to eliminate the exorcism from
the baptismal rite. This they were not permitted to do, nor were they allowed to
strike out the phrase “and forsake all evil” in the baptismal scrutinies. They had
claimed that this phrase had no biblical support, but the king did not agree.566
The agenda for the Province of Saxony was published in 1829 in Berlin by
the Dieterici Printing Concern under the title: Agende für die evangelische Kirche in
den Königlich Preußischen Landen: Mit besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für
563
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die Provinz Sachsen (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands.
With Special Provisions and Additions for the
Province of Saxony).
The Saxon edition was close enough
in content to that of Brandenburg that
for many pages the same plates could be
used. The king’s preface was identical to
that in the Brandenburg book, excepting
that the references to Brandenburg were
now replaced by references to Saxony.
So too, the forward now gave the subscription of the Saxon consistory. On
behalf of the Saxons, Franz Bogislaus
Westermeier, evangelical bishop and
general superintendent of the Province
of Saxony, member of the consistory,
Agenda for the Province of Saxony, 1829.
and first preacher in the Cathedral of
Magdeburg, along with consistory members Johann Friedrich Wilhelm Koch, the
second preacher in the Magdeburg Cathedral, Matthias Mänss, superintendent
and preacher in Magdeburg, and Zerrenner, member of the consistory, signed.
The ordinary of the chief divine service for Sundays and feast days was virtually
identical to the Brandenburg service, and this conformity carried through also in
many other liturgical forms. Noteworthy differences could be found in the section,
marked: “Prayers, Verses, etc.,” where versicles and responses and collects familiar
to the Saxons were added. Thus for Advent, the Saxons added two additional collects with versicles and responses; for Christmas, an additional collect was given
with two sets of versicles and responses from which a choice was to be made. So too
at New Year’s, one new collect was given along with two sets of versicles and responses, and for Passiontide two additional collects were added and with four sets
of versicles and responses. For the Easter season, one new collect was added with
three new versicles and responses. The Day of Repentance gave one additional collect with versicle and response, and so too, the Day of Ascension included one new
collect and a versicle and response in addition to the one already given. Pentecost
added two extra collects and two new versicles and responses. The Saxons also
were given some new verses in the so-called section: “Verses After the Confession
of Sins.” The first sixteen were the same as in the Brandenburg book. Numbers
seventeen and eighteen were new, number nineteen was number seventeen in the
Brandenburg order and numbers twenty, twenty-one, and twenty-two were new.
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The first twenty-six collects were the same as in Brandenburg. A new footnote stated that collect number twenty-five can be used at the annual Day of the Commemoration of the Departed. A number of the collects which followed were transposed
from their order in the Brandenburg book, and some of them had additional versicles and responses. Collects from thirty-four to thirty-six were new to the Saxon
book. The Saxon agenda had only eighteen alleluia verses while the Brandenburg
edition had twenty-three. Only fifteen of them were found in both editions. The
Saxon book had more verses for use after the creed. It offered eighteen in comparison to sixteen in the Brandenburg book. Fifteen of these could be found in both
books. In the section marked “Supplements” (“Beilagen”), the Saxon edition included a retention formula for use after the absolution. The Brandenburg edition had
offered no such formula. Included also were Musik-Anhang (Musical Supplement)
and an appendix on extra liturgical music, entitled: Musik zu den Liturgischen ExtraChorgesängen (Music for the Liturgical Extra Choral Chants), which could be added
to the music furnished by the choir. This section was lacking in the Brandenburg
edition. It gave directions for the singing of the verse after the confession of sins,
the alleluia verse, the creed, and the verse following the creed. Special directives for
each instance were provided as well as a sample of the music. A directive stated
that those who wished to make use of these provisions were perpetuating a practice
found in the old evangelical agendas.567
There were some minor changes in the second part. The Saxons added a prayer after Baptism to the supplement found in the Brandenburg edition. It was only
here that the second volume differed in the liturgical content more substantially
from the Brandenburg book. There was also appended to the back of the book
an eight-page addendum, entitled: Vier liturgische Einschalte-Blätter zum Gebrauch
der Agende für die evangelische Landes-Kirche, mit besonderen Bestimmungen für die
Provinz Sachsen. (Four Inserted Liturgical Sheets for the Use with the Agenda for the
Evangelical Territorial Church with Special Provisions for the Province of Saxony.) It
was printed in 1829 by Friedrich Hässler in Berlin. The purpose of the addendum
was to assist pastors in understanding the composition of the service and assist
them in its proper formulation and introduction. It provided examples of confession of sins, bound together with verses meant to follow it as well as collects and
accompanying alleluia verses and verses after the creed and insertions into the
prayer of the church. Finally, an outline of the divine service on feast days not
covered in the agenda was provided.568
In general, the differences between the Brandenburg and Saxon editions were
not numerous and were rather minor. They nowhere touched on any significant
liturgical or theological differences, and neither book went beyond the inclusion
567
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Four liturgical sheets for the Agenda for
the Province of Saxony, 1829.

Liturgy with special provisions for the
Province of Saxony, 1830 (Bibliothek des
Landeskirchenamts - Landeskirche Hannovers, Call No: B V 5685).

of a few prayers or verses which might be of particular significance to the people
of that region. In short, at least in the case of Saxony, it could be said that there
was little reason for printing separate edition, excepting that now it was possible
for clergy of this province to say: “We have our own edition of the agenda.”
An abbreviated hand edition of the agenda was also published for the Province of Saxony. It was printed in 1830 in Berlin by the printing concern of Ernst
Siegfried Mittler under the title: Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn- und Festtagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier für die evangelische Kirche in den königlich preußischen
Landen. Mit besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusaetzen für die Provinz Sachsen (Liturgy
for the Chief Divine Service on Sundays and Feast Days and for the Celebration of the
Lord’s Supper for the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for
the Province of Saxony). The content of the book corresponded to the contents published in the Brandenburg book, but its texts were taken from the agenda for the
Province in Saxony.569
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11.1.3 A gen da for th e Provin c e of Po me ra n ia
The agenda for the Province of
Pomerania appeared in print in 1829 with
virtually the same title as the other regional
editions: Agende für die evangelische Kirche
in den Königlich Preussischen Landen. Mit besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die
Provinz Pommern (Agenda for the Evangelical
Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the Province
of Pomerania). Again, the publisher was the
Dieterici Printing Concern of Berlin.
The king’s preface and the Ministry’s
forward were, as usual, with the phrase,
“Province of Pomerania,” inserted as necessary. Added along with the signatures
of clergy members of the Ministry were
the names of the leaders of the Pomeranian
Agenda for the Province of Pomerania,
consistory in Stettin: Georg Carl Benjamin
1829.
Ritschl, bishop and general superintendent of the Province of Pomerania, member of the consistory, and the first preacher of the Castle and St. Mary’s congregation in Stettin, Christian Ludwig Schmidt,
member of the consistory and court preacher in Stettin, and Heinrich Wilhelm
Gottfried Richter, member of the consistory, superintendent, and court preacher
in Stettin.
The Pomeranian edition included only a few changes in the chief divine service. In it, the liturgist introduced the singing of the Kyrie with: “Lord, be gracious
unto us,” or “Lord, have mercy upon us and be gracious to us.” There appear to
be no other alterations in the chief divine service or its attendant offices.
Changes could be found, however, in the propers. An additional collect,
together with a versicle and response for use before the epistle, was included for
the Advent season. An additional Christmas collect was given as well as an additional collect for use in Passiontide. A further additional collect for use on the Day
of Repentance and a second collect, this one with a versicle and response, were
included in the propers for the Ascension. Sixteen of the eighteen verses provided
for use after the confession of sins were as in the Brandenburg edition. Two new
verses were provided. The Pomeranian edition reproduced thirty collects found
in the Brandenburg collection and added four new ones. Also included were
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eighteen alleluia verses from the Brandenburg edition and an additional one. In
the supplement, the second prayer of thanksgiving after communion, not found
in the Brandenburg edition, was added. As in the Saxon edition, a special section,
Music for the Liturgical Extra Choral Chants, was appended.570
Several new additions could be found in part two of the agenda, taken from
the 1827 Pomeranian supplement. Among them were a concluding prayer after
Baptism and a form of address to the sponsors different from that found in the
Brandenburg edition. In addition to the admonition to the sponsors, a fuller admonition was given as well as a prayer to be used after the Lord’s Prayer at the
confirmation of children.571 The address to the bridegroom, the bride, and the
final prayer in the marriage rite were as in Brandenburg. The rest of the book
conformed to the Brandenburg prototype.
Although the Pomeranians had been the first to ask for a provincial supplement and the first to press their case, the changes and editions they asked for were
actually minimal, and it was the Brandenburg supplement and agenda edition
which would become the touchstone for the other provincial editions. In fact, the
section in the Pomeranian edition, entitled: “Notifications and Remarks Concerning Some Prayers…,” was identical to the same section in the Brandenburg book –
a further indication that the Brandenburg project had by 1829 become, in fact, the
real basis for the provincial editions.572 On May 12, 1830, most of the concessions
previously given to other provinces were also granted to the Pomerania.573

11.1.4 Ag en da for th e Provin ce of P ru s s ia
Initially, the king was sorely dissatisfied by the lack of progress in the adoption of his agenda in East and West Prussia. On June 26, 1828, he issued a sternly
worded cabinet order, admonishing the Danzig consistory to move ahead more
rapidly. On July 7, 1828, an agenda commission was convened.574 It consisted
of members of the consistories of Königsberg and Danzig as well as provincial
superintendents under the leadership of High President von Schön. Consistory
member Johann Theodor Woide reported that the Reformed members of the
commission had stated on behalf of the Reformed Church Collegium that they
wanted to retain the simple form of worship they were currently using. They
wanted to make it clear that their church order did not permit the clergy to make
any changes in the agenda without the agreement of the congregations, and this
570
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included also the consideration of any
proposals for liturgical changes. Accordingly, the only proposals entertained by
the commission were from its Lutheran
members. Among their proposals was a
request that the churches be permitted
to continue to use the traditional prayers
and verses, including the 1713 prayer
of the church, which was very popular
among the people, and the Paraphrase of
the Lord’s Prayer, which was used at the
beginning of the Lord’s Supper, as well
as the final prayer after communion and
the confession of sins, which had been
included in the formularies offered by
Ludwig Ernst von Borowski and printed together with the 1789 East Prussian
Agenda for the Province of Prussia, 1829.
agenda.575 They also asked for the inclusion of the catechesis of the young in the
divine service as well as the traditional
intercessions and the formula of distribution which had previously been used.
They also asked that kneeling at communion be made optional and that the singing of Trisagion – “Holy is our God, etc.” – be included at the consecration.576
On April 14, 1829, the king issued seven concessions for East and West Prussia. (1) He allowed that the clergy should be permitted to determine the length of
the services in accordance with the wishes of the congregations. So too, the pastor
could decide himself whether or not to pray the Lord’s Prayer during the sermon
aloud or quietly. (2) He stated that the consistory should determine whether special intercessions, announcements, and the like should be read after the general
prayer when that prayer was prayed from the pulpit or whether the announcements should be made before the service began. In churches where catechization
was included in the divine services, it must not interrupt the liturgy but should
follow the sermon and precede the final benediction as had in earlier times been
done in the afternoon service. (3) Where kneeling had not yet been introduced at
the Words of Institution, its introduction could be delayed temporarily, but the
clergy were to work toward its introduction. (4) Where it was desired and was
previously practiced, the Trisagion – “Holy is our God, etc.” – at the Words of Institution could be restored. (5) At the distribution of the Lord’s Supper, the clergy
575
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could for the time being use the formula: “Take and eat, this is my body, etc.” (6)
Where the ancient Christian practice of casting earth on the coffin at burial might
cause offense, it could be dropped for the time being. (7) In congregations with
meager financial resources, candles on the altar need to be lit only at high feasts
and at the Lord’s Supper. However, the candles were to stand in their accustomed
place on the altar at every service whether or not they were lit. The king could
not agree to the use of the phrase “Vater unser” instead of “Unser Vater,” stating
that only the latter was proper, and it seemed strange to him that the consistory
persisted in maintaining the use of the former. It had already been brought to
everyone’s attention, and the Pomeranian supplement also had chosen to use the
phrase “Unser Vater” in agreement with Luther’s Bible. Thus, it seemed to him
that the consistory’s continued insistence on using the phrase “Vater unser” called
for a serious reprimand.577
The agenda for East and West Prussia was published in Berlin by the Dieterici
Printing Concern in 1829. It was titled: Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den
Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die
Provinz Preußen (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With
Special Provisions and Additions for the Province of Prussia). The usual preface of the
king and forward from the clerical members of the Ministry was included. The
forward was signed on behalf of the two Prussian provinces by Borowski, evangelical archbishop and general superintendent of East and West Prussia, member
of the High Consistory, and chief court preacher, Kähler, member of the consistory, professor of theology, superintendent and pastor at Löbenicht in Königsberg,
Rhesa, member of the consistory, first professor of theology in the University of
Königsberg, and senior of the theological faculty, Friedrich Gottlieb Gernhard,
member of the consistory and clergy member of the royal government in Danzig,
and Carl Heinrich Bresler, member of the consistory, superintendent of the diocese of Danzig, and pastor of St. Mary in Danzig.
The text of the service corresponded to the text in the Brandenburg edition.
Some changes could be found in the section on propers. Second collects were provided for Christmas, the New Year, Passiontide, and the Day of Repentance. No
versicles and responses were provided for any of the alternative collects. Sixteen
of the eighteen verses for use after the confession of sins in the Prussian edition
corresponded to those of the Brandenburg and the first twenty-six collects were in
agreement with Brandenburg. The agenda added twelve new collects not found
in Brandenburg. Several of these added collects were for use on festival days,
such as the Epiphany of Our Lord, the Purification of Mary, the Annunciation of
Mary, the Nativity of St. John the Baptist, the Visitation, and St. Michael’s Day.
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The remaining six collects were special supplications, such as intercessions for
enemies, good weather, and the like. The alleluia verses were the same as in the
Brandenburg book, so too were the verses provided to be said after the creed and
the insertion into the general prayer. The “Supplements” at the end of part one
included an alternative admonition to the communicants, the post-Communion
collect with versicle and response, and an additional benediction, taken from the
1568 Ducal Prussian agenda:578
Pastor: “The Lord be with you.
Choir: And with your spirit.
Pastor: May God grant us his blessing, may our God bless us.
Choir: And let all the ends of the earth fear God.”579
The second part was as in Brandenburg, excepting that an additional closing prayer for Baptism and an additional exhortation for baptismal sponsors was
provided. These elements were also found in the Pomeranian edition.580
There were a considerable number of
Lithuanians living in East Prussia and a
translation of the new edition was needed for their use. Responsibility for the
preparation of this edition was given to
Rhesa, eminent member of the Faculty of
Theology at the University of Königsberg
and head of the Lithuanian Seminar at
the university. As was his custom, Rhesa
exercised some latitude in his translations, even to the extent of changing the
title of the book. It corresponded to the
1825 title: Agenda, tai esti Knygos Pagraudénimû ir Maldû ēwangēlißkosa Baźnycziosa
Lietuwôs skaitytinû (Agenda, that Is, Books of
Exhortations and Prayers Read in the Evangelical Churches of Lithuania). The book
Agenda for Lithuanian-speaking
was published in Königsberg in 1830 by
congregations in the Province of Prussia, 1830.
the Hartung Printing Concern. The form
and contents of the German edition were
followed in Lithuanian, but Rhesa did not
hesitate to add words here and there, especially in the prayers, and he paid no
attention whatever to the royal directive concerning the opening words of the Our
578
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Father, understanding that “Tẽwe musû”
very clearly translated the German “Vater
unser” regardless what the king thought
in his directive.581 He may also have been
influenced by the fact that there were no
Lithuanian-speaking Reformed parishes
that would ask for “Mūsų Tėve” (“Unser
Vater”). 165 copies were prepared for use
in the Lithuanian-speaking congregations.582
The preparation of a Polish edition was undertaken by Franz Karl
Hugo Gregor of Steindamm Church in
Königsberg. 200 copies of the work printed in Königsberg appeared in 1833.583 The
Polish title was: Agenda dla ewangielickAgenda for Polish-speaking
iego kościoła w kraiach królewsko-pruskich.
congregations in the
Z osobnemi przepisami i dodatkami dla provProvince of Prussia, 1833.
incyi Pruss. Podług wydania z roku 1829
przetłumaczona (Agenda for the Evangelical
Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the
Province of Prussia. Translated in Accordance with the 1829 Edition).584 The book was
reprinted in 1869 in Königsberg under the same title.585
The Lutherans readily accepted the book. 395 pastors serving 401 congregations determined to conform their liturgical practices to its provisions. On July
10, 1829, the new liturgy was officially introduced at the Cathedral Church in
Königsberg.
The Reformed congregations simply refused to use the book at all. Their
eleven pastors, who served fourteen congregations, declared themselves to
be against it, and they realized that they had a strong defender in Friedrich
Ferdinand Alexander zu Dohna. Consequently, Borowski’s attempts to move
August Friedrich Weyl in Königsberg and Friedrich Wilhelm Carl Wisselinck in
Elbing, the two most prominent Reformed clergy in the area, to accept the book
were unsuccessful.586
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11.1.5 A gen da for th e Provin c e of S ile s ia
The introduction of the agenda into
the Province of Silesia was a formidable
task because here the rejection of the
king’s liturgy had been almost universal.
In his February 8, 1828, cabinet order, the
king had cautioned Minister Altenstein
that in his dealings with the Silesians he
would need to proceed with great care.
Altenstein himself, however, was losing his patience. He was determined to
move ahead as rapidly as possible. He
invited Silesian High President Merckel,
members of the consistory, and other
high church officials to meet with him on
June 25, 1828, in Berlin for a conference
which would later be described as a less
than a pleasant experience for all present.
Agenda for the Province of Silesia, 1829.
Merckel and Gass advised Altenstein that
the situation in Silesia was such that the
establishment of a liturgical commission
was not well-advised. Altenstein paid no attention and insisted that Merckel
must move ahead rapidly with the implementation of the agenda in Silesia by
establishing the commission. The first meeting of the commission was held in
September 1828, and on July 5, 1829, the king granted the necessary concessions
for the additions to the agenda formulas.587
By 1829, the Silesian edition of the agenda appeared, printed by the Dieterici
Printing Concern in Berlin. The title was: Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preussischen Landen. Mit besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz
Schlesien (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special
Provisions and Additions for the Province of Silesia). Included were the usual preface by
the king and the ministerial forward, both suitably edited to apply to the Silesians.
Signing for the Silesians were General Superintendent Johann Gottfried Bobertag,
Reformed Superintendent Johann Benjamin Wunster, member of the Breslau consistory and court preacher, Gass, member of the consistory, and Johann Wilhelm
Fischer, pastor of St. Mary Magdalene and member of the consistory.
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There were few changes in the ordinary from that found in the Brandenburg
prototype. As in the Pomeranian book, the phrase: “Lord, be gracious unto us” or
“Lord, have mercy upon us and be gracious to us,” was added before the Kyrie.
Some changes also appeared in the propers, in the section, entitled: “Prayers,
Verses, etc.” A second collect was added for Advent, this one with two alternate versicles and responses. For Christmas, a second collect was given, this one
with three alternative versicles and responses. For Passiontide, two new collects
were also included, one with a versicle and response. So too, a second collect was
added for use at Easter, this one with two alternative versicles and responses. An
additional collect was included for the day of the Ascension with its own versicle
and response, and an additional collect was given for Pentecost with two alternative versicles and responses. All of the verses included for use after the confession
of sins agreed with the Brandenburg edition. Of the collects for use before the
epistle, numbers from thirty-two to thirty-six differed from the Brandenburg edition. The alleluia verses and the verses after the gospel, as well as the provision
for the general prayer, were as in Brandenburg book. Like the Saxons, the retention formula was included for use after the absolution.588
In the “Notifications and Remarks” in part two, a general prayer of the church
was included with the notation that it had long been used in the Silesian church.
Otherwise, there appear to have been no other changes.589
An abridged version of the chief divine service – Abgekürzte und mit Chören
versehene Liturgie (Abbreviated Liturgy Performed with Choral Settings) – was published in a separate edition in Brieg. There was no date on the title page, but it
was evident that the booklet was printed only after the official agenda for Silesia
appeared in 1829. In this abridged formulary, the free-choice prayer texts were
already placed in the liturgical form itself. This publication should be considered
only of local importance in comparison to the official publication of the Silesian
Church.590
An edition needed to be prepared for the Polish-speaking Silesians. The vast
majority of them were Lutherans. A special edition for their use was published
in Breslau in 1831 by the Gras, Bart, and Company Publishing House. Its title
was: Agenda dla ewangielickiego Kośćioła w Krolewsko Pruskich kraiach. Z osobnymi
przepisami i podatkami dla Szląska (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal
Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for Silesia). It was a translation from German, and its contents corresponded to those of the 1829 German
language Silesian book.591
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Agenda for Polish-speaking congregations
in the Province of Silesia, 1831.

Agenda for Sorbian-speaking
congregations in Upper Lusatia, 1835.

The agenda edition also needed to be published for the Sorbian-speaking
population in Upper Lusatia. The liturgical handbook for this ethnic group
was printed in Bautzen (Upp. Sorb. Budyšin) in 1835 by the publishing firm of
Ernst Gottlob Monse under the title: Agenda sa tu evangelsku Zyrkej we Kralowskich Prußkich Krajach. Do ßerskeje Rycżje pschełożena sa te evangelske ßerske Zyrkwje hornych Lużizow Prußkeho Knestwa (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the
Royal Prussian Lands. Translated into Sorbian for the Evangelical Sorbian Churches of
Prussian Upper Lusatia). The contents of the book corresponded to the contents
of the Silesian edition, excepting that the form for ordination was omitted since
ordinations would ordinarily be performed in German.592

11.1.6 A gen da for th e Provin c e of Po s e n
In the Province of Posen, the acceptance of the agenda was slow and uneven.
Objections there had been raised by the clergy of the Reformed “Unity Congregations” (Germ. “Unitätsgemeinden”) who stated most emphatically that the changes
in the liturgy and other church matters could only be made by the synod. They
592
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based this statement on their reading of
Article Thirty-One of the regulations concerning constitutional adjustments of the
Reformed congregations in South Prussia, enacted on August 25, 1796, as General Senior Johann Benjamin Bornemann
stated in his special report.593
Posen was once one of the largest
centers of the Bohemian Brethren (Lat.
“Unitas Fratrum”) in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, but it was gradually suppressed during the period of
religious intolerance in the eighteenth
century.594 After the restoration of the
rights and privileges of dissidents in
1768, Protestants were again allowed to
gather for public worship and form their
Agenda for the Province of Posen, 1832
ecclesiastical administration. According
(Bibliotheks- und Medienzentrum der
to Józef Łukaszewicz, “when during the
Nordkirche, Mi 3971).
reign of Stanisław August (1764-1795) the
Bohemian Brethren church was reopened
in Posen [in 1772], there was not a single descendant of the seventeenth century
Posenian Bohemian Brethren. Rather, those who established this congregation
were German craftsmen and merchants of the Reformed confession who later set593
594
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In 1547, as a result of the Schmalkald War, many of the Bohemian Brethren (Lat. Unitas
Fratrum, Germ. Brüderunität) were forced to leave their land and seek refuge in Major Poland
where they organized themselves as an independent Protestant group with centers in Thorn,
Posen, and Lissa. At a convocation at Koźminek from August 24 to September 2, 1555, they
signed the Act of Koźminek Union, according to which intercommunion was established
with the Reformed in Minor Poland. (Akta synodów I 1966, 18-45). The union was reaffirmed
at the general synod of Sandomierz on April 9-14, 1570. At a conference at Bełżyce on
September 22, 1616, the Polish Reformed and Bohemian Brethren announced that they shared
the same faith and agreed to formulate a common agenda (Akta synodów IV 1997, 375). The
monumental achievement of their efforts was the publication of the Great Danzig Agenda
of 1637, Agenda álbo forma porzadku (Agenda or Form of Worship) (Agenda 1637). The number
of Bohemian Brethren congregations declined greatly after the expulsion of the Unitarians
(Socinians/Polish-Lithuanian Brethren) from the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in
1658. With the partitions of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the descendants of the
Bohemian Brethren fell under the Prussian rule and reestablished their congregations. Among
the prominent representatives of the Bohemian Brethren in the early eighteenth century was
Daniel Ernst Jablonski, court preacher in Berlin and senior of the Polish branch of the Unitas
Fratrum, whose mother’s father was Johann Amos Comenius, famous pedagogue and bishop
of the Bohemian Brethren. Dalton 1903, 30 ff.; Kvačala 1901, 8-28.
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tled in Posen.”595 In Prussia, the “congregations of Bohemian Brethren” obtained
the legal status of “publicly tolerated sect” by the religious edict of July 9, 1788.596
When after the Second Partition of Poland-Lithuania in 1793, large territories of
Major Poland came under Prussian control, the administrative life of these congregations was regulated in accordance with the August 25, 1796, Reglement wegen künftiger Verfassung der evang.-ref. Kirchenangelegenheiten in Südpreußen (Regulations Concerning the Forthcoming Constitution of the Evangelical Reformed Church
Affairs in South Prussia).597 The Reglement guaranteed these congregations the full
free practice of their religion and authorized their ecclesiastical administration
in accordance with the old episcopal-synodical constitution. The supervision of
these congregations and their schools, like that of the Reformed Church in the
Province of South Prussia, was entrusted to the territorial consistory in Posen.
The synod of the “Unity Congregations” in the Province of Posen then consisted
of eight parishes: Lissa, Schokken, Heyersdorf, Lasswitz, Waschke, and Posen as
well as the Polish-speaking congregations in Lissa and Orscheschkowo.598 These
parishes called themselves “Gemeinden der evangelischen Unität” or “Unitätsgemeinden,” indicating their unique confessional identity and historical association
with the old Bohemian Brethren.
The “Unity Congregations” resisted for two years until, on December 30, 1831,
the king granted the necessary concessions, allowing that in addition to the agenda formulas, the Posen consistory could employ their form for the setting apart
of seniors.599 The agenda was published in Berlin by Dieterici Printing Concern in
1832 under the title: Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen
Landen: mit besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Posen (Agenda for
the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the Province of Posen).
It appeared in the same format as other provincial editions and included the
preface of Friedrich Wilhelm III and the usual forward, this one with the subscription of pastoral councilors of the Royal Ministry of Spiritual Affairs and the
consistory of the Province of Posen. Subscribing on behalf of the Posen consistory were Superintendent August Fechner, member of the consistory and school
councilor, and Pastor Friedrich Leopold Dütschke, member of the consistory and
pastor of the second evangelical congregation in Posen.
The Posen edition adhered more closely to the Brandenburg edition than did
the other provincial editions. However, it did incorporate a few additions. In the
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chief divine service, the liturgist introduced the choir’s Kyrie by saying: “Lord, be
gracious unto us,” or “Lord, have mercy upon us and be gracious unto us,” as in
the Pomeranian, East and West Prussian, Silesian, Rhineland and Westphalian
provincial agendas. In common with the Saxon edition, an additional Advent
versicle and collect were included for use before the epistle in the section, entitled: “Prayers, Verses, etc.”600
Added to the musical appendix was a directive concerning the Musik zu den Liturgischen Extra-Chorgesängen (Music for the Liturgical Extra Choral Chants), to be sung
by the choir along with the appropriate musical notations. This it shared in common
with the Pomeranian, East and West Prussian, Rhineland and Westphalian, and
Saxon agendas. There were no changes in part two, the pastoral acts. The pagination corresponded to that of the Brandenburg edition. Indeed, it is more than likely
that the same plates were used. In all, the Posen agenda differed from that of the
Brandenburg only in minor matters, just enough to make it specifically Posenian.

1 1 . 2 A ge nd a fo r the P ro vi n c e of West ph alia
a n d th e R hi ne P ro vi nce

11.2.1 O p p os ition to th e K in g’ s A g e n d a
The eastern provinces were easily pacified, but in the western provinces dissatisfaction with the new agenda prevailed. Even ardent supporters of the union resolutely
opposed the king’s liturgy and were determined to resist its implementation.
Many of these western regions had only recently been added to the Kingdom
of Prussia and were mixed in their geography, culture, and religious complexion.
The two provinces were largely Roman Catholic. In 1815, the Roman Catholics
represented 59% of the total population in Westphalia and 77% in the Rhineland.
Protestants in both regions constituted only a significant minority. Lutherans
represented 30% of the population in Westphalia, while 9% of the residents were
Reformed. In the Rhine Province, 12% of the inhabitants were Reformed and 10%
were Lutheran. This made the Rhine Province the only Prussian province in which
a majority of the Protestants were Reformed. However, the difference in membership between the two confessions was very tiny – 2%. Until 1822, the territory
of the Rhine Province consisted of two separate provinces of Jülich-Kleve-Berg,
centered in Köln, and the Grand Duchy of the Lower Rhine with its capital in
Koblenz. Of the two Rhine provinces, only in Jülich-Kleve-Berg did the Reformed
600
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constitute the Protestant majority. They made up 16% of the population while the
Lutherans 13%. In the province of the Lower Rhine, the Lutherans slightly outnumbered the Reformed. They represented 8% and the Reformed 7%.601
The Reformed were anti-liturgical in principle, and their significant numbers
indicated that the introduction of the Prussian agenda, with its Mass-type liturgy
and other Lutheran forms, would encounter significant difficulties. The same
anti-liturgical attitude had rubbed off on many of the Lutherans who eventually
had taken on the outward characteristics of their neighbors. Even in earlier times,
the Lutheran worship traditions in these regions were not as rich as the liturgies
in the eastern Prussian provinces. Furthermore, the churches in these regions had
been traditionally governed according to the presbyterial-synodical system, and
the very notion that a liturgy, or for that matter any other ecclesiastical business,
could be imposed without the synodical assent was simply beyond their comprehension. Under these circumstances, very few would be willing to acquiesce to
the king’s orders which seemed so clearly to violate their liturgical and ecclesiastical ordinances. At the church-wide synod of September 15, 1824, the clergy of
the County of Mark in the Province of Westphalia ruled that the new agenda was
completely unacceptable.602
In the earliest period, there were only a few pastors who were willing to adopt
the new agenda in the Rhine Province. Two of them, Reformed Superintendent
Carl Christoph Eberts and Lutheran Superintendent Johann Wilhelm Schneegans,
the pastors of the united evangelical congregation in Bad Kreuznach, were under
investigation for involvement in a financial trickery in the carrying out of the
stipulations of a last will and testament. They were suspended, faced criminal
charges and likely conviction, and appealed to the king for clemency. As a sign
of gratitude for his intervention, they pledged themselves to introduce the new
agenda. They claimed, of course, that they had been ready and willing to do so
all along, but that the consistory had forbidden them to introduce the new rite on
the principle that no congregation could change the order of the divine service
by its own volition. The king believed them and sent a crucifix and candlesticks
for the altar of the church in Kreuznach. At the same time, he directed Altenstein
to carefully examine the situation and intervene as necessary. In the course of his
investigation, Altenstein discovered the true facts of the case and took a position
in favor of the consistory. The congregation, for its part, sent a petition to the king
on April 30, 1825, asking permission to remove the crucifix from their church
because they regarded it as an offensive symbol. The king would not allow it. He
reminded the congregation that no true Christian could regard the crucifix as a
601
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Agenda as a gift to the parish of Kreuznach, signed by the king. On the reverse side gilded initials: “F.W.III. The Church in Kreuznach. 1824. No. 21.” King’s signature under the inscription:
“For the church in Kreuznach for the blessed memory of the acceptance of this agenda and for
the promotion of Christian fear of God and virtue in the congregation. Berlin, February 5, 1824.
Friedrich Wilhelm III [original signature]” (EKR Düsseldorf archive library JII K 031).

sign of offense for it was nothing but the depiction of the completion of Christ’s
salvific work and was therefore the decoration most appropriate in any church.603
“The image of the Savior on the cross is a precious symbolic reminder of the
completion of the work of redemption for every Christian regardless of the confession of faith and has therefore always been considered the most appropriate altar
decoration in any Christian church. Anyone who professes to be a Christian can
take no offense at the unusual manifestation of this symbol, and I have therefore
been pleased to accept the request of Superintendents Ebert and Schneegans, who
themselves asked for it. Novelty in ecclesiastical customs is in no way inherent in
this manifestation, which must remain, and the thoughtless and ostentatious notions submitted by several members of the evangelical congregation in Kreuznach,
dated the 30th of the previous month, could only cause my displeasure.”604
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The Kreuznach event cast a bad light on the king’s agenda. Other pastors
began to wonder what their fate would be if they supported its introduction.
A quite different situation developed in Hausen in October 1827 when Reformed Pastor Johann Anton Kremers decided on his own to introduce the agenda to his congregation and procured a new crucifix to be brought into the church
in solemn procession for placement on the altar. The congregation was not much
pleased. They complained to the authorities in Trier that his actions were arbitrary, and Lutheran Superintendent Friedrich Adolf Bartz ordered that the new
liturgy be set aside and the old agenda reinstated in its place. Now Kremers wrote
to the king that he was being mistreated by both his parishioners and church
officials who opposed to the new rite. On January 9, 1828, the king ordered
Altenstein to call the officials of Trier and the superintendent to account for their
actions. They proved to be somewhat less pliable than governmental officials.
The congregation continued to oppose their pastor and the new agenda, and the
Koblenz consistory approved their request to invite other pastors to celebrate the
Lord’s Supper on Good Friday and Easter. The king was not pleased by this news.
He wrote to Altenstein on May 22, 1829, that this obstinate congregation at Hausen must be dealt with because they were setting themselves against the agenda
which the most prominent clergymen and church officials in the kingdom had all
approved. Their example should be followed by the congregation which, on the
contrary, was showing a stubborn resistance which deserved only the punishment and the abiding ill-will of the monarch. The congregation would not listen.
They gathered what they regarded to be incriminating evidence against their pastor and presented it to Altenstein. In the end, the congregation declared that they
would take the matter no further but would be willing to accept the new agenda
if only it were introduced in an orderly fashion.605
Despite efforts to make a climate favorable to acceptance of the new agenda,
many Lutheran and Reformed clergymen stood against it.

11.2.2 D ebates at Syn ods an d Confe re n ce s
The church-wide synod of the County of Mark interpreted orders from the
Ministry of Spiritual Affairs, which directed either to adopt the king’s liturgy or
to use verbatim an old approved liturgy from that region, as authorizing them
to gather old liturgical materials from the congregations and on their basis to
develop a form worthy of continued official use. In 1825, the church-wide synod established a liturgical commission, consisting of Pastors Wilhelm Bäumer
of Bodelschwingh and August Ernst Rauschenbusch of Altena, which was soon
605
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joined by Pastor Carl Heinrich Engelbert von Oven of Wetter. Von Oven initially expressed doubts about the preparation of a separate liturgical book because
“only a close connection with the Berlin agenda could make approval possible”
but, nevertheless, agreed that the idea of preserving the liturgical forms and customs was good anyway. Thus, the proposal for producing a separate liturgical
book for the region of Mark was well worth the effort.606
It was only in May 1826 that the liturgical commission began to devote itself
seriously to work on the agenda, and by the end of August the so-called “Schemata for the Agenda” or “Sketch of Forms” (Germ. “Formzeichnung”), was ready for
deliberations at the church-wide synod. The draft included the order for the chief
divine service and formularies for Holy Baptism, Lord’s Supper, preparation
for the Lord’s Supper, confirmation, matrimony, ordination, and burial. At the
church-wide synod in Hagen, which met on August 30-31, 1826, the draft was accompanied by positive assessments from Professors Karl Immanuel Nitzsch and
Karl Heinrich Sack of Bonn. The assembly decided to circulate the Schemata in the
circuit synods and to gather their reports. In spite of some wishes and concerns,
the project was also well received in the circuits. Nevertheless, some declared that
they did not want to give up liturgical freedom which, in their opinion, served an
even greater edification.607
Efforts to create an independent agenda for the County of Mark did not attract
the attention of Berlin, probably due to the controversy over the king’s agenda
in Berlin that was nearing its climax. The clergy in the western provinces were
well informed of events in the capital and admired the Berlin pastors for their
determined opposition to the agenda. The Ministry of Spiritual Affairs, in turn,
made every effort not to allow the same unpleasant situation to develop in the
provinces.
On November 18, 1825, Altenstein received word from Lutheran Superintendent Johann Friedrich Jacobi, president of the Köln consistory, that Wilhelm Ross,
Reformed superintendent of the district of Moers and president of the JülichKleve-Berg provincial synod, played a key role in promoting the Berlin agenda
in this region.608 The minister turned to him and asked for his advice on how
the new agenda could be introduced into the western provinces. On March 20,
1826, Ross delineated the reasons why there was little prospect of introducing the
Berlin book in the Rhineland. The chief divine service was considered by many
to be markedly similar to the Roman Catholic Mass. Moreover, the unfavorable
attitude of the clergy was exacerbated by the fact that the king forbade discussion of agenda matters at the provincial synod of Jülich-Kleve-Berg which had
606
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not met since 1820. This curtailed the
rights that had long been enjoyed by the
church. Ross concluded: “In my deepest conviction, the cathedral agenda can
only be introduced into the Rhine provinces through modifications and only
through the ecclesiastical constitution.”609
If the king agreed to these concessions,
the introduction of the agenda would go
smoothly and Ross would be willing to
participate in this process.
Consequently, Altenstein invited Ross
to take part in discussions of the church
constitution. His letter, however, did not
say a word concerning modifications to
the agenda. Ross accepted the invitation,
and from April 1827, spent four months
in Berlin, negotiating the provisions
Wilhelm Johann Gottfried Ross, c. 1850.
of the ecclesiastical constitution with
(Königlich Lithographisches Institut, Berlin).
Nicolovius, Ehrenberg, Neander, and
Privy Governmental Councilor Gustav
Eduard Ferdinand von Lamprecht and later with Eylert and Westphalian High
President Ludwig von Vincke.610 He vigorously defended the position that provincial synods should decide on changes in church order, liturgy, and all other
ecclesiastical matters, but no concrete results were achieved. He returned from
Berlin without any definite commitment from the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs.
The prospect of concessions regarding the church constitution and modifications
to the agenda was formulated in a way that left much room for interpretation.
It appears that the Ministry was ready to negotiate the authorization of certain
presbyterial elements in the western provinces but not over essential synodical
rights, and it was unwilling to consider any changes to the king’s agenda. The
western provinces were not offered more than what was granted to the other
provinces, and their request to replace the Mass-type liturgy with a simpler form
of divine service was not considered. While in Berlin, Ross himself became aware
of the Ministry’s position and began to have more realistic thoughts concerning
modifications to the agenda. If he had declared in January 1826 that the introduction of the Berlin agenda was conceivable on condition that it be modified and
through the restoration of the church constitution, by July 1827 he suggested that
609
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the Berlin agenda be adopted with only
minor changes and by its acceptance at
provincial synods.611
On September 6, 1827, Ross called the
superintendents, moderators of the synods, and some influential clergy of JülichKleve-Berg, including Theodor Fliedner
who had written a pamphlet against the
agenda,612 for a conference in Duisburg to
discuss current issues concerning the constitution and liturgy. He announced to the
assembly that the constitution would be
restored with some minor changes to suit
the current situation and that the church
would return to the presbyterial-synodical system that existed prior to French
rule. The superintendents responded that
although they would accept the introduc“Extract from the Liturgy” in the Appendix
tion of the Berlin agenda under certain
of Prayers, Verses, etc., 1823.
conditions, the obstacles to it rested not so
much with them but with their congregations which opposed any change in the form of divine service, claiming that alterations to the liturgy were harmful to “their devotion and edification.”
The superintendents set the conditions under which the adoption of the agenda can be expected. (1) The old church constitution should be restored, and the
matters concerning the form and introduction of the agenda should be entrusted
to synods. (2) References in the agenda to crucifixes and burning candles on the
altar, as well as to the sign of the cross and kneeling at consecration, should not
be applied to the western provinces. These symbols and customs are the major
stumbling block for the congregations which see in them the characteristic traits
of Roman Catholicism. (3) A supplement with traditional liturgical forms must be
prepared and approved by the provincial synod or its liturgical commission. (4)
Only the “Extract from the Liturgy” (“Auszug aus der Liturgie”) should be authorized as an essential form of divine service.613
611
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Ross was encouraged by the results of the Duisburg conference. On September 10, 1827, he reported to Altenstein about its favorable outcome and declared
himself ready to work on the implementation of the agenda. The minister gladly
accepted this offer and sent him to the Lower Rhine to discuss with influential
clergymen how the agenda might be adapted to the liturgical specificities of Reformed and Lutheran congregations in that region.614
In late 1827, Ross visited the government districts of Aachen, Trier, and
Koblenz, and in individual discussions and conferences sought to persuade the
clergy to support the issue of the agenda in forthcoming synods. There he noticed a willingness to accept the book with the same concessions as outlined in
Jülich-Kleve-Berg. The leading clergy explicitly requested that the provisions of
the church constitution that had previously been in force in Jülich-Kleve-Berg
also be extended to their districts.
The resistance to the agenda in the Rhine Province did not fade away. On December 15, 1827, Ross stated to Altenstein that if he wanted to achieve a desired
result, he was to proceed slowly and remove all obstacles “with a gentle hand.”
It would be unwise to bring the agenda issue up for public discussion, and especially to allow it to be debated in synods, for then “a formal and general counterscriptum against the agenda” might be voted. In a letter to Neander, dated February 5, 1828, he outlined three steps that he intended to take to gain approval. At
first, he was to continue to exert his influence over some influential clergy, then
to convoke the district synods, especially in those areas where he was sure the
agenda would be approved, and finally, convene a provincial synod at which an
affirmative resolution would be taken.615
The situation was different in Westphalia, especially in County Mark. Although Ross exerted his influence there as well, the task of persuading the clergy
to accept the new liturgy fell on Eylert. Bishop Eylert, who was born and raised in
Hamm in the County of Mark, was sent there in the summer of 1827. Like Ross,
he also carried the 1827 Pomeranian supplement, presuming that a similar appendix with characteristic liturgical customs of Westphalia would move the clergy
to be more sympathetic to the agenda. He visited Minden, Herford, Bielefeld,
Soest, Hamm, Iserlohn, Altena, Hagen, Schwelm, Barmen, and Düsseldorf where
he met influential churchmen and discussed how to remove obstacles that prevented the introduction of the agenda in their areas.616
His efforts were initially successful. On September 18-19, 1827, at the churchwide synod of Mark in Iserlohn it was decided to no longer consider the 1826
“Sketch of Forms” as the basis for an independent agenda for the County of Mark.
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President Friedrich Wilhelm Wulfert proposed that a collection of forms customary in the county be compiled and submitted to the king for approval. “Such
provincial modifications would likely receive approval if only the basic form of
this [Berlin] agenda was kept as far as possible,” he declared.617 The agenda commission was given a new assignment.
Eylert’s report of September 25, 1827, indicated that he had made some
progress, but he still admitted that no concrete steps had yet been taken. In fact,
the synod’s decision towards the adoption of the Berlin book was quite surprising
because about two months earlier the overwhelming majority of presbyteries had
strongly opposed its acceptance.
In October 1827, the agenda commission met at Wellinghofen to discuss the
further course of the work. Notwithstanding the synod’s decision, it was decided
to expand the “Sketch of Forms” to an independent agenda. In order to monitor
the situation, Ross met in December with the members of the commission, von
Oven, Rauschenbusch, and Hülsemann, and seemed to have succeeded in convincing them to give up such a task since the king would not approve any particular
form of divine service and pastoral acts prepared particularly for the County of
Mark. He advised them to take over the Berlin agenda with its “Extract from the
Liturgy” unchanged and to limit themselves to preparing additional material for
the addendum. The commission expressed its intention to coordinate the efforts
with the two Rhine provinces, so Ross invited them to a conference in Köln.618
On January 22, 1828, members of the consistories, superintendents, and other
prominent clergymen from the provinces of Upper Rhine, Lower Rhine, JülichKleve-Berg and the County of Mark met in Köln. Church officials decided to
work together in the implementation of the Berlin agenda. Von Oven submitted
the prayers and forms that had been in use since the Reformation. The assembly
agreed that the “Extract from the Liturgy” should be approved from the Berlin
agenda and the Reformed forms be accepted as published in the Pomeranian
supplement. A supplement to the agenda should be prepared from the material
submitted by von Oven. Church officials once again appealed to the Ministry of
Spiritual Affairs with a request to exempt parishes from symbols and ceremonies
foreign to the western provinces and consider the restoration of the church constitution as an important factor for the introduction of the “Extract.”619
Minister Altenstein was encouraged by the decisions of the conference. In his
May 28, 1828, report to the king, he stated that on the basis of information he had
received from Ross, the clergy of the western provinces were most concerned
that the presbyterial-synodical form of church government and the ecclesiastical
617
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constitution on this basis be authorized. In place of the “general consistories,”
established in the eastern provinces to facilitate the preparation of the territorial editions of the agenda, this work would, in the west, be undertaken by the
provincial synods. He further stated that despite these concessions, many would
still oppose the agenda not only because of the directives concerning decorated
altars, the sign of the cross, and kneeling during the consecration of Eucharistic
elements, but also because they opposed Mass-type divine service.
Altenstein supported the preparation of a church order for Westphalia and the
Rhineland which would completely leave aside confessional differences both at
synodical and congregational level and would focus instead on important administrative matters, such as discipline, the examination of candidates for ordination,
the appointment of superintendents and general superintendents, and oversight
of schools – all matters upon which ecclesiastical stability depended. On May
28, 1828, he asked the king to instruct him to convene the district synods in the
provinces of Jülich-Kleve-Berg and the Lower Rhine. He would explain to the Lutheran and Reformed churches of these regions (1) that his majesty intended to restore a modified and improved church constitution, modeled on the previous one
at Jülich-Kleve-Berg and that its provisions would be extended also to the congregations of the Lower Rhine. (2) Permission to convene the provincial synods
and restore the old church constitution would depend on the decisions of district
synods on the agenda. These district synods would examine the new agenda and
share what they would like to see provided in their provincial supplement. The
results of these deliberations would then be presented to the provincial synod. (3)
District synods should begin the introduction of the agenda using the “Extract
from the Liturgy” and alternative forms from the 1827 Pomeranian supplement
for Reformed congregations. Certain provisions of the agenda, such as the use of
candles and crucifixes, the sign of the cross, and kneeling at the Words of Institution, were not to be regarded obligatory but were to be introduced only in the
parishes that were ready to adopt them. The provincial synod would be granted
permission to produce the provincial supplement to the agenda on the principle
that it derives from the old traditional rites of the Reformation. No alterations
would be allowed to the general agenda.620
The king responded on August 30, 1828, stating that he looked favorably on
Altenstein’s proposals concerning the modified church constitution for JülichKleve-Berg and the Lower Rhine as the minister assured him that this would
most likely secure the acceptance of the agenda. He also endorsed Altenstein’s
suggestion to convene district synods in the provinces of Jülich-Kleve-Berg and
the Lower Rhine to examine the agenda and facilitate the introduction of the “Ex620
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tract from the Liturgy.” Over time, permission would also be granted to convene
a provincial synod which would be responsible for ratifying the final draft of the
supplement. The addendum would incorporate the features of the 1827 supplement for Pomerania and would include the old liturgical forms common in the
provinces. The completed draft would then be presented to him for approval. The
general agenda, however, should remain unchanged.621
At Ross’ suggestion, only district synods were initially convened that were
likely to pass a positive resolution regarding the agenda. However, even in these
synods there was heated debate over the liturgy. In his February 17, 1829, report
to Altenstein, Ross stated that even at the district synod of Moers in Jülich-KleveBerg, which he had led as superintendent until 1828, he was unable to achieve the
task due to a quarrel between the two “extreme groups.” The synod at Düsseldorf
welcomed the report of Johann Gottlob Krafft, a member of the Köln consistory,
who stated that the king was ready to restore the old ecclesiastical constitution,
but it also demanded that the changes be compatible with the presbyterial-synodical form of church government. The synod agreed to adopt the agenda but only
under certain conditions. The chief divine service must be conducted from the
“Extract from the Liturgy,” the burning candles on the altar, the sign of the cross,
and the kneeling at the consecration must remain optional, and the supplement
of traditional liturgical forms must be prepared by the synodical commission.
Finally, the old ecclesiastical constitution must be restored. With the exception of
Elberfeld, other district synods discussed the agenda in the same way.622
The impression that emerged from the Köln conference of January 22, 1828,
that the churches of the western provinces could work together on implementation of the agenda, was premature. In early February 1828, Bäumer told von Oven
that the results of the Köln negotiations deviated from the agreement reached at
the church-wide synod of Mark at Iserlohn. Commenting on the Köln decisions,
Bäumer said: “It was decided to accept the Extract from the Berlin agenda taliter
qualiter [in some measure], and apparently, in order to do whatever one wants
under the guise of conformism.” He interpreted such an action as dishonesty towards the king. Even though it had been decided by the church-wide synod of
Mark that the draft agenda should correspond to the Berlin book, most of its
members understood this to mean that the Berlin agenda should be considered
only in terms of content but not in its form of worship. For this reason, the “Extract from the Liturgy” must also be rejected. Moreover, according to Bäumer, the
agenda must be introduced in the parishes in a constitutional way, that is, only
after the approval of the ecclesiastical constitution.
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“Only one thing is incomprehensible to me. If indeed the presbyterial constitution is recognized as legally justified and valid for our territories and must be
recognized in the future, how, on the other hand, it can be considered normal to
impose and force the agenda on us in every unconstitutional way possible. Yes,
how can the adoption of the agenda be made a condition under which the constitution is to be preserved for us because I have heard that it must be so? Since this
is our constitution, no agenda should be imposed on us. I do not understand this
contradictio in adjecto [contradiction in terms].”623
Ross then informed Altenstein that he had tried in vain to persuade the liturgical commission of Mark to follow the resolutions of the Köln conference. He
proposed that Westphalia be ignored for a while until the provinces of JülichKleve-Berg and the Lower Rhine set a good example. Ross’ proposal was endorsed at a conference in Berlin in early May 1828 between Altenstein, Neander,
Nicolovius, Ehrenberg, and Eylert. Consequently, Altenstein asked the king for
permission to “keep the County of Mark out of further negotiations for the time
being” and to take other measures depending on the progress of the agenda in
the provinces of Jülich-Kleve-Berg and the Lower Rhine. The king approved this
procedure, and from April 1828, the Province of Westphalia remained out of sight
of the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs. Such circumstances gave the County of Mark
an opportunity to complete work on its draft agenda undisturbed.624
On March 8, 1828, Bäumer announced in the Rheinisch-Westfälischer Anzeiger
that the church-wide synod of Mark had no intention of modifying or improving
in any way the Berlin agenda. “The Berlin agenda is a work completed in itself,
and I have not read any statement from any competent authority concerning it,
indicating in clear terms that the agenda needs to be purified or improved.”625
However, contrary to the Iserlohn resolutions, he asserted that the Iserlohn
church-wide synod had decided in 1827 that the “Sketch of Forms” (Germ. “Formzeichnung”) should be developed into a complete agenda and that for this purpose
“the Berlin agenda should be used as much as possible.” Referring to the Berlin
book, Bäumer only meant that the commission was to use some of its material
and relevant liturgical ideas.
In the meantime, Bäumer attempted to render all arrangements agreed in
Cologne null and void. In his speech at the Dortmund district synod, he questioned the mandate given by the president to the Mark representatives at the Köln
negotiations. If the delegates had only attended at the invitation of Ross, then the
conference would have to be treated simply as a private event.
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Subsequently at the church-wide synod of Mark at Unna on September 23-24,
1828, President Wulfert described the Köln conference as a private meeting that
primarily considered the introduction of a common hymnal for the two provinces. “The agenda was only occasionally mentioned at the end, but no decision
was taken on it.” The synod instructed the liturgical commission to continue its
work in preparing the agenda for the County of Mark “in substance and form”
but on condition that only “such modifications as meet the needs of the evangelical church and congregations of this territory will be permitted.” The term
“modifications” would seem to indicate that the majority in the synod wanted the
draft agenda to be based on the Berlin book. While still in Unna, the commission
decided to prepare “several forms, independent of the Extract [from the Liturgy]
which provide the form of the divine service and the prayers relating thereto.”626

11.2.3 T he Draft Ag en da for the C ou n ty o f M a rk

Draft Agenda for the Synodical Region of the
County of Mark, 1829.
626
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At the end of June 1829, the draft agenda came off the press. It was published in
Essen by Bädeker with the title: Entwurf
einer Agende für den Synodalbereich der
Graffschaft Mark. Im Auftrag der Synode von
Bäumer, Rauschenbusch u. von Oven (Draft
of an Agenda for the Synodical Region of the
County of Mark. On Behalf of the Synod by
Bäumer, Rauschenbusch, and von Oven).627
A considerable contribution to the
work was made by von Oven whose careful study of the agendas used over the
centuries in the Mark and in Jülich-KleveBerg appeared in Essen in 1828 under the
title: Ueber die Entstehung und Fortbildung
des evangelischen Cultus in Jülich, Berg,
Cleve und Mark. Ein geschichtlicher Versuch
C. H. E. von Oven, evangelischem Pfarrer zu
Wetter in der Grafschaft Mark. Nebst einigen
Entwürfen zu Sonntags-Liturgien (Concerning the Origin and Further Development of
Evangelical Worship in Jülich, Berg, Cleve,
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and Mark. A Historical Research by C[arl] H[einrich] E[ngelbert] von Oven, Evangelical
Pastor of Wetter in the County of Mark. Along with Some Drafts for Sunday Liturgies).
This study provided the commission with resource material useful in the preparation of the draft.628
The body of the work consisted of materials gathered from local sources, both
Lutheran and Reformed, altered as needed but in no sense expressing progressive
theological opinions. It was emphatically stated that newer sources, such as the
new Prussian agenda, had been carefully examined and made use of. They were
careful to assert that their material was taken from authentic liturgical traditions
and was in no way arbitrarily selected. All three commissioners signed the preface in Lent 1829.
The Mark agenda included two forms for the chief divine service on Sunday
and festivals. The first was the “Extract from the Liturgy,” taken from the 1823
Appendix of Prayers, Verses, etc., which the king prepared for use in the congregations where there was no choir and a simple and concise form was needed. The
second was the liturgy prepared by the Mark liturgical commission. There was a
page and a half of notes, indicating alternative usages in the divine service. It was
followed by lengthy prayers. Eight were included for use in the Sunday services.
They were followed by a lengthy prayer to be used at Bible services during the
week and a prayer to follow the sermon. The next section included special prayers for church festivals: Christmas, Good Friday, Easter, Ascension, Pentecost,
Advent, New Year’s Day, Passiontide, days of repentance, Harvest Festival, and
the Commemoration of the Departed. This was followed by the liturgy of the
Lord’s Supper which itself was subdivided into four sections: (1) exhortation to
the communicants, (2) prayer before the Lord’s Supper, (3) Words of Institution
and distribution, (4) the post-Communion thanksgiving. A service of preparation
for the Lord’s Supper was also included as well as the communion of the sick.
Also included in the book were forms for baptism, marriage, ordination, confirmation, the installation of elders, and burial. An appendix was also included with
service outlines for Sundays, the Lord’s Supper, Christmas, Good Friday, Easter,
Ascension, Pentecost, Advent, New Year’s Day, days of repentance, Harvest Festival, and the Commemoration of the Departed. Finally, the music for the service
was given in a short appendix at the end of the book.
The book was to satisfy the needs of both Lutheran and Reformed congregations in a single volume. This could only be accomplished by carefully avoiding anything too clearly identified with the faith or customs of one church or
the other. The agenda provided a general simple form of the chief divine service
without the Lord’s Supper with a host of options. Also included was the second
628
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form for Lord’s Supper service; it, too, was replete with options. There were altogether no less than 102 pages of material just for the Sunday services.
The materials included reflected the variety of source documents noted in
the index in the opening pages of the book. Two classes of sources were used.
Most important were documents of the “Fatherland,” that is, agendas and church
orders of the western provinces which included the Reformed liturgies of the
Palatinate of 1563, 1585, 1602, and 1652 as well as the regulations legislated by the
Reformed general synod of Duisburg in 1610. Among the Lutheran agendas cited
were the agenda of Dortmund of 1585, the agenda of Altena of 1626, the agendas
of Meinerzhagen and Lennep (no date), and the influential Zweibrücken agenda
of 1560, 1570, and 1612. A prominent place was also given to the Lutheran church
order of Kleve and Mark of 1687 and the Reformed liturgy of that same area of
1662. Among the “foreign sources” listed were Friedrich Wilhelm III’s agenda of
1822/24 (!), its 1823 Appendix, and the later Pomeranian supplement. Also prominent were Luther’s liturgical orders, the Brandenburg-Nürnberg agenda of 1533,
the church order of Augustus of Electoral Saxony of 1580, the Mark Brandenburg
agenda of 1572, the Pomeranian agenda of 1690, the Magdeburg agenda of 1652,
the Coburg agenda of 1626, the Lower Saxon agenda of 1585 (Lübeck), the agenda
of Holstein-Schauenburg and Gehmen of 1614, Johannes Brenz’s Württemberg
agenda of 1553 and 1559, revised in 1582 and 1660, the Hanau agenda of 1659, the
Sponheim agenda of 1720 (sic. 1721), the Friedberg agenda as revised in 1704, the
Lippe-Spiegel (no date), and Pyrmont agenda of 1571. Among the foreign sources
were also listed the Swedish handbook in its German translation of 1825,629 the
1825 German edition of the English Book of Common Prayer by Johann Hartmann
Wilhelm Küper,630 the so-called Dutch agenda, approved for use by the Reformed
synod of Duisburg in 1610, as well as additional prayers from the Dresden hymnal of 1719, the Livonian Riga hymnal of 1680, Christian Scriver’s prayer book of
1688, the prayer book of Gottfried Arnold, and Johann Arndt’s Paradies-Gärtlein
(The Garden of Paradise).631
The liturgy of the Mark commission began with a hymn. Then the liturgist at
the altar was to read the Adjutorium nostrum: “Our help is in the name of the Lord,
who made heaven and earth,” followed by the salutation. A note allowed the congregation to respond, “And with your spirit,” if that was desired. An additional
note provided alternative verses for the opening liturgy. A prayer of praise followed, patterned after the traditional Laudamus te which served in western liturgies as a response to the “Gloria in excelsis.” This was followed in turn by a prayer
for God’s grace, a confession of sins, a prayer for protection in time of danger,
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thanksgiving for the gift of God’s word to the church on earth, God’s blessing
upon the king and his government, the needs of all sorts and conditions of men,
and guidance along the pathways of life. It was noted that according to tradition,
as could be seen in both the Lutheran church order of 1687 and the Reformed
church order of 1662, the clergy were permitted to substitute other prayers or
even to formulate a prayer for special occasions with appropriate petitions and
intercessions. The sermon theme also might well serve as the basis of the general
prayer. After the prayer, there followed the reading of the epistle or gospel or
some other appropriate passage from the Bible. This was to be followed by a pastoral votum. Note three in the text provided a list of Bible passages considered appropriate for use as alternative votums. After a hymn, the preacher was to deliver
his message. The sermon was to be followed by a closing prayer and the Lord’s
Prayer, called the “Lord’s Prayer” rather than the “Vater unser” or “Unser Vater.”
Then followed the final hymn stanza and the Aaronic Benediction without the
sign of the cross. The closing Amen could be accompanied by the organ and could
be either simple or figural as noted in the appendix.632
Provision was made for a somewhat more elaborate opening service on special
days. Six outlines of such services were provided together with their responsories
in the appendix. It was noted that they could be used when and if their introduction would not occasion difficulties. Special opening services were provided for
general occasions and for Christmas, Good Friday, Easter, Ascension, Pentecost,
Advent, New Year’s Day, days of repentance, Festival of the Harvest, and the
Commemoration of the Departed.633
The separate service of the Lord’s Supper was also made as simple as possible.
It appeared under a general rubric that stated: “After the ending of the Sunday
divine service, the congregation sings one or a few stanzas, and during the singing, the clergyman stands before the altar to speak.” The hymn was to be followed by a general admonition. Five suggested admonitions were included to be
chosen by the pastor on the basis of the faith and confession of the congregation.
A version of Luther’s Paraphrase was included as the third of these alternatives.
The exhortations were followed by a short prayer. Three were provided, followed
in turn by the Lord’s Prayer and the Words of Institution. The congregation was
to stand while the Words of Institution were recited, and after the Verba, the congregation could sing the German Sanctus if that was its ordinary practice. Then
followed the Pax Domini or some other short prayer, such as the Agnus Dei, or
some appropriate biblical passage. During the distribution, the congregation was
to sing “Lamb of God, Pure and Holy” and other appropriate hymns. The formula for distribution: “Our Lord Jesus Christ says: ‘Take and eat; this is my body
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which is given for you. Do this in remembrance of me’,” “Our Lord Jesus Christ
says: ‘Take and drink; this is the cup, the New Testament in my blood, which is
shed for you for the forgiveness of sins. Do this in remembrance of me’.” Following Communion, the liturgist was to read an appropriate prayer from the five
provided. It was then followed by the benediction and concluding hymn. What
blessing was to be used was not specified, but from the ordinary services it would
seem that the Aaronic Benediction without the sign of the cross was usual.634
The appendix provided an alternative outline of the Lord’s Supper beginning
with the Sursum corda and its response. This was to be followed by a short prayer
together with the Lord’s Prayer and the Words of Institution. After the consecration of the bread, the congregation was to sing: “Holy is God, the Lord of
Sabaoth,” and after the consecration of the cup: “Holy, holy, holy is God, the Lord
of Sabaoth! And all lands are full of his glory. Alleluia.” Then the liturgist was to
pray the Agnus Dei, and the rest was as usual.635
A special service of preparation for the Lord’s Supper was provided. Ordinarily, it was to be held on the afternoon of the day before Communion or on
the morning of the day itself. It consisted of the Triune Invocation, a short ad
hoc confessional address, a prayer of confession, and questions addressed to the
penitents. Two sets of three questions each were provided along with two declarations of grace, one of which included an absolution. The service closed with a
short prayer, the Lord’s Prayer, and a benediction.636
The draft agenda was a book of multitude options to be chosen by the liturgist according to his understanding of what would be considered acceptable and
appropriate among his parishioners and what could be done without causing
a furor. The consensus was sought, and as usual, it was achieved by reducing
everything to the least common denominator.
In early July, Bäumer, now president of the church-wide synod of Mark, announced the publication of the draft and said that the book was to be distributed
for consultation at the district synods and among “all members of our congregations who are interested in our church affairs and negotiations and are able to
judge these things.”637
Critical opinions on the content of the agenda appeared immediately after
its publication. In Hermann, a magazine for Westphalia and the region between
the Weser and the Mass, a reviewer wondered why the complete divine service
from the Berlin agenda had not been printed. “Should it not be accepted at all in
the County of Mark?” Soon the whole enterprise on the agenda was called into
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question. If only material already available in older books was included, why
then were not the pastors entrusted with procuring these forms themselves, one
observer asked in Hermann. The Westphalian consistory, for its part, requested
Bäumer and other members of the commission to explain why the agenda was
put up for public sale contrary to the decision of the 1828 synod. The consistory
demanded an immediate suspension of the sale.638

11.2.4 R eaction to th e Draft
The agenda was submitted to the district synods for assessment. By the end of
August 1829, the synod of Iserlohn was not ready to make a final statement, but
declared that the project had been found satisfactory by all the pastors and that
the agenda committee should be thanked for the fine collection of liturgical forms.
However, there was also some dissatisfaction with the book. The Westhofen Reformed congregation announced that they would not introduce the form of divine service because the altar prayer did not meet their needs. Pastor Wulfert of
Hemer even warned the assembly that the introduction of the draft would pave
the way for the subsequent acceptance of the Berlin agenda. The district synod of
Lüdenscheid had no objection to the draft since it allowed pastors to modify the
forms according to circumstances. The Dortmund synod also accepted the draft
under the same conditions but declared that when administering “sacred ministrations,” the “verba solemnia should be pronounced verbatim according to the prescribed forms.” Several clergymen criticized the long prayers at the beginning of
the service. These prayers consisted of short collects and lacked internal coherence.
They also disagreed with the commission’s decision to include intercessions from
the king’s agenda in the opening prayer, stating that they belonged to the closing
prayer of the service. Moreover, the book still contained some outdated thoughts
and archaic terms. The clergy suggested that some additional liturgical forms and
prayers be included into the agenda to bring “a greater variety of ideas.”639
The diversity of opinions at district synods demonstrated that there was no
unanimous agreement on the agenda. The ban on the sale by the Münster consistory was a clear sign that its official approval was not forthcoming. So far, there
has been no official response from Berlin.
“A voice of thunder in the residence,” Superintendent Diederich Haver of
Hagen described the king’s reaction to the Mark agenda in a letter to Bäumer on
September 22, 1829.640 The agenda was apparently sent to Wilhelm Ross by the
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639
640

Kampmann 1991, 413-415.
Kampmann 1991, 414-415.
Kampmann 1991, 417.

385

Darius Petkūnas

commission itself, but as a precaution, neither he nor Altenstein handed it over
to the king. When the king was finally informed of the book, it caused him great
irritation. He had condescended to allow the preparation of provincial supplements to his precious Prussian agenda, but the clergy of the Mark had taken the
highly offensive step to disgrade it and create an entirely new diary in his place.
As he stated in a cabinet order to Altenstein on August 25, 1829, he was indignant
of their high-handed and unjustifiable conduct. He described the draft agenda
as “an inexplicable phenomenon” that could be seen as open resistance to his
intention to introduce a uniform order of worship for the Evangelical Church in
Prussia. Completely incomprehensible and in no way excusable was the fact that
the Berlin agenda in the Mark draft was classified as a “foreign church order.”
“The draft agenda for the synodical region of the County of Mark, printed at
the Bädeker Publishing House in Essen, is an inexplicable phenomenon if one
does not want to assume it is an obvious opposition to my known intention to
establish a general church order, even if modified at the provincial level, in all
evangelical churches of my states. According to what has already been revealed
to the clergy in the County of Mark in this regard, they are very well aware of the
concern with which the old forms and orders of divine service prevailing in every
province have been taken into account, as well as the wishes of the clergy, insofar
as they are in conformity with the principles set out above; and if they drafted
their own provincial agenda in advance and had it printed in order to distribute
the same publication in their synodical region, as the preface says, ‘to submit it
to the congregations for assessment and thereby to modify the renewed Prussian
agenda,’ then this is the procedure that clearly contradicts my known intentions;
not to think that at the end of the preface the desire is expressed that other provinces with the same ecclesiastical constitution can join this draft and that even,
as it cannot be explained and even less excused, the renewed Prussian agenda
is counted among the foreign church orders (page XX). I cannot express my just
displeasure at such arbitrary, unjustifiable behavior by the clergy in the County
of Mark. There can be no question of approving this draft for its introduction.”641
On September 4, 1829, the Westphalian consistory passed the cabinet order to
President Bäumer. The attached memo indicated that the consistory refused to
take responsibility for such an unfortunate outcome. “We must place the responsibility on the church-wide synod and on the commission that prepared the draft
on its behalf.”642
Bäumer, Rauschenbusch, and von Oven immediately contacted Ross in Berlin,
asking to shed some light on the situation with the Mark draft. Ross responded
on September 15, stating that the negative reaction was not due to the content of
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the agenda but to the title which gave the impression that the church-wide synod
of Mark had decided to publish its own liturgical book independent of the Berlin
agenda.
“If you had only said that this collection of forms should be submitted to the
synod in order to make it an addendum to the common agenda for the Province
of Westphalia or the County of Mark, then all would have been well, and the
work would have been kindly received by our king. Nor should you have given
the draft to the bookstore. It caused too much of a sensation.”643
Ross did not advise the liturgical commission to send an explanatory letter,
indicating their well-disposed intentions in printing the agenda. It would be
best, he said, to discuss the state of affairs at the church-wide synod and sign a
written declaration to the king by all its members. “Come affectionately to the
king. Otherwise, you could do great harm to the church as well as to the whole
Mark.” He recommended that the synod compile a collection of forms unique to
the County of Mark, based on the supplement for Brandenburg, and submit it to
the king for evaluation. He strongly advised approving the Berlin agenda as the
principal liturgical book which would then be printed with the supplement for
the County of Mark. “I confess to you that I do not understand how there can be
serious concerns about the approval and introduction of the common agenda for
the Prussian lands in view of the provincial supplements granted by the king.”644
On September 24, von Oven forwarded Ross’ letter to Bäumer. He spoke
favorably of the 1829 Brandenburg agenda and appreciated its supplement. “It
is incredibly accommodating and allows for a lot of freedom.” On its basis, the
Brandenburg congregations retained their characteristic historical prayers and
forms. A similar supplement should also meet the liturgical needs of the Province
of Westphalia.
“If I understand the king’s will in this matter correctly, it is that the entire
country adopts the whole agenda, but each province can use there what is suitable for the province, and to facilitate this, a provincial addendum is permitted.
The unusable rests on itself.”645
Von Oven noted that he would prepare a response to the royal cabinet order
on behalf of the church in Mark to be approved at the upcoming church-wide
synod in Hagen.
Even before the synod, on September 15, von Oven had written a letter to the
king in which he made it clear that the liturgical commission had no intention of
opposing the king’s agenda in any way. He tried to explain how closely the Mark
draft followed the Berlin book and that the former was drawn up on the same
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principles as the king’s agenda. Moreover, in describing the events leading up to
the publication of the Mark draft, he stated that none of these were undertaken
without the prior knowledge of the Westphalian consistory.
The agenda question was debated on September 29, 1829, at the church-wide
synod in Hagen in the presence of consistory members Möller, Natorp, and
Ferdinand Hasenclever. After the cabinet order was read, Bäumer gave a brief
overview of the Mark agenda since 1817 and asserted that the synod was not responsible for the awkward situation since Eylert and Ross assured him that the
chosen path was in accordance with the intentions of the king, and the procedure
itself was approved by the consistory. “We only regret that we cannot show anything in writing from Bishop Eylert and Ross who primarily initiated the negotiations and how they unfolded, and are therefore also responsible for the unsuccessful outcome.”646 He admitted that it was probably too narrow to include among
the old native agendas only those circulated in the County of Mark and to list the
Berlin agenda among the foreign church orders. Nevertheless, he reiterated that it
was not the fault of the synod since everything was coordinated with high officials
from Berlin whom the synod considered to be commissioned by the king himself,
and approved by the Münster consistory. The synod supported Bäumer’s suggestion to permanently distance itself from its own draft agenda but rejected his
proposal that the commission no longer participate in the preparation of the provincial edition of the Prussian agenda. The synod directed its members “to examine the Brandenburg additions and to make recommendations as to what extent
these or similar additions would be appropriate for our province, and whether,
with these changes, the 1829 agenda, as modified for the Province of Brandenburg,
would be able to find entry into our congregations. The commission should then
present the results of its examination and its proposals to the synod for approval
in due course.” Added to the commission were Lutheran pastors Johann Heinrich
Christian Nonne of Schwelm and Johann Georg Friedrich Kessler of Werdohl.647
The synod decided to make a joint declaration to the king. The clergy affirmed
their unconditional loyalty to the monarch and briefly reported on the development of their draft agenda. They described the publication as human error that
should not be viewed as opposition or rebellion. The members of the synod especially apologized for including the Prussian agenda under the heading: “Foreign
Orders of the Divine Service.” The assembly then agreed to draw up a supplement for the County of Mark, similar to that for the Province of Brandenburg, and
asked for royal grace for that task.
On October 5, Bäumer sent the declaration to the king with an accompanying letter to Altenstein. He reiterated to the minister that all steps in the agenda
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preparation process had been approved by the Westphalian consistory and orally
endorsed by Eylert and Ross. Now Bäumer, one of the most vocal opponents of
the Berlin agenda, humbly agreed to accept the royal handbook and endorse its
introduction into the congregations.
“Now that I am acquainted with the supplement to the renewed agenda for the
Province of Brandenburg, I have no doubt that with these or very similar modifications, the renewed agenda will find a blessed reception in the congregations of
our land, and I promise to work towards this with all my influence. I believe, I can
assure the same of the deputies assembled for this year’s church-wide synod.”648
Bäumer did not take Oven’s advice not to complain about Eylert and Ross in
his letter. In his response to Altenstein, Eylert said that Bäumer’s assertion was not
entirely correct. In conversations with Bäumer, he only spoke of the probable approval of a supplement for the County of Mark. Ross also claimed that he too never
promised Bäumer endorsement of an agenda independent of the Berlin book.
Altenstein reported to the king of the great impression that the royal cabinet
order had made upon the synod of Mark and that its members had humbly promised to introduce the agenda along with a special supplement.
This ended the story of the Mark agenda. The king, however, did not accept all
attempts at apologies. He strongly reprimanded the Westphalian consistory for
its role in the publication of the book.649

11.2.5 Negotiation s on th e Adap ta tio n of th e K in g ’ s A g e n d a
The cabinet order of August 25, 1829, made it clear that the king was not going to allow the Lutheran Church of Mark to have its own liturgy. Consequently,
the church-wide synod in Hagen found it expedient to follow the pattern of the
Brandenburg edition with some modifications and its own supplement.
In his October 31 letter to Ross, Bäumer wrote that the introduction of the
Berlin agenda in the Province of Westphalia would depend not so much on subsequent additions but on omissions. He mentioned, in particular, the Reformed
churches of Tecklenburg, Wittgenstein, and Siegen which had abandoned crucifixes and lighted candles on the altars as well as the practice of making the sign
of the cross during the Calvinistic Reformation in the second half of the sixteenth
century. It would be impossible to bring these “romanistic” practices back into
their worship life. He proposed that under the direction of the Westphalian consistory the liturgical commission of Mark be enlarged to include one representative from each of the three Reformed ecclesiastical districts as well as from the
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Bielefeld district where there was particularly strong opposition to the agenda.
The liturgical commission would then meet in Münster to compile a supplement
which would then be circulated in the district synods, and after further amendments, submitted to Berlin for approval. He suggested that only opponents of
the Berlin agenda meet in Münster and discuss the appendix. No representatives
would be invited from the ecclesiastical districts of Herford, Rahden, Minden,
and Soest where the agenda was widely accepted.650
The Westphalian consistory approved on November 22 the resolutions of the
Mark synod and promised all possible assistance. However, after carefully studying the available liturgical material, von Oven became skeptical of a supplement
for the Province of Westphalia. There were simply too many traditional liturgical
forms in use since the Reformation to include them all in one supplement. “If we
are allowed to make an appropriate addendum, then one can at least put up with
that corpus liturgicum.”651
On November 27, Altenstein presented the king with a report on the progress
of the agenda in Westphalia. He proposed to approve the procedure for drawing
up a supplement for the whole Province of Westphalia. To this end, a commission of all the ecclesiastical districts of the province should be set up to draw up
the addendum, and after it has been accepted by the district synods of Mark, it
should be submitted to the king for review and approval.
The king informed Altenstein of his decision regarding the provincial synods
and agenda in a cabinet order, dated February 2, 1830. He finally sanctioned the
convocation of two provincial synods of the Rhineland, i. e., Jülich-Kleve-Berg
and the Lower Rhine. The king further stated that a common agenda should be
prepared for both provinces of Westphalia and the Rhineland. With regard to
Westphalia, he ordered that a conference be convened at Münster, consisting of
members of the consistory, eminent clergymen, and representatives of the Mark
church-wide synod in order “to articulate and bring to the discussion their wishes
regarding the special provisions for the province. The consistory, however, must
be specially warned in this respect that it exercises its duties of royal authority
more strictly than before.”652 The meeting should be chaired by the high president
of Westphalia.
On February 27, the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs informed the Westphalian
consistory, High President Ludwig von Vincke, and the governing body of the
church-wide synod of Mark about the king’s cabinet order. Senior member of the
consistory, Natorp, announced to Bäumer that in addition to the four-member
liturgical commission from the County of Mark, it was planned to invite the four
650
651
652

Rahe 1984, 299; Kampmann 1991, 424-425.
Kampmann 1991, 426.
Kampmann 1991, 426.

390

11. The Adoption of the Agenda in All Prussian Provinces

superintendents of the Minden administrative district and the superintendents of
the three Reformed ecclesiastical districts along with the clergy members of the
consistory and senior governmental officials. The church-wide synod of Mark,
which usually met in the fall, should be convened in May, as the conference in
Münster will take place in June.653
President Bäumer informed the superintendents of the County of Mark regarding the consistory’s instructions. He proposed to convene only district synods since other important issues to be raised at a church-wide synod were not yet
ready to be considered. The superintendents of Mark were to determine whether
the district synods agreed with the proposed procedure and elect three deputies,
possibly members of the liturgical commission, as well as a secular representative
for the forthcoming conference in Münster. District synods were also to submit
their proposals for the agenda and its supplement for the conference.
The district synods of Lüdenscheid, Iserlohn, and Soest were convened in midApril and elected deputies to the planned conference. The majority of the synod
votes went to Lutheran pastors Nonne of Schwelm, von Oven of Wetter, and
Rauschenbusch of Altena. It was decided that it was not necessary to convene the
church-wide synod of Mark before to the scheduled meeting in Münster. The synods also named Baron von Stein as a lay deputy, but due to tensions between him
and Vincke, he was not allowed to participate. It was explained that the February
2 cabinet order stipulated that only clergymen should be called to the conference.
Similar preparations took place in other ecclesiastical districts of Westphalia. Reformed Superintendent Apollo Kneip asked the pastors of his Wittgenstein diocese
if they wanted the old Reformed forms to be included in a provincial supplement
to the Berlin agenda, but apart from some statements in favor of the current Wittgensteinian Reformed agenda, no other requests were made. Kneip himself told the
clergy that he would continue to use the Wittgenstein agenda or the old Reformed
agenda of the Electoral Palatinate. He clarified his position in a public statement,
titled: “Desiderien meiner innigsten Überzeugung gemäß die neue Agende betreffend“
(“Desires According to My Deepest Conviction Concerning the New Agenda”).
“In general, it is desirable that when introducing an agenda for both parties,
anything should be avoided which might give the impression that the Lutherans
conform in every way to the Reformed, or that the Reformed adopt the traditional
formulas and usages of the Lutherans. True union can only be concluded if the
gospel is preached in a pure and honest manner and the sacraments are administered in accordance with the gospel. If anything more is required for union, then
it will never become universal, and where it does come about, it will certainly
fall apart again… Therefore, it is also desirable and implored that preachers and
653
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congregations that ask to be left with it be allowed to continue using the Electoral
Palatinate agenda which neither hinders nor contradicts this union in the least.”654
The Reformed ecclesiastical district of Siegen also insisted on staying with
traditional Calvinist forms and came out in favor of the old Electoral Palatinate
agenda. Details about decisions in the ecclesiastical district of Tecklenburg or in
the administrative district of Minden are sparse.
Even before the Münster conference, important decisions had been taken in
the Rhineland. As early as 1829, after preparatory talks and consultations with
Ross, district synods were convened and a compromise was reached on the agenda and church constitution.
On March 7, 1830, Ross received an assignment from Altenstein to take part in
the provincial synods of Jülich-Kleve-Berg and the Lower Rhine as “royal commissioner” and to mediate between Berlin and the provinces. He was instructed
to see to it that provincial synods follow the instructions of the cabinet order and
to ensure that the forthcoming celebration of the tercentenary of the presentation
of the Augsburg Confession on June 25 be marked by appropriate liturgical celebrations using a modified form of the Berlin agenda.655
The provincial synod of Jülich-Kleve-Berg, in which the Reformed had a certain predominance, met on June 5, 1830, in Köln. Although Ross no longer headed
the synod as president – a position he held until 1828, he spoke on several occasions as royal commissioner and exerted significant influence on the course and
outcome of the deliberations. In his opening address, he expressed his “steadfast
affection for the ‘provincial congregation’ of Jülich-Kleve-Berg” and his deep concern for its “internal and external well-being.” He assured the assembly that the
king was ready to restore the old presbyterial and synodical constitution with
contemporary modifications and invited the delegates to accept and introduce
the agenda. Such a resolution should present no particular difficulty since the
Prussian agenda has numerous advantages. The book conforms to the teachings
of the evangelical church, it eliminates liturgical arbitrariness that prevails in
some congregations, and it is based on the liturgical forms from the old church
orders. The value of the agenda is also highlighted by the fact that it has already
been introduced in other Prussian provinces. No conscience should be offended
by its adoption.
It was evident to Ross that some clergy and lay members were not familiar
sufficiently with the contents of the book. He suggested that the 1829 Brandenburg agenda be read aloud, and after the assembly became acquainted with its
contents, he announced that the forms of the general agenda could no longer be
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modified. Some old forms and prayers could, however, be added in a supplement
to be published along with the agenda.
The synod, however, called for changes in the general agenda. According
to the old custom, ordinations were to take place not only on Sundays but also
on weekdays and in the congregation of the ordinand. Instead of reciting the
Apostles’ Creed, the creedal hymn could also be sung. The Decalogue should
be printed as in Exodus 20, without numbering the Commandments, since the
Reformed regarded the present numbering favorable to the Lutherans. Biblical
readings should not be limited to current pericopes but be expanded to use all the
riches of the Bible. In addition to the usual ones, a new series of pericopes must be
prepared. Furthermore, the Reformed found certain phrases in the agenda reminiscent of Roman Catholic terminology and for that reason offensive. The term
“altar” should be replaced with “communion table,” “priestly vestments” with
“ecclesiastical office attire,” and “Venerable Sacrament” with “Holy Sacrament.”
In order to avoid any misunderstanding that the pastor grants absolution in his
own name, the term “Preparatory address” should be added after the term “Confession,” and “Assurance of the forgiveness of sins in the name of the Lord” after
the term “Absolution.”656
Although Ross was sympathetic to these changes, he objected to any attempt
to remove the baptismal form from the agenda. The Reformed raised objections
against the sign of the cross on the forehead and chest, stating that such ceremony
was foreign in the Rhineland. Exorcism, “let the spirit of the unclean give way to
the Holy Spirit,” was also to be excluded because it had no basis in the Bible or in
the teachings of the evangelical church. Likewise, the view that the child receives
a new birth through Baptism is inconsistent with the Reformed doctrine. Ross
tried to convince the synod that even expressions, such as “bath of rebirth” and
“the spirit of the unclean,” could be reconciled with the teaching of the Reformed
Church, but this view met little response in the synod. Karl Immanuel Nitzsch,
professor of systematic and practical theology in Bonn, declared that the baptismal form caused offense to the Lutheran congregations as well.
Since the baptismal form was part of the general agenda, Ross could not accept
its exclusion from the book. Instead, he suggested that baptismal phrases that
took offense to the Reformed should be bracketed or explained, or omitted and
replaced with alternative ones. He was ready for a compromise because he did
not want the provincial synod to fail to approve the agenda over minor details.
The synod further decided that the congregations must necessarily use only an
“Extract from the Liturgy.” Offensive symbols and ceremonies, such as crucifixes
and the burning candles on the altar, the use of the sign of the cross, and kneeling
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at the consecration, as well as the casting
of the earth on the coffin, must not be applied to the province, as provided by the
cabinet order of February 2, 1830. Finally,
forms and prayers traditional to the province are to be added in a special addendum.657
After five days of deliberations, the
provincial synod of Jülich-Kleve-Berg
unanimously accepted the agenda. The
assembly appended to the resolution the
aforementioned conditions which were
to be fulfilled before the approval of the
final draft. Ross proposed that the agenda
be introduced already on the occasion of
the tercentenary of the presentation of
the Augsburg Confession, but the synod re“Extract from the Liturgy” in the Agenda
sponded that it would first wait for the
for the Province of Brandenburg, 1829.
confirmation of its decisions since the
resolutions without approval in Berlin
would have no legal force. Ross, however, was able to convince the assembly to advise clergy to conduct the jubilee
services using the “Extract from the Liturgy.” The order of divine service for that
occasion was titled: Form des Gottesdienstes am dritten Säcular-Feste der Uebergabe
der Augsburgischen Confession, den 25sten Juni 1830 (Form of Divine Service on the
Third Secular Festival of the Presentation of the Augsburg Confession, June 25, 1830).658
An important decision was to cooperate with two other western provinces in
preparation of a joint addendum to the agenda. To further this task, Ross asked
interim President Franz Friedrich Gräber to appoint a synodical commission for
Jülich-Kleve-Berg which would examine traditional liturgical forms, and on behalf of the province, propose prayers and other liturgical material for the supplement. In addition to Gräber himself, the membership in the commission included
consistorial councilors Christian Gottlieb Bruch and Krafft of Köln, Superintendents Johann Peter Adolf Schriever of Duisburg and Zillessen of Wickrathberg,
and Nitzsch of Bonn.
The synod was also attended by President Bäumer and von Oven, representing the synod of Mark in Westphalia, and Superintendent Friedrich Adolf
Bartz of Wolf in the Lower Rhine. The two presidents were asked whether their
657
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synods would accept the forms and prayers that the liturgical commission of
Jülich-Kleve-Berg had compiled for the joint addendum. They responded in the
affirmative and offered the traditional liturgical material used by the congregations in Westphalia and the Lower Rhine.
Towards the end of the meeting, Ross proposed that the assembly elect delegates to take part in the Lower Rhine provincial synod in Koblenz and in the
Westphalian conference in Münster. President Gräber and Reformed Superintendent Schriever of Duisburg were appointed to attend the provincial synod in
Koblenz, and Gräber and Reformed Superintendent Carl Johann III Engels from
Mülheim an der Ruhr were delegated to the Westphalian conference.659
The Lower Rhine provincial synod met in Koblenz on June 15, 1830. As at
Köln, Ross repeated the king’s promise that if the agenda were accepted with a
provincial addendum, the presbyterial and synodical constitution would also be
approved and implemented.
The synod seemed to be more supportive in its deliberations on the agenda
than the assembly in Jülich-Kleve-Berg. The decisions and resolutions adopted in
Köln were particularly helpful in this regard. The synod supported the Köln proposal to compile a joint addendum for the three provinces. It approved the forms
suggested in Köln and added its own material to the addendum.
The Koblenz synod, however, did not accept the agenda unanimously. Four of its
members firmly rejected the book. The most prominent opponent was Johann Justus
Cunz, Reformed superintendent of the Koblenz ecclesiastical district and member of
the consistory there. Another strong opponent was Reformed Pastor Philipp Jakob
Heinrich Eberhard, who said that his congregation in Wetzlar was a French colony that had left France so that they could enjoy freedom of faith and worship in
Germany. The congregation even affixed the inscription on its church seal: “Fidèle
jusqu’à la mort!” (“Faithful unto death!”). Likewise, the two Reformed deputies of
the district of Braunfels decided that they were not authorized to vote on the agenda
since their district synod had only approved the “Extract from the Liturgy.”
The ratio of opponents and supporters of the agenda in the two Rhine provinces has now reversed. On November 27, 1830, the Koblenz consistory reported
to the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs that by July 13, 1830, out of 220 pastors in the
province of the Lower Rhine, only 11 were in favor of the agenda and 209 against.
In the province of Jülich-Kleve-Berg, out of 211 pastors, only 1 accepted the book
and 210 opposed. Of a total of 431 clergymen in the two Rhine provinces, only
12 declared for the agenda and 419 were against. By the end of 1830, out of 431
pastors in the two Rhine provinces, 407 were in favor of the agenda and only 24
opposed.660
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The Westphalian conference met on July 8. In attendance were President
Bäumer and Pastors Nonne, von Oven, and Rauschenbusch, consistory member
Karl Busch, representing ecclesiastical district of Soest, Superintendents Johann
Friedrich Bender of Siegen, Apollo Kneip of Wittgenstein, Florens Jacob Smend
of Tecklenburg, August Müller of Rahden, Karl August Ferdinand Frederking of
Minden, Johann Heinrich Scherr of Bielefeld, and Friedrich Wilhelm Johanning
of Herford, as well as consistory members Ferdinand Hasenclever of Arnsberg,
Sasse of Minden, and Anton Wilhelm Möller and Ludwig Natorp in Münster. The
Province of Jülich-Kleve-Berg was represented by Franz Friedrich Gräber and
Carl Johann III Engels and the Lower Rhine by Johann Abraham Küpper. The
conference was also attended by Ross, who arrived on July 10 at the invitation of
High President Vincke, the chairman of the meeting.661
The assembly first turned its attention to the two parts of the Brandenburg agenda, which was binding on all the provinces, and noted a number of formulations
that caused concern, particularly among the Reformed. The baptismal order was a
particular source of discontent. Some insisted on the removal of the exorcism, “let
the spirit of the unclean give way to the Holy Spirit,” others disapproved the candidate’s signation with the cross on the forehead and breast. Both formulas were
identified as catholicizing. The Reformed further insisted that the phrase, “who
has given you new birth of water and of the Holy Spirit,” be replaced by “who
called you to be born again through water and the Spirit to blot out your sin,” for
the wording in the agenda represented Lutheran doctrine. Participants also called
for changes in the ordination formula. The ordinands in their oath must be committed to the Apostolicum and to the creeds of the evangelical church, “namely, the
Augsburg Confession and the Heidelberg Catechism.” Also, the Decalogue should
be printed as in the Bible, without numbering the Commandments, for it differed
between the two confessions. Matters of adiaphora, such as the sign of the cross,
kneeling during consecration, and throwing earth on a coffin were to remain optional. The liturgy was to end with Aaronic Benediction, not a hymn.662
The conference by majority vote accepted the agenda with modifications. Fifteen prayers widely used in Westphalia were to be added to the appendix along
with alternative forms for pastoral acts proposed by the provincial synod of JülichKleve-Berg. The king was asked (1) to authorize the publication of a single agenda
for the western provinces; (2) to order that the agenda be introduced in the parishes on the same day; (3) to approve a synodical-presbyterial constitution even for
areas of Westphalia where this had not been the norm in the past. The conference
expected the book to be printed and introduced before the end of the year.
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Some delegates, however, could not endorse the resolution. The Reformed
superintendents of Bielefeld, Tecklenburg, and Siegen declared that they could
only vote by representing themselves because the decisions still had to be approved by the clergy at district synods. Superintendent Kneip of Berleburg announced that the Wittgenstein congregations had joined the Union on the condition that the form of their worship would remain unchanged.663
The Westphalian Reformed clergy and their congregations took the Münster
decisions with a great deal of skepticism. To avoid a stir, Reformed Superintendent Bender canceled the meeting of pastors of his district, originally scheduled for
October 1830. In a letter to the consistory, he stated that it would be extremely difficult to introduce the form of divine service agreed upon in Münster.664 The Lutheran clergy of the County of Mark also greeted the decisions with reservations.
President Bäumer announced to the Dortmund district synod that, even if the
results did not meet the expectations of some clergy and congregations, it must be
acknowledged that the form of worship agreed to in Münster “was customary in
most of the formerly Lutheran congregations.” In any case, the Berlin agenda had
been significantly improved compared to its first edition. Like all human work, it
would be subject to further revisions in due course.
“But most importantly, we have again the agenda, and in it a fixed point to
which liturgical improvements can be linked and from which they can begin. By
adopting the Prussian agenda, we have returned to where our ancestors stood
when they began to break away from the usual and established [medieval] agenda. We will not go down the path that you and we have taken in gradually abandoning the established agenda, as this has evidently led to looseness and disorder
in public divine service and the administration of sacred ordinances. Even the
newly adopted agenda will not become an irreversible piece of iron for us. But we
are warned by past experience.”665
At the church-wide synod of Mark, held October 5-6, 1830, Bäumer made a
similar report but added that a distinction should be made between the acceptance and implementation of the Berlin book. “In accepting it, we undertake, for
example, to introduce not the main liturgy but only the so-called extract from it,
and even then with significant restrictions, and where due care and prudence are
exercised, the congregations will not even notice the introduction.”666
The decisions of the Münster conference were well received in Berlin. On
July 17, 1830, Altenstein congratulated Ross on “fortunate successes.” The min663
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ister reported to the king on November 4 that the acceptance of the agenda in
Westphalia was now “in an excellent state of progress.” Only Superintendent
Kneip of Berleburg reserved the right to make his own statement. Otherwise, “the
agenda for the province of Westphalia would have been accepted.”667
Significant resistance still persisted in the two Rhine provinces, and it became
even more bitter when it became apparent that the introduction of the agenda was
imminent. The opposition was particularly strong in the district synod of Koblenz
in the Lower Rhine where twelve “recalcitrant” pastors, under the leadership of
Reformed Superintendent Cunz, met on June 30, 1830, in the church of St. Goar
and announced that the Prussian agenda of 1821 did not change much in the three
editions. In short, the agenda was a return to the medieval rite. It is true that these
forms were retained by the Lutherans in the eastern provinces, they stated, but
even the Lutherans in the Rhineland, who lived among the Roman Catholics, had
long since abandoned these forms and joined a simple liturgical service, such as
that of the Reformed. Moreover, the agenda turned the liturgy into a set of mechanically performed formulas and thus transformed it into an opus operatum. As an
example, they pointed to the Apostles’ Creed which, in their opinion, becomes a
tiresome lip service if repeated every Sunday. In addition, symbols and ceremonies, such as the crucifix and lighted candles, exorcism in Baptism, kneeling at
consecration, and designation of a clergyman as a “priest,” were clear evidence
of Catholicization.668
Reformed Superintendent Friedrich August Schild of Dierdorf near Koblenz
explained why his clergy wanted to retain their simple form of worship. In a letter
to the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs, dated May 27, 1831, he noted that the preference of the Reformed for simple liturgical forms should not be explained by an
aversion to contemporary liturgical improvements. The reason for this lies in the
liturgical tradition that has its origins in the Reformation. The Reformed are convinced that their current simple worship, preserved by their fathers at the cost of
great sacrifices, is Christian and Protestant. These forms correspond to worship
“in spirit and truth” ordered by Christ himself (John 4:24).669 Attempts to abolish
a simple form of divine service and impose the agenda would threaten public
peace and life in the congregations, and clergy supporting such actions would
lose the trust of their parishioners. There have already been many instances
where pastors attempted, at least partially, to introduce the new agenda, but the
resistance from their congregations forced them to abandon further attempts.670
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The “twelve” wished to retain the traditional Reformed order of worship as
far as possible. The order of divine service should include at most: a general morning prayer from the agenda, choral singing, which was understood to be a hymn
by the congregation, biblical readings, in particular the epistle and the gospel as
well as texts freely chosen from the Bible, prayer and general intercessions. If the
eastern provinces wanted a richer form of worship, they had every right to do
so, but the “twelve” demanded that the churches in their province be treated according to the principle: “Whatever you want men to do to you, do also to them!”
(Matthew 7:12). They would only introduce the agenda in the congregations if
they were granted permission to worship according to a simple form of divine
service. Any coercion in the introduction of the agenda must be avoided. To justify such position, they cited Article VIII of the Peace of Passau of 1552, Article V,
§ 52, of the Peace of Westphalia of 1648, royal patent of 1815, in which the king
declared that “religion, the highest that is in man, must be sacred to me,” and
the cabinet order of September 27, 1817, by which the monarch proclaimed the
Prussian Union.
Superintendent Cunz even went so far as to demand a “fourth edition” of
the agenda. He stated this in a letter, dated July 10, 1830, to Senior Privy Councilor Johannes Schulze. In reaction, High President of the Rhineland, Karl von
Ingersleben, informed him that the government intended to retire him because
of his unacceptable statements. Cunz was advised to voluntarily resign from his
position on the consistory, but this did not deter him from resisting the agenda.
On behalf of the consistory, in a letter to the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs on June
9, 1831, he questioned the right of the two provincial synods of 1830 to pass resolutions binding for all pastors and parishes in the Rhineland. A similar letter was
sent to the Ministry by Superintendent Schild who also expressed doubts as to
whether the provincial synods were entitled to make such decisions.
On behalf of the Ministry, Ross immediately responded to the complaints. In
a letter to the Koblenz consistory, dated June 23, he resolutely rejected their arguments. No one should question the decisions of the Rhineland provincial synods,
at least those of Jülich-Kleve-Berg, since their delegates were authorized representatives of the district synods, just as the members of the district synods were
the representatives of the congregations. The decision of the provincial synod
was the decision of all the congregations. The Koblenz consistory must not impede the introduction of the agenda.671

671

Rahe 1984, 310-312.

399

Darius Petkūnas

11.2.6. Ag en da for th e Wes ter n P rov in ce s
The publication of the agenda came to
a halt for several years. According to Ross,
the reason for the delay was the political
unrest in France, caused by the Second
French Revolution. The Ministry of Spiritual Affairs decided to return to the agenda
question only when the political situation
in France had completely calmed down.672
Another reason for the delay was the
king’s persistent refusal to approve the
presbyterial and synodical constitution for
the western provinces. It was expected that
the constitution should come into force
simultaneously with the agenda. Such an
embarrassing situation, when Berlin delayed the promised legitimation, Nitzsch
likened to “Jesuit pranks.”673
Agenda for the Province of Westphalia
In April 1833, work on the agenda reand the Rhine Province, 1834.
sumed in Berlin. Ross had originally intended the date for the introduction of
the agenda to be August 4, 1833, but Neander thought that further negotiations
might be necessary. Therefore, it was decided not to name the date at that time.674
On December 27, 1833, Altenstein finally handed over the liturgical material
to the king along with a draft church constitution. The king seemed to be satisfied
with the agenda, however, he had some reservations regarding the constitution.
He sent the approved agenda material back to Altenstein on March 29, 1834. The
draft was then finalized by Ross, who adjusted the preface to suit the context of
the western provinces. The preface was to be signed only by the councilors of the
Ministry of Spiritual Affairs. The Ministry did not ask for the signatures of the
members of the consistories, as this could offend the moderators of the provincial
synods. According to High President Vincke, getting signatures of moderators
could take a long time if they were willing to sign at all. Negotiations on the final
text of the preface continued until the end of June, so the date 19 April, 1934, noted
in the preface to the agenda as the date the king signed the preface, is incorrect.675
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A total of 1,600 copies were printed at a cost of 3,059 thalers. The first copy was
presented to the king by Altenstein on October 16, 1834. The minister asked the
monarch to make a decision regarding the new constitution since “the introduction of the agenda is inextricably linked to the church constitution promised to
the synods.”676 The king was also to designate a date when the agenda was to be
introduced into the congregations.
The agenda for the western provinces appeared under the title: Agende für die
evangelische Kirche in den königlich preußischen Landen. Mit besonderen Bestimmungen
und Zusätzen für die Provinz Westphalen und die Rhein-Provinz (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for
the Province of Westphalia and the Rhine Province). It was published in Berlin in 1834
by the Dieterici Printing Concern.
The chief divine service conformed in pattern and words to the editions of Silesia and Pomerania, and like them, introduced the Kyrie with the phrase: “Lord,
be gracious unto us” or “Lord, have mercy on us and be gracious to us.”
Additional prayers and Bible verses unique to this edition were also added over
and above those found in the Brandenburg edition. An additional collect was added after the standard collect before the epistle for use in Advent. For Christmas, a
special additional prayer was given for use before the gospel, and in Passiontide,
a second prayer for use before the epistle was inserted. A second prayer before
the epistle was also included for use at Easter, and for the day of the Ascension,
a second prayer for use before the gospel was provided. A second prayer for use
before the gospel was given for the day of Pentecost as well. The section on the confession of sins for changeable use provided six prayers of confession, two of which
were unique to this western edition. The verses after the confession of sins, the collects before the epistle, the alleluia verses, and the verses after the creed were as in
Brandenburg. In the section “Additions,” to the prayer of the church, two prayers
were included which were not found in Brandenburg book. In the “Supplements”
at the end of part one, the second admonition to the communicants, adapted from
Luther’s German Mass of 1526, was unique to the western edition. The extra liturgical music section was the same as in the agenda for other provinces.677
Changes in the second part began with the catechism for evangelical Christians which, this edition noted, was “according to Luther’s Catechism” – a note
undoubtedly added because Luther’s numbering of the Ten Commencements
differed from that used by the Reformed who divided the First Commencement
into two, making the Second Commandment a prohibition against graven images. Newly included in the western edition was a special form of the “Ordina676
677
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tion and Introduction of Preachers,” found in no other edition. So too, a form was
included here alone, entitled: “Installation of a Member of the Presbytery.”678
Newly included in the section on “Notifications and Remarks” was the service
of Holy Communion revised and printed from the Calvinist Electoral Palatinate
church order of 1724, based on the earlier form of January 29, 1684. Included as
well was the form for Holy Communion, according to the Lutheran church order of Sponheim, dated March 20, 1720, and another prayer to be spoken before
the Lord’s Supper, the source of which was not given. From that point on, the
text returned to that of the other provincial editions with the prayers from the
Brandenburg church order of 1572. A final new addition at the close of this section was the order for Baptism from the 1724 Electoral Palatinate church order.679
This edition provided the greatest variety of forms, giving selections suitable for
Lutheran congregations as well as forms better suited for use by the Reformed. It
could be said that the book was comprehensive, though not theologically consistent. There were four forms for the celebration of the Lord’s Supper to accommodate
the theological positions of the two confessions.680 However, not all the aspirations
of the Münster Conference of 1830 had been taken into consideration. The term
“priestly vestments” (Germ. “Priesterlicher
Ornat”) was retained, and the phrase, “for
the forgiveness of sins,” was not added
to the cup-words of the distribution formula. In the preparatoty service for the
Lord’s Supper, the term “absolution” was
not supplemented or replaced with “assurance of forgiveness of sins in the name
of the Lord,” and the collect for the Marian days was still preserved. In addition,
the designation “Reverend Sacrament”
(Germ. “hochwürdiges Sakrament”) was
kept, and the term “crucifix” was not replaced by “cross.” In Baptism, the signation of the candidate on the forehead and
March 5, 1835, cabinet order, authorizing
heart, and the phrase, “who has given you
the introduction of the church order for the
western provinces. Amts-Blatt No. 15 1835.
new birth of water and of the Holy Spirit,”
were retained.681
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Church Order for Evangelical Congregations in the Province of Westphalia and the Rhine Province,
published in the Official Gazette for the Royal Government of Arnsberg, 1835. Amts-Blatt No. 15 1835.

It was not until February 15, 1835, that Friedrich Wilhelm III approved, after
much hesitation, the new ecclesiastical constitution for the western provinces and
ordered that the agenda be introduced on the first day of Easter, April 19, 1835.682
The new church order was put into effect by a cabinet order, dated March 5, 1835.683
On March 9, 1835, Altenstein informed Westphalian High President Vincke of
the king’s decisions and notified that the agenda and church constitution should
be made public at the same time. The church order was published before Easter at
the Bädeker Printing Concern in Koblenz under the title: Kirchen-Ordnung für die
evangelischen Gemeinen der Provinz Westphalen und der Rhein-Provinz (Church Order
for the Evangelical Congregations in the Province of Westphalia and the Rhine Province).684
The Westphalian consistory announced to the clergy on March 29 that the king
had finally ordered the introduction of the agenda. Since it was not possible to
provide enough copies at this time, a copy of the “Extract from the Liturgy” could
be temporarily used by some congregations. Concessions regarding certain forms
and customs were particularly noted. Altar candles and the crucifix, as well as
the custom of pouring dirt three times over the coffin, were left to the discretion
682
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of the congregations, but at the same time it was stated that permission to set
aside these adiaphora practices was granted only as long as “the congregations
are won over to these venerable customs.” So too, the “introduction to the sermon” (Germ. “Predigteingang”) common in Westphalia was allowed along with
the prayer after the sermon and the benediction at the end of the divine service.
Likewise, the kneeling at the Words of Institution could be omitted, and instead
of the referential distribution formula, the declarative formula could be used at
the Lord’s Supper.685
The king sent Ross to the western provinces to ensure that the agenda was
introduced on Easter Day. In Westphalia, Ross observed prevailing gratitude for
the new church order and general willingness to implement the new agenda. The
book was introduced there, as planned, on April 19. Six months later, on October
29, 1835, Ross reported to the king that the first Westphalian provincial synod,
meeting at Soest in October 1835, expressed sincere gratitude for the new church
order and agenda.686
Opposition to the agenda still continued in some congregations in the Rhineland.
It was announced at the provincial synod in Neuwied, which convened on August
19-29, 1835, that the “Extract from the Liturgy” was introduced everywhere on
the first day of Easter or immediately thereafter. In a few congregations, however,
the book caused a stir, and some even decided to stay away from it. The synod
expressed its gratitude for the “laudable aim of the king” to put an end to liturgical
arbitrariness in the church. The assembly passed a resolution, directing that the
Sunday divine service be continued in the form that had been introduced at Easter
1835. Congregations were permitted to omit some “offensive” symbols and ceremonies and to limit themselves to using the “Extract from the Liturgy.”687 To this
end, a separate sixteen-page edition of the “Extract” was published by Büschler in
Elberfeld in 1835 under the title: Auszug aus der Agende für die evangelische Kirche in
den Königlich-Preussischen Landen. Mit besondern Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die
Provinz Westphalen und die Rhein-Provinz (Extract from the Agenda for the Evangelical
Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the Province of Westphalia and the Rhine Province).688 In 1838, the Rhineland synod requested
permission to introduce five new confessions of sins. The king allowed it, although
he said that in his opinion they were not really necessary.689
In the preface to the agenda, the king had emphatically declared that the order of divine service was to be “introduced everywhere and maintained in un685
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changed use,”690 and in the cabinet order
of May 12, 1830, he instructed Altenstein
to inform the general superintendents
and superintendents “that absolutely no
deviations from the ... provisions take
place.” In fact, the clergy of the western
provinces did not always closely comply
with these requirements. Moreover, after
the rise of opposition in Silesia, when
the Lutheran clergy refused to accept the
agenda for doctrinal reasons even under
threat of suspension, the king focused his
attention on suppressing the Lutheran
confessional movement by administrative and penal means and no longer exercised vigorously strict control over deviations from prescribed forms.691
In general, it can be said that the provincial agendas conformed in large measure to the Berlin edition which had been
published in 1821-24. The divine service
Extract from the Agenda for the Province of
remained as the king had intended it, exWestphalia and the Rhine Province, 1835
cepting that more options were now pro(Universitäts- und Landesbibliothek SachsenAnhalt (Halle), Im 1898 e).
vided. Furthermore, the Reformed prevailed in their outspoken insistence that
they be permitted to continue to worship
according to their own simple and long-familiar usages, and indeed, to have them
printed in the agenda. The Lutherans were unsuccessful in their attempts to restore their own distribution formula, and their right to say “Vater unser” instead
of “Unser Vater” was denied. The old distribution formula, along with much other
liturgical material, was printed under the heading: “Notifications and Remarks,”
however, little was said as to the proper use of any of this material. It was said
that here and there, under certain circumstances, Lutheran pastors might be permitted to retain the old usage, but in every case this was always exceptional.
For the king’s part, it can be said that he was unable to fulfill what he termed
his greatest desire which was that all of his evangelical people in every province
should worship according to the same order out of the same book. The Prussian
agenda did not become a German “Book of Common Prayer” used everywhere
690
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and by all. It became, instead, an agenda that appeared in several editions which
were largely the same but which featured many minor differences in detail to
satisfy the confessional and doctrinal positions as well as the peculiarities and
proclivities of the various provinces. So too, it never came about that every parish worshiped on Sunday morning according to the same order. The Lutherans
would conduct the chief divine service as printed in the opening pages of the
book, and the Reformed would instead use the “Extract from the Liturgy” or go
to the closing pages for their alternative pastoral acts. Despite the referential distribution formula and the mandatory use of the “Unser Vater,” it would be almost
immediately evident to all who entered a church, at least in the eastern provinces,
whether those gathered in that place were Lutheran or Reformed.

1 1 . 3 A ge nd a fo r the R o yal Prussian Army
In 1830, when some of the provincial
agendas had been published, a special
agenda for use by the military chaplains
also appeared. Printed in Berlin, it was
given the title: Agende für die evangelische
Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen.
Mit besonderen Bestimmungen für das Königliche Krieges-Heer. Berlin 1829. (Agenda
of the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions for the
Royal Army. Berlin 1829.).692 The book
was prepared on the basis of the cabinet
order of July 9, 1830, in which the king
instructed that in drawing up a new edition for the army, the experience of recent
years should be taken into account.693
Agenda for the Prussian
The king’s preface was identical to that
Royal Army, 1829.
in other editions, excepting that references to the Prussian provinces were now
replaced by references to the Royal Army. In place of the forward from the clerical members of the Ministry in Berlin, there was only one paragraph, “Preliminary Reminder” (Germ. “Vorerinnerung”), instructing the military chaplains that
692
693

The title page lists 1829 as the year of publication. Kampmann 1991, 177 fn. 142.
Wangemann 1884, 196.
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they “are free to use the options permitted in this agenda,” but the liturgy must
correspond to the basic form of the chief divine service printed in the book.694
The content of the agenda was consistent with the editions for other provinces, except that the “Abbreviated Liturgy Performed with Choral Settings” was
excluded from the first part of the book. Missing in the second part was the “Appendix of Forms” for the Reformed congregations and the section, “Notifications
and Remarks Concerning Some Prayers...,” which included alternative liturgical
material to satisfy the requirements of individual provinces.
Some changes could be found in the chief divine service. As in the Pomeranian and some other editions, the phrase: “Lord, be gracious unto us” or “Lord,
have mercy upon us and be gracious to us,” was added before the Kyrie. Omitted was the option allowing the congregation to sing the opening hymn after the
confession of sins and a footnote which stated that the Kyrie could also be sung in
German. In place of the response, “Praise to you, O Christ,” after the announcement of the Gospel, “Glory to you, O Lord, glory to you” could be used, or the
choir could sing, “Glory to you, Lord,” in which case the Amen was dropped.
Provincial agendas allowed the congregation to respond: “Praise to you, O
Christ,” but the army book gave this response to the choir. The alternative option
allowing the liturgist to insert some hymn verses or a congregational hymn after
the alleluia on high feasts was also excluded as well as the singing of the hymn,
“We All Believe in One True God,” in place of the Apostles’ Creed. Also omitted was an additional intercession for the church patron in the general prayer. If
due to local conditions significant obstacles should stand in the way of holding
the final liturgy in front of the altar, the clergyman was authorized to follow the
sermon with the prayer of the church. When the Lord’s Supper was to be celebrated immediately after the divine service, the non-communicants were to be
dismissed with the Aaronic Benediction. The pastor was then to come to the altar
during the hymn and continue with the verse after the creed, such as “May God
bless us, etc.,” or “The grace of our Lord, etc.” He then was to say: “Lift up your
hearts and let us give thanks to the Lord our God” and recite the Vere dignum,
after which the choir was to sing the Sanctus and Benedictus qui venit. The service
was then to continue with the admonition to the communicants from the liturgy
for the Lord’s Supper. References pertaining to the alternative liturgical material
found at the end of the second part in the provincial agendas were omitted from
the Eucharistic liturgy, along with the option, allowing to sing the hymn, “Lamb
of God, Pure and Holy, etc.,” or another appropriate Communion hymn in place
of the Agnus Dei. The section, “General Provisions and Explanations Concerning
the Liturgy,” was adapted according to the circumstances of military congrega694

Agende (Königliche Krieges-Heer) 1829, VII.
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tions. For example, a reference that the chief divine service should not exceed one
hour in length was retained.
A significant feature of the military agenda was the restoration in the chief
divine service of the prayer for the worthy reception of the Sacrament from the
medieval Mass. Concerning this prayer, Luther stated in the 1523 Formula Missae:
“But if he [the liturgist] should wish to pray the prayer, ‘O Lord Jesus Christ,
Son of the living God, who according to the will of the Father, etc.,’ before communing, he does not pray wrongly, provided he changes the singular ‘mine’ or
‘me’ to the plural ‘ours’ and ‘us’.”695
This medieval prayer in the form proposed by Luther was printed in Latin
in the 1572 agenda for the Margraviate of Brandenburg.696 In 1822, Friedrich
Wilhelm III included this prayer in the chief divine service, but he considerably
shortened it by removing any sacramental notion, asking only that God would
grant the believer the willpower to keep his commandments and in this way to
remain faithful.697
The 1829 Brandenburg provincial agenda printed this prayer almost verbatim
in the section “Notifications and Remarks” at the end of the second part of the
book. Brandenburg liturgical commission, however, found it necessary to replace
a reference to the “most sacred body and blood” with the notion of “faithful enjoyment” of the Holy Sacrament.
“Lord Jesus Christ! You Son of the living God, who by the will of the Father
and with the cooperation of the Holy Spirit through your birth and through your
death gave life again to the humankind, deliver us through the faithful enjoyment
of your Holy Sacrament from all our sins and from every evil; give us the strength
to be faithful to your commandments and never permit us to be separated from
you who with the Father and the Holy Spirit live and reign forever and ever.
Amen.”698
695

696

697

698

“O Lord Jesus Christ, Son of the living God, who, according to the will of the Father and the
cooperation of the Holy Spirit, didst through thy death give life to the world: deliver me by
this thy most sacred body and blood from all my iniquities, and from all evils, and make
me ever to cleave to thy commandments; nor ever suffer me to be separated from thee:
who with the Father and the Holy Ghost livest and reignest with God, world without end.
Amen. LW 53, 29 fn. 49; Thompson 1972, 81.
“Domine Iesu Christe fili Dei uiui, qui ex uoluntate patris cooperante spiritu sancto per mortem
propriam mundum uiuificasti. Libera nos per hoc sacrosanctum corpus & sanguinem tuum ab
omnibus iniquitatibus & uniuersis malis nostris, Et fac nos tuis semper obedire mandatis, & tua
misericordia nunquam in perpetuum separari permittas. Qui uiuis & regnas Deus per omnia secula
seculorum, Amen.” Agenda 1572, 186.
“Lord, who through your death gave life to the world, deliver us from all our sins and all
evil; grant us the strength of will always to remain faithful to your commandments and
grant that nothing may ever separate us from you, who with the Father and the Holy Spirit
reigns in eternity. Amen.” Kirchen-Agende 1822, 21.
Agende (Königliche Krieges-Heer) 1829, 15-16; Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, (Zweiter Theil) 75.
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The 1830 military agenda included this prayer in the chief divine service because the additional liturgical material published in the second part of the provincial agendas was not added to this book. This agenda was to be used not by the
clergy of a particular province but by the army chaplains in each province. The
editors wanted to retain this prayer, and for this reason, they included it in the
chief divine service. For the same reason, an invitation to the communicants to
come to receive the Sacrament was also printed in the liturgy itself.699
A second edition of the military agenda appeared again in 1830 under the
same title:700 Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen.
Mit besonderen Bestimmungen für das Königliche Krieges-Heer (Agenda of the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions for the Royal Army).
The content of the book corresponded to that of the first edition, excepting that
the musical part included two additional supplements, Musik-Anhang für MännerStimmen (Musical Supplement for Men’s Voices) and Musik zu den Liturgischen ExtraChorgesängen für Männer-Stimmen (Music for the Liturgical Extra Choral Chants for
Men’s Voices), in addition to the ordinary supplements found in the provincial
agendas: Musik-Anhang (Musical Supplement) and Musik zu den Liturgischen ExtraChorgesängen (Musik zu den Liturgischen Extra-Chorgesängen).
In 1829, a new edition of the “Church Book for the Army” also appeared in
Berlin under the old title: Kirchenbuch nebst einem Catechismus und einer Sammlung
biblischer Sprüche und Gebete zur häuslichen Andacht und Erbauung für die Königl.
Preußische Armee (Church Book Together with a Catechism and a Collection of Biblical
Verses and Prayers for Household Devotion and Edification for the Royal Prussian Army).
The book consisted of the chief divine service and other liturgical and devotional
material for soldiers. A new paragraph was added to the old 1822 preface, stating
that a large number of prayers and verses had to be omitted from the book due to
lack of space but that additional liturgical material could be found in the military
agenda. The current liturgy should be regarded as the general norm according to
which all official divine services were to be conducted.701
Despite some differences in footnotes, the chief divine service corresponded to
that in the 1830 agenda for the Royal Army. A notable feature was a notion that
the hymns sung by the congregation ought not to exceed one or two stanzas. As
in some provincial agendas, “Lord, have mercy” could also be sung in German
in place of the Greek Kyrie eleison. This reference was omitted in the 1830 military
agenda. In place of the choral response, “Praise to you, O Christ,” after the read699

700

701

“So let us now approach it with due devotion and remember the words of our Savior Jesus
Christ: ‘Come to me, all who labor and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest’.” Agende
(Königliche Krieges-Heer) 1829, 16; Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, (Zweiter Theil) 76.
Further information on the second edition of the agenda for the Royal Prussian Army in
Kampmann 1991, 178 fn. 143-146.
Kirchenbuch 1829, XII.
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ing of the Gospel, the Kirchenbuch ordered
the choir to sing: “Glory to you, Lord.” A
footnote stated that the Apostles’ Creed
could also be given to the choir. As in
the 1830 agenda, the Eucharistic liturgy
included the prayer, “Lord Jesus Christ!
You Son of the living God…” A significant change was in the post-Communion
order. In place of a lengthy prayer found
in all other agendas, the Kirchenbuch ordered to pray the revised post-Communion collect from Luther’s German Mass:
“We thank you, almighty Lord God,
that you have refreshed us through the
Holy Sacrament of your Son, and we
beseech your mercy to strengthen us in
steadfast faith toward you and for heartfelt love among us all, through Jesus
Church Book for the Royal Prussian
Christ, your Son, our Lord. Amen.”702
Army, 1829.
Minor textual differences could also
be found in the “General Regulations
and Explanations Concerning the Liturgy” as well as in some prayers and exhortations.
The Kirchenbuch included also a collection of hymns divided into several sections, a “Catechism for Evangelical Christians” with the Ten Commandments according to the Lutheran numbering, a collection of biblical verses to guide Christian soldiers in faith and conduct as well as prayers in time of peace and in time
of war.
Like the 1822 edition, the Kirchenbuch was a monument to the spirit of unionism. New editions appeared in 1834, 1843, 1845, and 1849.

1 1 . 4 L i tu rg y fo r the Ro yal Prussian Embassy C h apel
i n R om e
Early in 1828, the king sanctioned a special edition of the Prussian agenda to
be used in the chapel of the Prussian embassy in Rome (see Appendix 5). The
book was prepared by Karl Josias Baron von Bunsen, a Lutheran lay theologian
with a unionistic confessional position, Prussian ambassador to the papal court.
702

Kirchenbuch 1829, 9.
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The work was published in 1828 as
Liturgie, wie sie als Nachtrag zur KirchenAgende des Jahres 1822 zum Gebrauch für
die königlich preußische evangelische Gesandschafts-Kapelle zu Rom bewilligt worden
ist (Liturgy, as It Was Approved as a Supplement to the Church Agenda of the Year 1822
for Use in the Evangelical Chapel of the Royal
Prussian Embassy in Rome). It was called
the “Capitoline Liturgy” because the
Prussian evangelical chapel was located
on Capitoline Hill in Rome.
The 1828 volume was a supplementary altar book to the 1822/24 Prussian
Union agenda. It consisted in three parts
and the musical supplement. The first
part included liturgy for the Sunday and
festal divine service and the appendix of
adoration and confession verses, hymns
of thanksgiving after absolution and altar
Liturgy for the evangelical chapel of the
hymns, insertion into the prayer of the
Royal Prussian Embassy in Rome, 1828.
church on the day of the Commemoration of the Departed, proper Eucharistic
prefaces, harmonized passion of Christ, and order of service on Good Friday. The
second part consisted of pericopes for Sundays and festal occasions. Liturgical
material for the weekly church services comprised the third part.
The Missa catechumenorum of the Capitoline liturgy included a three-part structure: (1) Office of Confession (Germ. “Beichtamt”), (2) Office of the Gospel (Germ.
“Evangelienamt”), (3) Office of the Altar (germ. “Altaramt”).703 In comparison to
Berlin agenda, it was enlarged with variable liturgical elements and considerably
enriched in a section on the confession of sins which derived from the Book of
Common Prayer.704 An important feature was congregational participation in the
service and the decision that the sermon “should be restored to the more import-

703

704

The three services were recorded in an unpublished manuscript of an earlier version of the
liturgy and on the blank pages of the 1828 Capitoline book (Meyer-Blanck 2013, 79-80). The
orders were described in more detail in Bunsen’s 1833 hymnal and prayer book. Versuch
1833, LXXVIII-LXXXVIII; Wallraff 1997, 98.
Liturgie 1828, 6-7; The Book of Common Prayer 1807, “Morning Prayer (the Litany).” Wallraff
1997, 99.
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ant position in the service, formerly assigned to it by a widespread and ancient
custom.”705
The Missa fidelium was still an occasional service added to the Missa catechumenorum. It was drawn up in accordance with what Bunsen believed to be the
Eucharistic principles of the early church. His principal task was to shift the consecratory significance from the Words of Institution to the prayer of blessing after
the Verba and to reinstate the act of self-sacrifice of the worshipers which, he believed, was an integral part of the Eucharistic rite in the early church. Bunsen restored the Eucharistic dialogue and preface and introduced a Eucharistic prayer
with the introductory phrase, “we give you thanks, not as we ought but as we are
able,” taken from the Anaphora in Book VIII of the Apostolic Constitutions.706 The
Verba was followed by the consecratory prayer in which the Father was asked
to bless through his “holy power this bread and this wine.”707 The petition was
based on the consecratory prayer from the 1549 Book of Common Prayer, however,
since the English prayer asked the Father to bless the elements “with Thy Holy
Spirit and Word,”708 and the blessing with the “Word” for Bunsen did not correspond to the creative word of God but to the Words of Institution, in place
of this “equivocal petition,” the Father was asked to bless the elements through
his “holy power.”709 The prayer for blessing of the communicants that followed,
spoke of the self-sacrifice of the worshipers which to Bunsen was the culminating
point of the Eucharist. The Lord was asked to bless the faithful, who presented
themselves as a living sacrifice, so that the fire of his divine love would consume
all “sinful lust of the flesh” and they become “a holy sacrifice” for the growth of
his kingdom and honor of his name.710
The Capitoline liturgy reflected unionistic tendencies of King Friedrich Wilhelm
III. The distribution formula remained referential, as in the Berlin agenda, and the
opening words of the Our Father still followed the Reformed version of “Unser
Vater.” Strong emphasis on the concept of self-sacrifice of the worshipers in the
Lord’s Supper further distanced Bunsen from the Lutheran confessional position,
and his treatment of the Words of Institution as an introduction to the prayer of
blessing conflicted with Lutheran sacramental teaching. Notions concerning the
self-sacrifice of the worshipers after the Words of Institution and before the distribution of the elements diverted attention from the gift given in the Sacrament
and placed emphasis on human action.
705
706
707
708
709
710

Bunsen 1856, 368-369 (316).
Jasper, Cuming 1990, 110. Ante-Nicene Fathers 7 1995, 489.
Liturgie 1828, 16.
Jasper, Cuming 1990, 111.
Bunsen 1854, 184, 189.
Liturgie 1828, 16-17.
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Bunsen’s divine service can be considered as an episode in the history of the
Prussian Union liturgy. Although the Eucharistic prayer, with its strong emphasis on the concept of sacrifice, represented a path considerably different from
Friedrich Wilhelm III’s order of the Lord’s Supper, from a confessional point of
view, the Capitoline liturgy did not differ much from the Prussian Union rite.
Table 8. Published editions of the Union liturgy in chronological order
1816

Liturgie für die Hof- und Garnison-Gemeinde zu Potsdam und für die Garnison-Kirche in
Berlin. Berlin 1816 (Liturgy for the Court and Garrison Congregation in Potsdam and the
Garrison Church in Berlin).

1817

Liturgie für die Armee. Berlin 1817 (Liturgy for the Army).
Liturgie für den sonntäglichen Gottesdienst in der Hof- und Dom-Kirche zu Berlin. Berlin
1817 (Liturgy for the Sunday Divine Service at the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin).

1821

Kirchen-Agende für die Königlich Preussische Armee. Berlin 1821 (Church Agenda
for the Royal Prussian Army).
Kirchen-Agende für die Hof- und Domkirche in Berlin. Berlin 1821 (Church Agenda
for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin).
Musik-Anhang. [Berlin 1821] (Musical Supplement).

1822

Kirchen-Agende für die Hof-und Domkirche in Berlin. Zweite auflage. Berlin 1822
(Church Agenda for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. Second Edition).

1823

Anhang von Gebeten, Sprüchen u. s. w. aus mehreren ältern Agenden zusammengetragen,
und zum Gebrauche für die Liturgie an Sonn- und Festtagen eingerichtet; nebst einem
Auszuge aus der Liturgie für Kirchen, denen es am Nothwendigen mangelt, um sie
vollständig abzuhalten. Berlin 1823 (Appendix of Prayers, Verses, etc., Compiled from
Several Older Agendas and Set in Order for Use with the Liturgy for Sundays and
Feast Days, Together with an Extract from the Liturgy for Churches that Lack what Is
Necessary for Its Full Celebration). Published February 1824.
Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn- und Festtagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier für
die evangelische Kirche des Preußischen Staats. Berlin 1823 (Liturgy for the Chief Divine
Service on Sundays and Feast Days and for the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper for the
Evangelical Church of the Prussian State. Berlin 1823). Published October 1824.

1824

Kirchen-Agende für die Hof-und Domkirche in Berlin. Zweite auflage. Berlin 1822
(Church Agenda for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. Second Edition).
Published February 1824.
Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn-und Festtagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier für
die evangelischen Kirchen der Kottbusser Diöcese. Berlin 1824 (Liturgy for the Chief
Divine Service for Sundays and Feast Days and for the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper
for the Evangelical Churches of the Cottbus Diocese).
Kirchen-Agende für die Königlich Preußische Armee. Weihnachten 1821 (Church
Agenda for the Royal Prussian Army. Christmas 1821). Published in 1824.

413

Darius Petkūnas

1825

Agenda tai esti Suraßimas Pagraudénimû ir Maldû Lietuwôs Baźnycziosa skaitomû.
Karaláuczuje, Mete 1825. Raßtais ißspausta per Artungą Karalaus Drukoru. (Agenda,
that Is, a Collection of Exhortations and Prayers to Be Read in Lithuanian Churches. In
Königsberg 1825. Printed in the Fonts by Hartung, Royal Printer).
Pridėjimas Maldû, Żodźiû ßwento Raßto [et]c. isz senujû Agendû surinktû,
Nedėldienomis ir Szwentėmis prie Liturgiôs skaitomû su patrumpinta Liturgia.
Karaláuczuje. 1825 (Appendix of Prayers and Words from the Holy Scriptures, etc.
Gathered from Old Agendas Read in the Liturgy on Sundays and Festivals, Along with
an Excerpt from the Liturgy. In Königsberg 1825).
Agenda Kościelna dla Kościoła nadwornego i Katedralnego w Berlinie. (Podług
drugiego wydania Berlińskiego z roku 1822.) W Poznaniu 1825 (Church Agenda
for the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. In Posen. (According to the Second
Berlin Edition of the Year 1822).
Dodatek modlitw, mieysc pisma świętego, i t. d. zebrany z różnych Agend dawnieyszych
i do użytku Liturgii w niedziele i święta zastósowany w przydaniem wyciągu z Liturgii
dla Kościołów, którym zbywa na potrzebnych rzeczach do odbywania iéy zupełnie. (Podług
wydania Berlińskiego z roku 1823.) W Poznaniu 1825 (Appendix of Prayers, Verses
from the Holy Scriptures, etc., Compiled Together from Various Older Agendas, and Set for
Use in the Liturgy on Sundays and Feast Days, Together with an Extract from the Liturgy
for Churches that Lack what Is Necessary to Perform It Completely (According to the Berlin
Edition of the Year 1823)).

1827

Nachtrag zu der erneuerten Kirchen-Agende, insbesondere für die Provinz Pommern. [1827]
(Supplement to the Renewed Church Agenda, Especially for the Province of Pomerania).

1828

Liturgie, wie sie als Nachtrag zur Kirchen-Agende des Jahres 1822 zum Gebrauch für
die königlich preußische evangelische Gesandschafts-Kapelle zu Rom bewilligt worden
ist. 1828 (Liturgy, as It Was Approved as a Supplement to the Church Agenda of the
Year 1822 for Use in the Evangelical Chapel of the Royal Prussian Embassy in Rome).
Zyrkwina Agenda sa te ßerske Woßady we pruskich hornych Łużicach. W Budeschini,
1828 (Church Agenda for the Sorbian Parishes in Prussian Upper Lusatia).
Pschidawk Modlitwow a Schpruchow kajż tejż krotsja Liturgia. 1828 (Appendix of
Prayers and Verses Together with a Short Liturgy).

1829

Nachtrag zu der erneuerten Kirchen-Agende, insbesondere für die Provinz
Brandenburg. Berlin 1829 (Supplement to the Renewed Church Agenda, Especially for
the Province of Brandenburg).
Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Brandenburg. Berlin
1829 (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special
Provisions and Additions for the Province of Brandenburg).
Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preussischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Pommern. Berlin
1829 (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special
Provisions and Additions for the Province of Pomerania).
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Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Preußen. Berlin
1829 (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special
Provisions and Additions for the Province of Prussia).
Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Sachsen. Berlin
1829 (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special
Provisions and Additions for the Province of Saxony).
Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preussischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Schlesien. Berlin
1829 (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special
Provisions and Additions for the Province of Silesia).
Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen für das Königliche Krieges-Heer. Berlin 1829 (Agenda of
the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions for the
Royal Army.). Published in 1830.
Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen für das Königliche Krieges-Heer. Berlin 1829 (Agenda of
the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions for the
Royal Army). Second edition, published in 1830.
Musik-Anhang. 1829 (Musical Supplement).
Musik zu den Liturgischen Extra-Chorgesängen. 1829 (Music for the Liturgical Extra
Choral Chants).
Musik-Anhang für Männer-Stimmen. 1829 (Musical Supplement for Men’s Voices).
Published in 1830.
Musik zu den Liturgischen Extra-Chorgesängen für Männer-Stimmen. 1829 (Music
for the Liturgical Extra Choral Chants for Men’s Voices). Published in 1830.
1830

Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn- und Festtagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier
für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit besonderen
Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Brandenburg. Berlin 1830 (Liturgy for
the Chief Divine Service on Sundays and Feast Days and for the Celebration of the
Lord’s Supper for the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for
the Province of Brandenburg).
Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste an Sonn- und Festtagen und zur Abendmahlsfeier
für die evangelische Kirche in den königlich preußischen Landen. Mit besonderen
Bestimmungen und Zusaetzen für die Provinz Sachsen. Berlin 1830 (Liturgy for the
Chief Divine Service on Sundays and Feast Days and for the Celebration of the Lord’s
Supper for the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the
Province of Saxony).
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Agenda, tai esti Knygos Pagraudénimû ir Maldû ēwangēlißkosa Baźnycziosa Lietuwôs
skaitytinû. Karaláuczuje, Métè 1830. Raßtais ißspáusta per Artungą, Karalaus RaßtoIßspáustojɨ. Königsberg 1830 (Agenda, that Is, Books of Exhortations and Prayers
Read in the Evangelical Churches of Lithuania. In Königsberg 1825. Printed in the
Fonts by Hartung, Royal Printer).
1831

Agenda dla ewangielickiego Kośćioła w Krolewsko Pruskich kraiach. Z osobnymi
przepisami i podatkami dla Szląska. W Wrocławiu 1831 (Agenda for the Evangelical
Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for
Silesia). In Breslau 1831.

1832

Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Posen. Berlin 1832 (Agenda
for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and
Additions for the Province of Posen).

1833

Agenda dla ewangielickiego Kościoła w kraiach Królewsko-Pruskich. Z osobnemi
przepisami i dodatkami dla prowincyi Pruss. Podług wydania z roku 1829
przetłumaczona. W Królewcu, 1833 (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal
Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the Province of Prussia.
Translated in Accordance with the 1829 Edition. In Königsberg 1833).

1834

Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preussischen Landen. Mit
besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Westphalen und
die Rhein-Provinz. Berlin 1834 (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal
Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the Province of Westphalia
and the Rhine Province).

1835

Agenda sa tu evangelsku Zyrkej we Kralowskich Prußkich Krajach. Do ßerskeje Rycżje
pschełożena sa te evangelske ßerske Zyrkwje hornych Lużizow Prußkeho Knestwa.
1835 (Agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. Translated into
Sorbian for the Evangelical Sorbian Churches of Prussian Upper Lusatia).
Auszug aus der Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich-Preussischen
Landen. Mit besondern Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz Westphalen
und die Rhein-Provinz. Elberfeld 1835 (Extract from the Agenda for the Evangelical
Church in the Royal Prussian Lands. With Special Provisions and Additions for the
Province of Westphalia and the Rhine Province).

1 1 . 5 D ecl i ni ng Op p o s i ti o n to t h e Agen da
By 1829, it appeared that heated opposition to the king’s agenda was beginning to cool. According to the statistics, gathered by Altenstein by June 30, 1829,
only 16 of the 696 pastors in Pomerania had not yet introduced the new book.
In East Prussia, 70 of the 406 pastors still held out. In West Prussia, it was 91 out
of 165, and in Posen only 11 out of 122, all of them ministers of the Reformed
“Unity Congregations” (Germ. “Unitätsgemeinden”), refused to accept the new
rite while 111 Lutheran pastors accepted it. In Brandenburg, 178 of 1,159 pastors
still showed no desire to use the new agenda, and in Saxony, it was 126 out of
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1,629. Silesia remained the center of heated opposition. There 493 of 745 refused
to use the king’s agenda.711
By a variety of methods, some gentle and others less so, the number of acceptances rose sharply. In his November 4, 1830, report, Altenstein stated that
the agenda was accepted in all Lutheran churches in East Prussia – 396 clergy
and 402 congregations. Only the 10 Reformed ministers and 13 congregations still
resisted the introduction, regardless of all governmental efforts. In West Prussia,
160 out of 165 pastors and 263 out of 271 congregations had accepted the book. In
Pomerania, 696 out of 683 clergy and 1,317 out of 1,337 parishes had introduced
the agenda. There were only 6 holdouts at the synod of Anklam. The clergy of
Stralsund opposed as well because the magistrate claimed to have the jus liturgicum rights under old privileges. In the Province of Posen, the book was accepted
by 122 pastors and 204 congregations, excepting the Lutheran congregation in
Posen and 7 Reformed “Unity Congregations.” In 1831, the Reformed ministers
in the Posen region finally agreed to adopt it, and in 1834-35 the agenda was universally adopted in Westphalia and the Rhine Province.712
The agenda had not been formulated in the traditional and legal manner, nor
was it introduced in a traditional and legal manner. The method which was followed contradicted Articles 46-48 of the Prussian Law Code. According to law,
only the church itself could make decisions concerning the form and content of
its worship. The state was to rule on the legality of the church’s provisions and
declare them valid and binding. Here everything was turned upside down. It was
not the church but the king who dictated the form and content of the church’s
worship, and it was left to the church to agree with him that what he had done
was good and proper. It was always emphasized that the king was not commanding the introduction of his agenda. He was inviting his people to use it, however,
in the 1829 preface to the provincial editions, there was no longer any mention
of “invitations” or “voluntary” usage. Those who had not willingly accepted the
kind invitation of the king would need to be compelled. It became a matter: “You
will accept my invitation – voluntarily or else.”
Surprisingly, outside Prussia some gladly embraced the Prussian agenda. The
grand duke of Baden introduced it with only minor changes for use in the Court
and Garrison Congregation of Karlsruhe, and on January 23, 1830, the church
council and the city council petitioned its introduction into the city churches as
well. The grand duke granted the petition on January 29, 1830. In München, the
evangelical High Consistory bad the local Prussian envoy, Johann Emanuel von
Küster, that he intercede on their behalf that they might not only use the Prussian
711
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agenda, but that it might serve as the basis for the new agenda for Rhine-Bavaria.
Friedrich Wilhelm III was delighted.713
In preparing its agenda, the United Evangelical Protestant Church of the
Grand Duchy of Baden only partially took into account the Prussian rites. It probably could not have been otherwise because the Baden Union moved beyond
administrative unification to a confessional union, binding Lutherans and Reformed together in a single church with its own confessional statement. Hence,
the agenda was to be a compromise approved by both churches. The Prussian
Union “Mass-type” liturgy, however, was regarded by some as far too reminiscent of Roman Catholicism and even an attempt to impose a sort of “inferior
Catholicism” on Protestants. The 1831 Baden draft agenda prioritized southern
German Lutheran and Reformed liturgies that were used in congregations but
also proposed as alternatives forms for the preparation and celebration of the
Lord’s Supper from the 1822 Prussian agenda.714 Form III for the Lord’s Supper
in the 1836 Baden agenda was built on the Prussian Union rite but also contained
some significant changes. The words of Christ’s Testament were appended to
the exhortation to communicants, indicating that the Verba were another reading
from the gospel included to indicate the historical origin of the rite. It was followed by a prayer, the opening invocation of which, “Lord, who through your
death gave life to the world…,” was taken from the 1822 agenda. The sacrament
was administered immediately after the Our Father with the formula almost
identical to the Berlin rite. The service concluded with a prayer of thanksgiving,
taken from the 1812 Saxon agenda,715 a hymn by the congregation, and a blessing
by the pastor.716 Overall, the service of the sacrament in the Baden agenda took on
an even more Protestant character than the Prussian Union rite.
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1 2 . L i t u r g i c al M u s i c
o f t h e P r u ss i an A g enda
Beginning with the first edition in 1821, the Union agenda included a musical
supplement consisting of four-part choral compositions. By 1829, the appendix
grew to a thirty-nine-page booklet that included thirteen choral settings with a
range of variations to be chosen by the choirs depending on their skill level.717
Contemporary critics noted that one thing common to all of the liturgies of
Friedrich Wilhelm III was the dominant role given to the choir. The liturgy was
performed by a clergyman and a choir with the congregation reduced to the level
of mere spectators and listeners. Such an approach was contrary to the principles
of the Lutheran Reformation which restored congregational participation in worship through the singing of hymns and responsories.718
Compared to his music-loving predecessors who were proficient flute and
cello players, Friedrich Wilhelm III was seen as lacking interest in or talent for
music in his youth. Despite his father’s efforts to give him a proper musical education, he had little interest in piano lessons or chamber music in general. He indifferently accepted his father’s invitation to attend concert evenings at the royal
court. “Now it is that tiresome sitting again.”719 Later his interest in music was
influenced by Queen Louise who sang to piano and harp accompaniment and
admired music and dance. At her suggestion, he began to attend the opera and
after her death was a regular visitor to the opera house.
Military music, however, seems to have been dear to him from a young age.
His first textbooks for piano lessons primarily consisted of military marches and
lively gallop music. Subsequently he was interested exclusively in military music.
He was strongly attracted to the Turkish music of the military bands, but the
Russian horn music made a particular impression on him. He said as much in a
letter to Louise on October 26, 1794:
“It is delightful, almost even prettier than Turkish music because of the instruments, each of which has only one note, and which always have to come up at the
right time. Some of the bass horns, which look like speaking tubes, are six-seven
feet long. The extraordinary quality of these instruments gives the music completeness that is extremely striking and pleasant.”720
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The king even made several attempts at composing army marches, indicating
that he had some skills and understanding of military music.
Friedrich Wilhelm III became acquainted with Russian liturgical music at
Bartenstein in East Prussia in 1807 when Tsar Alexander I had invited him to
attend Russian Orthodox divine service. There, he was fascinated by Orthodox
liturgical singing performed by the imperial a cappella choir. “I have never heard
anything like this before.”721 During his stay in Memel in 1807, he occasionally
went to the border with Russia on the banks of the Dange River to listen to the
songs of Russian soldiers. He even stated to Johann Wilhelm Jacob Bornemann, a
member of the Singing Academy in Berlin (Sing-Akademie zu Berlin), his desire to
establish such a Russian choir in the Prussian capital. “Let the Russians come to
Berlin.”722 At the same time, he was disappointed with the poor quality of singing
in the Prussian army which, in his opinion, was inferior to the Russian one. He
repeatedly stated that he would like his army choral singing to be transformed
according to the Russian model and “be on a par with Russian music both in singing and in having worthy songs.”723
Tied with the bonds of friendship with Alexander I during the Napoleonic
Wars, Friedrich Wilhelm III continued to show a keen interest in Russian a cappella music. As a sign of family and friendly relations between the Hohenzollerns
and the Romanovs, he founded in 1826 Alexandrowka, a Russian village, named
after the late Russian monarch Alexander I, with a church in the northern part
of Potsdam for twelve Russian military singers whom he invited to permanent
residence in Prussia.724

1 2 . 1 M u s i c fo r the Di vi ne Serv ic e in G arrison Ch urc h es
a n d C a t he d ral Chu rch i n B erlin
Previously, the king had entrusted the task of liturgical reform to a liturgical
commission. He expected that they would examine the best native and foreign
liturgical forms and prepare a worthy liturgy that would bring new life to the
divine service. What the commission produced in 1815 did not meet any of his
expectations. In his opinion, their liturgy was no improvement over what was
already being used in Prussian congregations, so the frustrated king resolved
himself to take a more active role in creating a liturgy for the Prussian Lutherans
and Reformed.
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In early 1816, the king began preparing the first draft of the divine service to
be introduced in the garrison churches in Berlin and Potsdam as well as in the
Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. In it, he gave predominance to a cappella
singing. The divine service was performed by the clergyman and the choir, and
the congregation was reduced to the level of mere observer. He described the role
of the choir in the following terms:
“Several chords on the organ mark the beginning of the divine service. Then
a four-part choir, which in large churches might have as many as thirty people,
with no women admitted in its membership, sings a very short hymn without organ accompaniment, for example: ‘Let everything that has breath and lives praise
the Lord with a festal song!’”725
Similar instructions regarding a role of the choir would be found in all subsequent liturgies. In his first draft, the king assigned two motets to the choir: “Let
everything that has breath and lives praise the Lord with a festal song!...” and
“Rejoice, you righteous!...,” as well as the doxology of the Our Father, “Forever.
Amen!” and the optional alleluia.
Presumably foreseeing that the introduction of the liturgy into the Berlin Cathedral would encounter difficulties, Friedrich Wilhelm III limited his draft divine
service to the garrison churches of Potsdam and Berlin. On March 26, cabinet
member Albrecht sent Eylert, chaplain at the Garrison Church in Potsdam, the
updated manuscript with instructions concerning its implementation. The liturgy
was to be introduced as soon as the newly established choir had mastered the
singing of its musical parts.726 Eylert responded on March 28 that “he awaited
with great desire the introduction of this apostolic liturgy.”727
Friedrich Schleiermacher was and would remain a tireless opponent to the
king’s liturgical endeavors. In his 1816 treatise, Ueber die neue Liturgie (Concerning
the New Liturgy), he remarked concerning the choral settings and their author:
“As far as I know, these choral chants were composed by a well-known but not
particularly excellent musician in the church style.”728 He criticized the relevance
of independent motets in divine service and especially the exclusion of the worshipers from liturgical singing.
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The author of the musical part was
the royal court chapel master, Bernhard
Anselm Weber. He was invited to write
music for the liturgy and conduct its
performance in the Potsdam Garrison
Church. “His Majesty has commissioned
you to go to Potsdam to rehearse ecclesiastical chants, the composition of which is
in your hands,” wrote Albrecht in a letter,
dated March 11, 1816. Weber was to form
a choir from military personnel who were
to be selected for this purpose. “I look forward to hearing from you as soon as you
master the performance of the designated
choral chants so that I can report to his
majesty.”729
Bernhard Anselm Weber
With the help of Potsdam organist
(Österreichische Nationalbibliothek).
Hoenicke, Weber began rehearsals with
75 soldiers and 30 boys from the Potsdam
orphanage. He immediately encountered difficulties, as the soldiers of the newly
formed Potsdam choir were more accustomed to singing military marches rather
than four-part chorales. The situation was further aggravated by the fact that most
choristers could only sing by ear without having a basic knowledge of reading
notes on a sheet of music. Weber had to rehearse intensively, especially since the
compositions were obviously quite difficult for such a choir. A large number of
rehearsals meant a considerable burden on the royal treasury. The king was displeased when it turned out that the total amount of the gratuity amounted 210 thalers. On March 25, Major von Röder communicated the king’s concerns to Weber
and conveyed his order that the choir should not consist of more than 20 soldiers.
Weber had to be content with only 50 singers – far fewer than he preferred.730
Moreover, at the end of March, the king introduced some additional chants
to the liturgy (Table 2, 1816 a). The choir has now been commissioned to sing
Gloria Patri and Sanctus as well. These new chorales were to be mastered by June
3 (Pentecost Monday), the day of the solemn introduction of the liturgy into the
Potsdam Garrison Church.
On May 25, Weber wrote to Albrecht that he intended to go to Potsdam two
days earlier to prepare the choir for the introductory service. He thought he could
still master the choral parts, but Chaplain General Offelsmeyer had serious res729
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ervations about his hopes. On May 31, he informed Albrecht that the Potsdam
choir could satisfactorily perform only the first and last motets. The compositions
of Gloria Patri and Sanctus were too difficult for the singers. It was clear to him
that the liturgy had to be simplified. Offelsmeyer offered a modified order for the
divine service:
“Organ prelude.
Choir: “Let everything that has breath and lives praise the Lord...”
Pastor: Prayer.
Choir: “Rejoice, you righteous!...”
Pastor: Bible reading and the Apostles’ Creed.
Choir: “Rejoice, you righteous!...”
Pastor: Our Father (“Vater unser”) and the Aaronic Benediction.
Choir: “Let everything that has breath and lives praise the Lord...”
Congregational hymn.
Sermon.
Blessing (2 Corinthians 13:14).”731
The king consented to Offelsmeyer’s suggestions, and the divine service on
Pentecost Monday was held in accordance with simplified order (Table 2, 1816 b).732
On May 31, Eylert also wrote to the king, suggesting that the membership of the
Potsdam choir be increased by involving more schoolchildren. In his opinion, the current composition was not strong enough to impress the audience when the Garrison
Church was filled with worshipers. Young voices would certainly have the most beneficial effect on people’s hearts. Moreover, in order that the congregation would not
remain passive during the first half of the divine service, it seemed appropriate that
the worshipers be allowed to sing Amen or Alleluia or a suitable short hymn verse,
accompanied by the organ and assisted by the choir. Weber assured him that it could
be done without any difficulty. Eylert could testify from his own experience that the
responsories by the choir and congregation would have a very uplifting effect on all
who attended the service. At the same time, he wished that the Gloria Patri and Sanctus
were set aside until the choir reached a higher degree of performance. “The entire new
liturgy for our Garrison Church can then be printed and distributed to parishioners so
that the congregation knows and understands what is sung in the chorales.”733
Friedrich Wilhelm III agreed to make some additional concessions. On June 7,
Albrecht informed Eylert that the king had consented that Gloria Patri and Sanctus could be temporarily excluded from the liturgy. He also endorsed the proposal that schoolchildren could sing in the choir alongside the children from the
orphanage, but he did not approve the congregation’s involvement in liturgical
731
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singing. The king suggested that the matter might be considered later, but for
now congregational singing should be suspended.
The following Sunday, June 9, the revised draft was presented to Eylert. It was
decided to first practice the new liturgy in Sunday services and only then pass it
to the press. The liturgy was conducted in the Potsdam Garrison Church for several months until on August 5, 1816, when Eylert suggested to the king’s cabinet
council that the time was ripe for its publication.734 The booklet was then printed
by the Dieterici Printing Concern in Berlin under the title: Liturgie für die Hof- und
Garnison-Gemeinde zu Potsdam und für die Garnison-Kirche in Berlin (Liturgy for the Court
and Garrison Congregation in Potsdam and the Garrison Church in Berlin) (Table 2, 1816 c).
The liturgy was to be conducted exclusively between the pastor and the choir.
The choir was to sing the motets: “Let everything that has breath and lives praise
the Lord with a festal song!...” after the opening organ prelude and “Rejoice you
righteous!...” after the Aaronic Benediction. An optional choral Alleluia was now
made mandatory. The congregation was left with only an observer role. The worshipers were only allowed to sing the hymn before and after the sermon.735
Schleiermacher was the first to thoroughly assess the new garrison liturgy. In his
critical remarks, he devoted careful consideration to the musical part. He immediately
drew attention to two motets. “Why should there be an exultant chant every Sunday?”
even when the theme is repentance, he asked in his 1816 treatise, Ueber die neue Liturgie
für die Hof- und Garnison-Gemeinde zu Potsdam (Concerning the New Liturgy for the Court
and Garrison Congregation in Potsdam and for the Garrison Church in Berlin). He characterized the two motets as pompous and in no way suitable for proper liturgical use.736 It
would have been better, he declared, to select for this new liturgy “twenty to thirty
such chants of recognized and proven musical value, approved by the church and
relatively easy to perform!”737 Furthermore, he could not understand why the king
assigned the choir an independent role in the divine service. Even to Eylert, who like
him represented the Reformed tradition, it seemed appropriate to allow the congregation to sing at least Amen or Alleluia or a relevant hymn stanza.738
Although the Reformed churches discarded the singing of ancient responsories
and invariant parts of the Mass, such as Kyrie, Gloria in excelsis, the Nicene Creed, Sanctus, and Agnus Dei, Schleiermacher, like the Lutheran theologians, agreed that the role
of the choir was to support the congregational singing of liturgical parts and hymns
and in this way enhance its involvement in divine service. The choir could also play an
important role in singing the hymn stanzas in alteration with the congregation. Even if
734
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the choir had the right to chant the liturgical parts, such as responsories, versicles, and
prayers, it should never completely usurp the role of the congregation. Schleiermacher
observed a violation of this principle in the garrison liturgy:
“The choir, by its very nature, alternates with the liturgist or the congregation.
If it alternates with neither, then its appearance seems to be mostly arbitrary and
insignificant. This is why I most certainly expect this double alternation of the
choir with the congregation and the liturgist in each new liturgy. Here, the choir
is followed by the liturgist on the one hand and the congregation on the other, but
neither of them enters into a living relationship with it.”739
In the king’s liturgy, the choir appropriated the role of the congregation and
became a sort of liturgical agent, providing certain musical-aesthetic value to the
divine service. Schleiermacher could not agree with such a position regarding
liturgical singing.
An important task in the king’s liturgical program was the introduction of new
liturgy in the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin. On this occasion, a discussion was renewed about the role of the parish and the choir in liturgical singing.
In his reply to the March 15, 1817, memorandum, which Sack and his colleagues
submitted in response to the king’s intention to introduce a new liturgy into the
Berlin Cathedral, Eylert supported the position that the congregation should be
given the right to participate in liturgical singing. In the pro memoria, Sack stated
that “antiphons and alternate singing by choir and congregation would certainly
contribute to awakening and arousing pious feelings. However, they cannot be
introduced until a choir is formally established under the direction of a music
director.”740 Eylert replied on March 29 that it should not be difficult to establish
a high-quality choir in the Berlin Cathedral since there are many outstanding
singers in the city who would soon bring the choir performance to perfection.
The most important task of the choir was to include tender children’s voices that
would convey the chorales gently and profoundly. “Combined with congregational responsories,” they would give a very uplifting spirit to the liturgy.741
Eylert expected the king to allow the cathedral congregation to sing in the divine service. In a letter to Albrecht on April 14, 1817, he suggested that the people
be taught to sing responsories and other liturgical parts by the singers from the
Berlin Singakademie.
“The responsibility for the four-part chorales will be taken over by chapel
master Weber or the director of the Singakademie, Carl Friedrich Zelter, who is
today the best in church singing. One or the other, after consultation with the
clergy of the court and cathedral, could see to it that the responsories be sung by
739
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the congregation so that the whole assembly would repeat sonorously to a simple
melody the chorales ‘And with his [!] spirit,’ ‘Lord, hear us,’ ‘Amen,’ ‘Alleluia,’
‘Hear us, Lord,’ ‘Glory be to the Father,’ ‘Amen,’ and ‘Holy.’ This is the case in the
Church of England, and the effect which these responsories make on the whole
congregation is stirring… In order to initiate this, which would have its difficulties at first, the Singakademie may come together for the first time in the church
and practice the aforementioned chorales in full.”742
Despite Eylert’s proposals, the king objected to the congregational singing in
the liturgy. “It would not be good to leave them [liturgical chants] to the congregation.” “Stay away,” he noted at Eylert’s recommendation to invite singers from
the Singakademie. He summarized his position in the April 20, 1817, cabinet order
addressed to Sack:
“Furthermore, you will find that the completed liturgy contains the supplement of a few short chorales which I believe will please any pure mind. Perhaps
later, the congregation will express a desire to join the chorales; in this case, I have
nothing against it and will just leave it to the discretion of the congregation. The
chorales will now be set to music and be rehearsed soon.”743
The king concluded by stating that he expected to hear from Sack that it was all
quite agreeable to the cathedral staff.744 The ministerial personnel, however, made it
clear that the updated liturgy did not have their support and insisted on a few more
changes. In response, the king issued a cabinet order on May 30, 1817, in which he
gave some additional concessions. The cathedral liturgy was printed in late 1817
under the title: Liturgie für den sonntäglichen Gottesdienst in der Hof- und Dom-Kirche zu
Berlin (Liturgy for the Sunday Divine Service at the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin).
Compared to the garrison rite of 1816, the liturgy for Berlin cathedral was
enriched with choral music (Table 3, 1817 a). As before, there were four-part arrangements for Amen and Alleluia, composed by Weber. Newly added was the
response, “And with his [!] spirit,” set into music according to the Psalm tone
5.745 The liturgy was also augmented with Gloria Patri and Tersanctus but without Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit. By placing them after the Apostolicum and
the Apostolic blessing (2 Corinthians 13:14), the king ignored liturgical tradition
and treated these elements from his own aesthetic perspective. Also included
were the responses, “Lord, hear us!” and “Hear us, O Lord” (“Herr erhöre uns”
or “Erhöre uns, o Herr”). The handwritten inscription, “Gospodi pomilui” (“Lord,
have mercy”) in the original Russian letters, “Господи, помилуй,” indicated their
origin.746 The king omitted the motets, “Let everything that has breath and lives
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praise the Lord with a festal song!...” and “Rejoice you righteous!...” This decision
was probably made due to criticism from Schleiermacher.
Later liturgical drafts of 1817-20 contained some minor changes. The liturgy,
introduced at the Potsdam Garrison Church on November 16, 1817, included an
additional twofold Amen after the Aaronic Benediction. In 1819, it was replaced
by the threefold Amen. The text, “Hear us, O Lord” (“Erhöre uns, o Herr”), has
now been changed to “Lord, have mercy” (“Herr, erbarme dich” / “Gospodi pomilui”) with the tune taken from Russian Orthodox sources. Hosanna with Benedictus qui venit were now restored to Sanctus. Additional four-part compositions
were produced by Philipp Franz Christian Mothschiedler, Ludwig Hellwig, and
Georg Abraham Schneider or taken directly from Russian Orthodox sources.747
A similar liturgy was used at the Coronation and Order Feast (Germ. Das Krönungs- und Ordensfest), held at Berlin Cathedral on January 18, 1821 (Table 3, 1821
*), eleven months before the introduction of the Union agenda into all the military
congregations and the Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin.748
In 1817, a special role was assigned to the choir on the occasion of the tercentenary of the Reformation. On February 2 of that year, Interior Minister Schuckmann
sent a circular to the consistories, outlining the liturgical order for the festive divine services to be held from October 31 to November 1. On this occasion, Friedrich
Wilhelm III introduced the Eucharistic dialogue between the clergyman and the
choir, which in many places fell into disuse during the age of Enlightenment. At a
festive divine service, held at the Court-Garrison Church in Potsdam on November 1, 1817, he placed it before the prayer of the church, instead of restoring it to
the traditional place of the Communion service.749
Congregation: Opening hymn.
Pastor: “The Lord be with you!”
Children’s choir: “And with your spirit!”
Pastor: “Lift up your hearts!”
Children’s choir: “We have lifted our hearts to the Lord.”
Pastor: “This is the day the Lord has made. Alleluia!”
Children’s choir: “Let us rejoice and be glad in it!”
Pastor: Altar prayer: “Lord, you are great, and your name is great ...”
Children’s choir.
Congregation: Hymn of the day.
Pastor: Sermon.750
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Musik und Text zu der Liturgie 1817; Neuestes Magazin 1818, 217;Allgemeine Chronik 1819, 275-

427

Darius Petkūnas

A few liturgical chorales, including two settings of Amen, one for Alleluia, motets “Let everything that has breath and lives…” and “Rejoice, you righteous!...,”
were published in four-part harmony in a special booklet for choirs: Chöre zur Liturgie für den Militär- Gottesdienst (Liturgical Chorales for the Military Divine Service).751
The name of the composer has not been given, but it is obvious that these compositions were written by Weber. It is safe to assume that Gloria Patri and Sanctus came
out of his pen as well. These two chorales were published in his study: “Lyrische
Rhapsodie. Gott der Allgütige (Lyric Rhapsody. The All-Benevolent God).752

1 2 . 2 M u s i cal Su p p l e me nt for t h e 1821 Agen da
In 1821, surprising news reached the Prussian Lutheran and Reformed
Churches that Friedrich Wilhelm III, without consulting the theologians, prepared a complete agenda for all military congregations and the Cathedral Church
in Berlin. Neither the clergy of these churches nor the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs
in charge for overseeing ecclesiastical affairs knew this. It was probably only his
Court Preacher Eylert who was aware of the king’s liturgical efforts. Moreover,
no one at the time expected this agenda to eventually become the liturgical book
of the entire Prussian Evangelical Church and a symbol of the Prussian Union – a
document uniting two diverse evangelical ecclesiastical bodies.
The new liturgy was distributed to the clergy of Berlin Cathedral and chaplains
of all military congregations at Christmas 1821. It differed significantly from the
liturgical works of 1816-20. For the first time, divine service took the form of Mass,
reminiscent to that observed by the Lutheran Church before the destructive influences of Enlightenment rationalism. The liturgy was no longer an unusual mixture
of liturgical elements but was built according to the traditional liturgical structure
that the Lutheran and Anglican churches followed in the Reformation era.
In his will and testament of 1828, the king testified that he had been inspired to
study Lutheran agendas and church orders by his religious experience at Paretz
Church near Potsdam. There, for the first time in his life, he took in hand the
high-water mark of Lutheran liturgy, the 1572 Mark Brandenburg agenda of Johann Georg. This event, which he linked to the revelation of divine providence,
led him to study “scriptural, antiquated, and venerable” Lutheran church orders
and agendas, and on the basis of their liturgical provisions to draw up the liturgical forms for the Prussian Evangelical Church. “In the spirit of those older,
truthful evangelical agendas, partly taken verbatim from them, the renewed
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276; Eylert III/1 1846, 84 ff.
Thouret 1895, 335 (Nr. 254).
Gott, der Allgütige 1817; Leupold 1933, 130.
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Musical Supplement, 1821.

agenda emerged, drafted up by myself, and subsequently examined by worthy
clergymen.”753
While some German scholars consider this testimony to be fiction,754 the story may
indeed be based on actual experience. Something must have happened that prompted him in 1820-21 to end the liturgical experiments and to adopt the classical Masstype liturgy with introit, Kyrie, Gloria, collect, epistle, alleluia, gospel, creed, preface
and Sanctus, together with Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit. All these liturgical elements had been preserved in the 1572 Brandenburg agenda and many other Lutheran
church orders. The term “Mass,” however, can only be applied in a secondary sense to
describe the divine service of the king. In the classical Lutheran liturgy, the Mass has
always been understood as the Missa catechumenorum celebrated with the Missa fidelium. In the king’s liturgy, the Sacrament of the Altar was an occasional service, added
to the Missa catechumenorum. Ordinary Sunday service remained the liturgy without
the Lord’s Supper with the preface and Sanctus added before the prayer of the church.
753
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Friedrich Wilhelm III’s last will and testament to Crown Prince Friedrich Wilhelm. Berlin,
March 20, 1828 (GStA PK, BPH Rep. 49 E, 29 fol. 285- 290 (20. März 1828), 288r); Kampmann
1991, 159; Schubert 2013, 292. The document is somewhat different from the last will and
testament published by Erich Foerster. Foerster 1907, 55-56.
Schubert 2013, 292.
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The liturgy prepared for Berlin Cathedral and the military congregations was
introduced on Christmas 1821. In addition to the order printed in a separate
booklet,755 the clergy of these churches were also given the complete agenda. Both
agenda editions were printed on the same plates, excepting that the cover plate of
one volume stated that it was for the Royal Prussian Army and the other for the
Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin.
Both agendas included an identical twelve-page musical appendix, Musik-Anhang
(Musical Supplement), with fourteen choral compositions (Table 9), set to music
by Bernhard Anselm Weber, Schneider, music director in Berlin, Mothschiedler,
Wittenberg cantor and university music director, Lieutenant General Karl Ernst Job
Wilhelm von Witzleben, and Hellwig, organist of the Berlin Cathedral. The supplement consisted of choral settings for Amen (No. 1), Kyrie eleison (No. 2, 3), the response
to the salutation: “And with your spirit” (“Und mit deinem Geiste”) (No. 4), Alleluia
(No. 5, 6), “I will confess to you, O Lord” (“Bekennen will ich dich…”) sung after the
Apostles’ Creed (No. 7), Gloria Patri: “Glory be to the Father…” (“Ehre sey dem Vater…”)
(No. 8, 9), Tersanctus: “Holy, holy, holy…,” (“Heilig, heilig, heilig…”) with and without
Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit (No. 10, 11), threefold Amen (No. 12), Agnus Dei: “O
Lamb of God, who…” (“O Lamm Gottes welches…”) (No. 13), and versicle for the Commemoration of the Departed: “Yes, says the Spirit…” (“Ja der Geist spricht ...”) (No. 14).756
Table 9. Musical supplement for the 1821 agenda for the Court and Cathedral Church in
Berlin and agenda for the Royal Prussian Army: chorales and their authors.757758759760761762
Chorale
No. 1

Amen

No. 2

Kyrie eleison

755
756

757
758

759

760

761

762

Previously published in:

Source

1816 c,758 1817 a,759 1817
b,760 1819 a,761 1819 b762
1819 b

Composer
Weber

Deutsche Messe

Schneider

Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste (Domkirche) 1821; Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste (Armee) 1821.
Musik-Anhang. – Kirchen-Agende (Armee) 1821; Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821; KirchenAgende 1822; Kirchen-Agende 1824.
The table is based on a study by Ulrich Leupold. Leupold 1933, “Beilage VI.”
(1816 c) Liturgie für die Hof- und garnison-Gemeinde zu Potsdam und für die Garnison-Kirche in
Berlin. Berlin 1816.
(1817 a) Liturgie für den sonntäglichen Gottesdienst in der Hof- und Dom-Kirche zu Berlin. Berlin
1817. Foerster 1905, 240-241; Leupold 1933, 134, “Beilage I.”
(1817 b) Liturgy introduced in the Garrison Church in Potsdam on November 16, 1817, and
subsequently in all military congregations. According to Eylert, it was based on the rites of
the Cathedral (1817 A) and of the Garrison Church (1816 III). Leupold 1933, 134, “Beilage I.”
(1819 a) Liturgy, as it was celebrated on February 1, 1819, in the Garrison Church in Berlin
by order of the king. Leupold 1933, 134. Liturgy as it was celebrated on February 1, 1819 in
the Garrison Church in Berlin by order of the king.
(1819 b) Liturgy for the military divine service. Leupold 1933, 134.
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Chorale

Previously published in:
-

Source

Composer

No. 3

Kyrie eleison

Russian Orthodox

Schneider

No. 4

“And with your
spirit”

1817 a, 1817 b,
1819 a, 1819 b

Psalm tone 5

Schneider

No. 5

Alleluia

1819 a, 1819 b

Russian Orthodox

Schneider (?)

No. 6

Alleluia

-

Psalm tone 5

Hellwig

No. 7

“I will confess to
you…”

-

Offertory: Confitebor

No. 8

“Glory be to the
Father…”

1819 a, 1819 b

No. 9

“Glory be to the
Father…”

-

No. 10

“Holy, holy, holy…”

1817 b, 1819 a

No. 11

“Holy, holy, holy…”

1817 b, 1819 a, 1819 b

No. 12

“Amen, amen,
amen”

No. 13

“O Lamb of God,
who…”

-

No. 14

“Yes, says the
Spirit…”

-

1819 a, 1819 b

Psalm tone 1

Mothschiedler
Weber

Russian Orthodox
Hellwig (?)
Psalm tone 5

Mothschiedler (?)

Swedish liturgy

Witzleben
Hellwig (?)

Most of these melodies were already practiced in the garrison churches at
Potsdam and Berlin as well as in the Berlin Cathedral. Among the new tunes were
Kyrie eleison (No. 3), Alleluia (No. 6), “I will confess you,...” (No. 7), Gloria Patri
(No. 9), Agnus Dei (No. 13), and “Yes, says the Spirit...” (No. 14).
As before, an important place in the liturgy was given to the Psalm tone 5
which was selected for the response, “And with your spirit” (No. 4),763 Alleluia
(No. 6), and threefold Amen (No. 12). Psalm tone 1 was chosen for Gloria Patri:
“Glory be to the Father” (No. 8). This “Wittenberg Gloria Patri” together with
“Wittenberg triune Amen” (No. 12) was set to music by the Wittenberg cantor
and organist, Mothschiedler, for the 1817 Reformation divine service in the Castle
Church. The melodies for “Alleluia” (No. 6), “Tersanctus” (No. 11), and “Yes, says
the Spirit ...” (No. 14) were composed by cantor Hellwig and introduced into the
Berlin Cathedral before the publication of the agenda. Kyrie Eleison (No. 2) was
based on a German concentus melody and was similar to Kyrie found in Luther’s
Deutsche Messe. A footnote in the manuscript indicated that “the Greek words
are retained in the liturgy… because their syllable measure is better suited to
the original old church melody.”764 The king’s handwritten note stated that its
melody had been set into four-part harmony by Schneider from the “old church
763
764

Leupold 1933, 136.
Leupold 1933, 137.
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tune” found in the 1697 Saxon agenda.765 The text and music for “O Lamb of
God…” (No. 13) were taken from the Swedish Mass.766 Its four-part setting was
most likely adapted by Witzleben767 who “was entrusted with the supervision of
the musical part of the agenda.”768
New to Lutheran liturgy was the “offertory” verse, “I confess to you ...” (No.
7). Concerning its source, the king noted: “Likewise, the music from the Catholic
Mass (Paris).”769 The offertory, “Confitebor tibi, Domine...,” for Judica Sunday in the
Missale Romanum was sung at the Roman Catholic Mass on April 3, 1814, when
the Holy Alliance celebrated its entry into Paris. The king was very impressed by
this Gregorian chant that he ordered to adapt it rhythmically and harmoniously
to the German text.770 The Russian Orthodox tunes for Kyrie eleison (No. 3), Alleluia (No. 5), and Sanctus (No. 10) were equally distinctive.771
In 1823, the king made additional changes in the chief divine service. Most
significant of these were the introduction of the Triune Invocation, “In the name
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit,” and the replacement of
the acclamation, “Blessed be the kingdom of the Father…,” with the Gloria Patri
(“Glory be to the Father…”). Likewise, in place of the former “offertory verse”
from Psalm 119, “I will confess to you, O Lord…,” a verse for the Sixth Sunday
after the Epiphany from the Roman Catholic Missale Parisiense, “May God, even
our own God, bless us…,” was introduced.772 The “offertory verse,” previously
assigned to the choir, was now to be read by the pastor.773
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766

767
768

769

770
771
772

773

Agenda 1697, 79. “… die Musik nach der Sächsischen Kirchenagende von 1697.” GStA PK
Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r. Leupold 1933, 137.
Kyrko-handbok 1811, 18. “Musik nach der Schwedischen Liturgie.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep.
49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Leupold 1933, 136-137.
Job von Witzleben, director of the Third Department of the War Ministry from 1817 and
lieutenant general from 1821, was one of the king’s trusted advisors, whom he often referred
to as his friend and “collaborator.” From a young age, he was considered to be exceptionally
gifted for music. During his stay in Paris, he interacted with such famous musicians as Luigi
Cherubini, Gaspare Spontini, Jacques Pierre Joseph Rode, and Gioachino Antonio Rossini.
The latter told him: “It is a pity that you are a soldier; as a musician you would play a
greater role.” He studied in detail the liturgical writings of the reformers. According to
Eylert, he “participated in the first introduction of the liturgy for the military divine service
in the army, and in particular, played an important and significant role in the formation of
liturgical choirs.” Eylert II/2 1845, 169; Leupold 1933, 121-122.
“Aus der Cathol. Messe (Berlin) (Paris) desgl. die Musik 6 Sonnt nach Epiphanias.” GStA
PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Missale Romanum 1805, 114; Leupold 1933, 138; Schubert 2013, 308.
Leupold 1933, 139. GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
“Aus der Cathol. Messe… (Paris)… 6 Sonnt nach Epiphanias.” GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E,
111, 29 fol. 222r. Missale Parisiense 1738, 66.
Liturgie zum Hauptgottesdienste 1823, 5-8.
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Despite these alterations, the 1824 musical supplement was printed unchanged.774 The king decided to make no modifications, probably because the
process of a state-supported voluntary introduction of the agenda into the congregations was gaining momentum, and differences between the 1821/22 and
1824 editions could bring some uncertainty. On March 24, 1824, the new book
was handed over to the consistories for its speedy adoption.775

1 2 . 3 I n f lu e nce o f R u s s i an Orth odox Music
on th e Pr u s s i an L i tu rg y
The king’s personal notes of 1822/24 indicate that certain tunes in the 1821
musical supplement were adapted “nach der Russisch” or “aus der Griechisch.
Russ. Messe” or “nach der Russ.”776 Among them were Amen, which followed the
confiteor,777 Alleluia,778 and Sanctus.779
Some of these Russian Orthodox melodies were already familiar to some Prussian congregations. Since 1817, the Berlin Cathedral choir had been singing the responsories, “Lord, hear us!” and “Hear us, O Lord,” to the tune “Gospodi pomilui”
(“Lord, have mercy” / “Господи помилуй”). The cathedral liturgy also included
Sanctus to the Russian Orthodox melody. In 1819, Russian Sanctus and the fourpart Alleluia were introduced into the Prussian military congregations.780
Friedrich Wilhelm III believed that the church’s worship was affected by the
secular influences of the Enlightenment and no longer conformed to its original
task. However, instead of returning to ad fontes and discovering the richness of
pre-Enlightenment Lutheran liturgical music, which included a wide range of liturgical hymnody, responses, psalmody, canticles, and spiritual songs, performed
by the choir in polyphonic settings or in unison by the congregation with instrumental accompaniment or without it, he was enamored by the a-cappella style to
such an extent that he became convinced that only a cappella embodied the ideal
of church music and that all liturgical music must conform to it. Ulrich Leupold,
a twentieth-century student of the Prussian Union liturgical music, observed:
774
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Musik-Anhang. – Kirchen-Agende 1824.
Foerster 1907, 98.
GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
The outer parts of Alleluia (No. 5) in the 1821 musical supplement correspond to the same
in Простое пение Божественной литургии Златоустаго, издревле по единому преданию
употребляемом при Высочайшем дворе (Plain Singing of the Divine Liturgy of Chrysostome,
Observed Since Antiquity According to a Single Tradition at the Highest [Imperial] Court),
published by Bortniansky in 1815. Антоненко 2016, 131-134; Leupold 1933, 139.
GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r.
Leupold 1933, 138, “Beilage VI.”
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“Instead of the various practices of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
different for the cathedral and the village, Sundays and feast days, according to
which the liturgical texts were sometimes sung by the clergy as an altar chant,
sometimes by the congregation as a hymn, sometimes chorale-like by the choir
(monophonically or, respectively, four-voice in the fauxbourdon style) or figuratively, in Latin or German, the king arbitrarily declared admissible only the performance in the a cappella choir according to the prescribed compositions. In so
doing, precisely in the sense of romantic ideas, he elevated the a cappella choirs,
which until then had only occasionally served to embellish the divine service, to
the rank of liturgical chant in the true sense of the word, analogous to the Gregorian chants of the Catholic Church.”781
Neither Eylert nor Reformed Bishop Sack nor Schleiermacher could change
the king’s attitude. All their arguments in favor of the congregation’s participation in liturgical singing seemed to him unfounded. He firmly believed that only
a cappella best suited liturgical worship of God.
The king seems to have first heard the Imperial Russian a cappella choir at
Bartenstein, East Prussia, in 1807, where the treaty was signed on Russian Orthodox Easter Day, April 26, between Prussia and Russia during the Fourth Coalition
War. Two days earlier, on Good Friday, Tsar Alexander I invited him to attend
Russian Orthodox Mass. In a letter to Queen Louise, the king described his impressions that day:
“I attended the service with the tsar this morning. The Russians have their
Good Friday today. The choral singing, made up of seven members of the Imperial Chapel, was impeccable, and the bass part, in particular, was admirable. I have
never heard of anything like it.”782
During his stay in Memel in 1807-08, the king used to walk to Tauerlauken
(Lith. Tauralaukis), the village next to the Dange River which then marked the
border with Russia, where he could listen to the singers of the Russian garrison.
Johann Wilhelm Jacob Bornemann, a close associate of Zelter, responsible for preparing the musical supplement for the 1829 agenda, was taken by the king on
such a walk in 1807. He recalled how, after a long conversation with him, the king
decided to establish similar choirs in the Prussian army.
“It happened on a beautiful afternoon… The singing of a men’s choir could
be heard in the distance. The king immediately rose, taking with him Prince
Friedrich of Prussia and inviting me as he passed: ‘Go with me! Listen to Russian
singers.’ The king’s joy at the songs that were to be heard was expressed simultaneously in the verbal tone of his invitation… A gondola was in the middle of
the river, staffed with Russian soldiers… The choir straightened up immediately.
781
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Leupold 1933, 145.
Leupold 1933, 121.
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At one point, the singers joined in and performed their song, sustained in strict
minor tones in a four-part rhythm and fixed timbre. So the second and third. Then
the king left, waving his hand in gratitude.”783
“Let Russians come to Berlin,” he told Bornemann that day.
The king’s wish came true when, with the tsar’s consent, a Russian choir of
sixty-two singers was formed in the 1st Prussian Guard Regiment from 500 soldiers whom General Johann David Ludwig von Yorck had taken into custody
in Courland in 1812. As a result of Prussia’s alliance with Russia in December of
that year, a battalion was formed for most of these Russian soldiers, but four sergeants, four non-commissioned officers, and thirteen ordinary soldiers remained
as a choir. In 1815, the choir was enlarged by four additional soldiers. In 1826,
they settled in Alexandrowka, the Russian village near Potsdam, established by
Friedrich Wilhelm III as a permanent memory of Tsar Alexander I. The Alexander
Nevsky Memorial Orthodox Church was dedicated in September 1829, exhibiting
a symbolic connection between the Hohenzollerns and the Romanovs.784 According to Eylert, the choir sang “pathetic beautiful” Russian folk songs, accompanied
by tambourines, bells, and triangles as well as Russian Orthodox church music.785
After signing the First Treaty of Paris on May 30, 1814, Friedrich Wilhelm III
returned to Potsdam and immediately drew his attention to the improvement of
liturgy. On September 17, 1814, he issued a public statement regarding the initiation of the reform of public worship, declaring that a new liturgy would serve for
a firmer establishment of the religious sentiments of the people.786 The liturgical
reform inevitably drew his attention to the question of liturgical music.
There can hardly be any other reason why the king chose the a cappella style for
Prussian liturgical singing other than his admiration for Russian Orthodox chant.
All liturgical singing in the Russian Orthodox Church has always been a cappella. There is no instrumental accompaniment , and the congregation is entirely
excluded from chanting.787 Friedrich Wilhelm III also left no room for congregational participation in liturgical singing. As in the Russian Orthodox liturgy, the
chanting of versicles, responses, and other parts of the divine service he entrusted
to the a cappella choir. Russian tunes in the Prussian agenda serve as an additional
link between the a cappella chant in the Prussian liturgy and the Russian Orthodox
singing tradition.
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Bornemann 1851, IV-VI.
Leupold 1933, 121; Altendorf 2004, 20-22; Лебедева-Емелина 2006, 184.
Eylert II/2 1845, 312.
Berlinische Nachrichten No. 114 1814, 1-2; Amts-Blatt No. 40 1814, 357-358; Schleiermacher 2000,
XXXIX.
Norden 1919, 427.
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By 1815, the king was ready to introduce a cappella singing in the divine service
of the military congregations. On August 9, he wrote to Field Provost Offelsmeyer
from Paris:
“With regard to singing at the celebration of divine service, I note that I want
to introduce melodic four-part singing, which, with the orderly distribution of an
appropriate number of hymnbooks, can easily be achieved by having about 20
men in each regiment or battalion who are able to sing the song in four voices and
support the rest in singing.”788
As a result, a cappella choirs were established first in Potsdam and then in
Berlin, and soon choirs capable of singing four-part settings were organized in
other regiments.
The Russian Orthodox tunes for Alleluia and Sanctus were practiced at divine services in military congregations several years before the publication of the
1821 musical supplement. Grand Duke Nicholas also listened to their singing and
gave his suggestions for improvement during his visit to Berlin in August 1821.789
On March 3, 1824, Witzleben reminded the grand duke of this memorable event.
“Your Imperial Highness showed interest to this subject during your visit to us,
when you consented to listen and personally corrected the Russian singers of the
1st Guard Regiment, on whose instructions Kyrie and Alleluia are already being
sung in our country according to the musical pattern of the Greek Church.”790
In the general regulations and explanations concerning the liturgy, the king
ordered that the congregation was to sing only a few hymn stanzas at the beginning of the divine service, before the sermon, and after the Aaronic Benediction.
All other liturgical chants were to be given to the a cappella choir. “The chorales
are usually sung by the church singers choristers without organ accompaniment;
they are four-part settings and must be performed by at least eight persons,” he
said.791 The king was well aware that only large urban parishes could afford such
fine choirs and that a cappella singing would be too difficult for rural parishes, so
he reminded in the general regulations that the music supplement also included
some simplified musical settings.

788
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790
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Leupold 1933, 122.
In 1815, Grand Duke Nicholas Pavlovich, future Tsar Nicholas I of Russia, sent his fiancée,
Princess Charlotte of Prussia, a copy of the sheet music of the Russian Orthodox Divine
Liturgy. On the way back from Paris in October 1815, he met Charlotte in Berlin. The palace
chapels in Berlin and Potsdam were prepared for Russian Orthodox worship where a choir
of Russian soldiers performed choral parts. Schenkel 2008, 19.
March 3, 1824 letter of Witzleben to Grand Duke Nicholas. Leupold 1933, “Beilage V.”
Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, VIII.
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1 2 . 4 D m i try B o rtni ans k y ’s “ German Mass”
The king was so fond of Russian
Orthodox chant that around 1822-23 he
expressed the wish that all musical parts
of the Prussian Union liturgy be performed to Russian Orthodox music. He
wrote a letter to Grand Duke Nicholas,
stating that he would be very grateful if
the duke asked Dmitry Bortniansky, director of the Imperial Chapel Choir in St.
Petersburg, to “adapt the German words
to Russian tunes,”792 that is, to adjust the
choral texts to the Russian Orthodox melodies, modify them rhythmically, and
make the compositions easy enough for
the Prussian choirs.
Bortniansky completed the assigned
task in January 1824. In a letter to Friedrich Wilhelm III, dated January 26 /
Dmitri Bortniansky. Oil on canvas by
February 9, 1824, Grand Duke Nicholas
Mikhail Belsky, 1788
(Wikimedia Commons).
expressed his chagrin that it had taken
him so long to get music for the Prussian
liturgy. He described Bortniansky as “a
very talented and skillful person,” but at the same time noted that “getting him
to follow someone’s instructions is not an easy task.” Nicholas indicated that, “although his works make the most favorable impression,” Bortniansky himself was
not entirely satisfied with the results as it seemed to him that he was not entirely
capable of accurately adapting the German texts with Russian tunes. “Some of
the compositions we do not have at all, others generally correspond to ours, but
their adaptation would be impossible without significant modifications,” said the
grand duke. Bortniansky submitted additional suitable melodies so that the king
himself could determine whether they were suitable for his purpose. Nicholas
noted that these tunes were “very simple, but exactly the same as they are sung
at [the Russian] court.”793
The only surviving manuscript copy of Bortniansky’s Prussian liturgy
can be found today in the archives of the Russian Institute of Art History in
792
793

Leupold 1933, “Beilage III.”
Leupold 1933, “Beilage III;” Антоненко 2016, 146-147.
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St. Petersburg.794 Russian musicologist Nikolai Findeizen in his Essays on the History of Music in Russia from Ancient Times to the End of the Eighteenth Century795
titled the manuscript: “Немецкая обедня” (“German Mass”).796
Bortniansky’s manuscript consists of three main parts.797 The first includes
three compositions. (1) The chorale, “Dextera Domini fecit virtutem,” is an a cappella
setting for four voices. It belongs to the composer’s distant relative and his first
biographer, Dmitry Dolgov, who put the date 1831 in the margin and his signature below. Then follow two German chorales, written in different handwriting.
(2) The choral setting, “I will confess to you, O Lord!...” (“Bekennen will ich Dich,
o Herr!...”),798 includes a note: “Imitation de la prière à la Ste Vièrge qu’on chante au
Carême” (“An imitation of the prayer of the Blessed Virgin Mary sung in Lent”). It
is an adaptation of the famous Lenten chant that formed the basis of the Russian
Orthodox hymn: “Under your mercy we take refuge, O Mother of God” (“Под
Твою милость прибегаем, Богородице - Дева”).799 (3) The second chorale, “Amen.
Where is there a God so great as our God?... Kyrie eleison!” (“Amen. Wo ist ein
Gott, der grösser wäre als unser Gott!… Kyrie eleison!”), is an introit for the Second
Sunday after Epiphany,800 introduced into the Prussian agenda from the neoGallican Missale Parisiense.801 Bortniansky joined this chorale between the Amen
that preceded it in the 1821 liturgy and the Kyrie that followed.
The second part of the manuscript is the “German Mass” which consists of
seven compositions:
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Mатериалы Придворной певческой капеллы, Aрхив Российского института истории
искусств в Санкт-Петербурге (РИИИ. Ф. 2. Оп. 1. Ед. хр. 862).
Очерки по истории музыки в России с древнейших времён до конца XVIII века. Том
второй. С начала и до конца XVIII века. Москва; Ленинград 1929.
Финдейзен 1929, 262; Bortniansky’s “German Mass” was published in Лебедева-Емелина
2009, 135–144.
Antonina Lebedeva-Emelina divides the manuscript into four parts: (I) the musical settings
preceding the “German Mass,” (II) the “German Mass,” (III) the Supplement, and (IV) the final
composition of the manuscript (“Amen. Wo ist ein Gott…”). Лебедева-Емелина 2006, 181-183.
“Bekennen will ich Dich, o Herr!” (“Confitebor tibi, Domine, in toto corde meo: retribue servo tuo:
vivam, et custodiam sermones tuos: vivifica me secundum verbum tuum, Domine” (Psalmus
118:7.10.17.25)), was introduced by Friedrich Wilhelm III into the Prussian Union liturgy from
the Missale Romanum (Missale Romanum 1805, 114). “Aus der Cathol. Messe (Berlin) desgl. die
Musik.“ GStA PK Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r. Leupold 1933, 138; Schubert 2013, 308.
Лебедева-Емелина 2006, 181; Антоненко 2016, 137.
“Quis Deus magnus sicut Deus noster? Tu es Deus qui facis mirabilia: notam fecisti in populis
virtutem tuam. Voce mea ad Dominum clamavi: voce mea ad Deum; & intendit mihi” (Psalmus
76:14b-16a.2). Missale Parisiense 1738, 55.
Missale Parisiense 1738, 55. “Aus der Catholis. Messe (Paris) 2. Sonnt nach Epiph.” GStA PK
Berlin, BPH Rep. 49 E, 111, 29 fol. 222r. Lebedeva-Emelina notes that the chorale has a certain
similarity with the works of Bortniansky: “Glory to the Father and to the Son…” (“Слава
Отцу и Сыну…”) and “Yet their voice goes out into all the earth” (“Во всю землю изыде
вещание их” No.1): «Во всю землю изыде вещание их» № 1–2. СПб., [1815]; «Слава Отцу и
Сыну и Святому Духу... Единородный Сыне». СПб., 1817.

438

12. Liturgical Music of the Prussian Agenda

(1) “Amen. Where is there a God so great... Kyrie eleison…” (“Amen. Wo ist ein Gott,
der grösser wäre als unser Gott!… Kyrie eleison!”).
(2) “Glory be to God on high… Amen.” (“Ehre sei Gott in der Höhe… Amen.”).
(3) “The Lord preserves all… Alleluia.” (“Der Herr beschützt alle, die so ihn lieben… Halleluja!”).
(4) “Amen. I believe in one almighty God… Amen.” (“Amen. Ich glaube, an einen
einigen, allmächtigen Gott… Amen.”).
(5) “I will confess to you, O Lord…” (“Bekennen will ich Dich, O Herr…”).
(6) “It is truly right, worthy…” (“Recht ist es und wahrhaft würdig…”).
(7) “Holy! Holy! Holy…” (“Heilig! Heilig! Heilig...”).
The first chorale, (1) “Where is there a God so great...,” is an “imitation of
the Kiev melody” (“imitation d’un Cantique de Kiovie”) of the Russian Orthodox
liturgy. It is an adaptation of the Kiev chant, “Glory to the Father and to the Son
and to the Holy Spirit” (“Слава Отцу и Сыну и Святому Духу”). The second, (2)
“Glory be to God on high…,” is a setting for three solo voices: alto, tenor, and
bass. The next five chants (3-7) are unique compositions by Bortniansky that have
no obvious analogies with his earlier works.
It should be noted that the chant, “I believe in one almighty God…,” is a setting for the Nicene Creed, composed in the same way as in the Russian Orthodox
liturgy, with fixed rhythmic patterns, cadencing only at the end of the sentences.
Except for a few grammatical differences, Bortniansky’s text literally corresponds
to the Nicene Creed in the 1822 Prussian agenda and includes a filioque that is not
found in the Eastern Orthodox tradition.802 Bortniansky did not explain why he
wrote the music for the Niceanum rather than the Apostolicum which was part of the
Prussian divine service. The Nicene Creed was included in the Prussian agenda
as well, but only as one of the three main creeds of the Prussian Lutheran and Reformed Churches, while the Apostles’ Creed was printed for liturgical use in the order of divine service.803 Bortniansky, apparently, thought that the Nicene Symbol in
the Prussian liturgy was recited or sung as in the Russian Orthodox divine service.
The final chant, “Holy! Holy! Holy is the Lord of Sabaoth!,” appears twice in
the manuscript with minor textual variations: in the “German Mass” for a fourpart choir and in the “Supplement” in a six-part composition.804
In a letter to Grand Duke Nicholas on March 1/13, 1824, Friedrich Wilhelm III
commended Bortniansky’s compositions. “I found them all very well composed
and adapted, and some are even very beautiful.”805 His only concern was that the
802
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Kirchen-Agende 1822, 59-61.
Kirchen-Agende 1822, 14.
Лебедева-Емелина 2006, 182; Bortniansky’s “German Mass” with preceding chants and the
Supplement is published in Лебедева-Емелина 2009, 406-440.
Leupold 1933, “Beilage IV.”
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Prussian choirs, which were just beginning to learn to sing a cappella, might not
be able to perform these compositions adequately. “I am just afraid that their performance will leave much to be desired compared to what you are used to hearing at home.” The king remarked that the first attempts to master Bortniansky’s
works were successful since the best voices from the opera choirs were invited to
assist in the singing.
In the same letter, the king noted that in order to sing the entire musical part
of the Prussian liturgy, the choirs would need two additional settings. He would
be delighted if the grand duke asked Bortniansky to take up this work again and
bring the music to completion.
On the same day, March 1/13, in a letter to Grand Duke Nicholas, Witzleben
expressed the king’s “extreme gratitude for sacred music of the Greek rite” and
conveyed his “desire to have the Greek music also for the newly introduced
chants in the same order and sequence as in the Prussian liturgy:” “Glory be to
the Father and to the Son…” (No. 8), “O Lamb of God, who…” (No. 13), and
“Yes, says the Spirit…” (No. 14). The grand duke would be doing the king a great
service if he asked Bortniansky again to set these chants to music. Witzleben appended the Prussian liturgy “in the form in which it is now performed in our
churches, along with such changes and corrections as his majesty has ordered.”806
These additional compositions are included in the “Supplement” to the “German Mass.” It consists of (1) Gloria Patri: “Glory be to the Father… Amen, Amen,
Amen” (“Ehre sei dem Vater… Amen. Amen. Amen.”) with the remark “qu’on chante
la veille du Noël,” highlighting its relation to Christmas Eve. (2) The setting for
Agnus Dei, “O Lamb of God, who…” (“O Lamm Gottes, welches…”), adds Kyrie
eleison at the end with the note, “qu’on chante au Grand Carême,” indicating that
“the chant is sung during Great Lent.” The chorale is a version of the well-known
Russian Orthodox chant, “Taste and See…” (“Вкусите и видите…”).807 (3) In
place of the chorale, “Yes, says the Spirit…” (No. 14), for some unknown reason,
the manuscript includes a second version of “Holy! Holy! Holy is the Lord of
Sabaoth!…” (“Heilig! Heilig! Heilig ist der Herr Zebaoth!...”). This is an extended
version of Sanctus with a soprano (or tenor), alto, two basses, and a third bass
ad libitum. The note, “mode du Chant Grecque” (“Greek chant mode”), refers to
its adaption from Greek sources. (4) Last place is given to “Amen” for four-part
mixed choir and string quartet (V- No 1, V-No 2, Alto-Viola, Soprano, Alto, Tenore,
Basso). It is not known whether Bortniansky is its author. The inscription “Studio
Bortniansky” may indicate that this vocal and instrumental arrangement can only
be attributed in general terms to Bortniansky.808
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Leupold 1933, “Beilage V.”
Антоненко 2016, 138.
Лебедева-Емелина 2006, 182-183; Лебедева-Емелина 2009, 431-436.
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Table 10. Bortniansky’s “German Mass” compared to the musical
supplement of the 1821 agenda809
1821 Music Appendix

Bortniansky’s Manuscript
I. Chorales Preceding the “German Mass”

-

(I/1) Ch: “Dextera Domini…”

Choir: “I will confess to you, O Lord!...” (No. 7)

(I/2) Ch: “I will confess to you, O Lord!...”

[Pastor: “Where is there a God so great...”] 809
Ch: “Kyrie eleison…” (No. 2, 3)

(I/3) Ch: “Amen. Where is there a God so
great... Kyrie eleison…”

…

…

Ch: Amen (No. 1)

(II/1) Ch: “Amen. Where is there a God so
great... Kyrie eleison…”

II. “German Mass”

[P: “Where is there a God so great...”]
Ch: Kyrie eleison (No. 2, 3)
[P: “Glory be to God on high…”]

(II/2) Ch: “Glory be to God on high… Amen.”

Ch: Amen (No. 1)
…

…

[P: “The Lord preserves all… Alleluia.”]

(II/3) Ch: “The Lord preserves all… Alleluia.”

Ch: Alleluia (No. 5, 6)
…

…

Ch: Amen (No. 1)

(II/4) Ch: “Amen. I believe in one almighty
God… Amen.”

[P: “I believe in God, the Father…”]
Ch: Amen (No. 1)
Ch: “I will confess to you, O Lord…” (No. 7)

(II/5) Ch: “I will confess to you, O Lord…”

[P: “It is truly right, worthy…”]

(II/6) Ch: “It is truly right, worthy…”

Ch: “Holy! Holy! Holy!…” (No. 10, 11)

(II/7) Ch: “Holy! Holy! Holy…”

…

…
III. “Supplement”

Ch: “Glory be to the Father… Amen, Amen.” (III/1) Ch: “Glory be to the Father… Amen,
(No. 8, 9)
Amen, Amen.”
Ch: “O Lamb of God, who…” (No. 13)

(III/2) Ch: “O Lamb of God, who…”

Ch: “Holy! Holy! Holy!…” (No. 10, 11)

(III/3) Ch: “Holy! Holy! Holy…”

-

(III/4) Ch: “Amen.”

809

The texts in square brackets are read by the pastor in the divine service in the 1821 Union
agenda. Kirchen-Agende (Domkirche) 1821, 9-26.
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Friedrich Wilhelm III expected Bortniansky to adapt Russian Orthodox tunes
to the Prussian choral texts, but a comparison of the 1821 musical supplement
with Bortniansky’s “German Mass” reveals striking differences (Table 10). Bortniansky incorporated into his compositions certain parts of the liturgy that had not
been requested of him, and also added texts read by the pastor, such as “introit:”
“Where is there a God so great,...” Gloria in excelsis: “Glory be to God on high…”),
alleluia verse: “The Lord preserves all…”, and the Vere dignum of the Eucharistic
preface: “It is truly right, worthy…” The compositions with additional liturgical
texts were as follows:
(II/1) “Amen. Where is there a God so great… Kyrie eleison.”
(II/2) “Glory be to God on high… Amen.”
(II/3) “The Lord preserves all… Alleluia.”
(II/4) “Amen. I believe in one almighty God… Amen.”
These obvious deviations indicate that Bortniansky went far beyond the task
assigned to him. The most striking example is a free-rhythm musical setting for
the Nicene Creed which, although included in the Prussian agenda as one of the
three ecumenical symbols, was not part of the Prussian rite. The same is true with
Gloria in excelsis (“Glory be to God on high…”). Bortniansky neglected the fact
that in the Prussian liturgy Gloria was to be read by the pastor and not sung as
in the Russian Orthodox liturgy. Similarly, he composed choral settings for Kyrie
and alleluia and coupled them with the preceding versicles, “Where is there a
God so great...” and “The Lord preserves all…”
In his letter of March 1/13, 1824, to Grand Duke Nicholas, Friedrich Wilhelm
III noted that “two more chorales were needed which by some mistake had been
forgotten in the list sent to St. Petersburg.”810 His statement might serve as an
indication that the original assignment to Bortniansky was not formulated with
sufficient clarity, and this could have led to discrepancies between his works and
Prussian choral texts. Having received additional information from Witzleben,
Bortniansky responded with sufficient precision to the king’s request. He did
not add any text to Gloria Patri or Agnus Dei but retained these chants as they
appeared in the musical supplement. Kyrie eleison, which was still appended to
Agnus Dei (No. 13), was now a separate composition.811
The king intended to publish Bortniansky’s works as alternatives to choral
settings No. 1-13 of the musical supplement or as a separate addendum. “I would
like to express all my gratitude to you for your great kindness that you have
agreed to burden yourself by taking charge of the pieces of music that I wished to
have for our use as church music,” he said to Grand Duke Nicholas.812 His plans
810
811
812

Leupold 1933, “Beilage V.”
Лебедева-Емелина 2009, 431-436.
Leupold 1933, “Beilage IV.”
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Gloria in excelsis (“And on earth peace…,” No. 4/I, III) and Sanctus (“Holy! Holy! Holy…,” No.
11/III) by Dmitri Bortniansky in the Musical Supplement of the 1829-34 Prussian Agenda.
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were likely thwarted by a full-scale controversy over agenda that ensued in the
following years.
Only three compositions by Bortniansky appeared in the musical supplement
to the 1829 agenda. They were Sanctus: “Holy! Holy! Holy is the Lord of Sabaoth!”
(“Heilig! Heilig! Heilig ist der Herr Zebaoth”) (No. 11/III) and two settings of Gloria
in excelsis – “And on earth peace…” (“Und Friede auf Erden...”): the abbreviated
form (No. 4/I) and the full version with Laudamus te (No. 4/III).813 In both cases,
the first four measures consisting of the phrase, “Glory to God in the highest,”
were missing due to the changes made to the 1829 liturgy. In 1821-24, Gloria in
excelsis was read by the pastor (with Laudamus te on high feasts), but from 1829 he
was to read only the opening phrase, “Glory be to God on high,” while the rest of
the Greater Doxology, “And on earth peace and good will toward men. We praise
you…,” was reserved for the choir.814
In 1851, Bortniansky’s Gloria in excelsis was published for the first time in Latin
in “Musica sacra” by Heinrich August Neithardt, director of the Berlin cathedral
choir.815 The chorale differed from the 1829 setting in that it again included the
opening phrase, “Gloria in excelsis Deo.” The first four measures (“Gloria in excelsis
Deo”) were most likely added by Neithardt himself, as he had also made some
changes in the compositions of Felix Mendelssohn-Bartholdy and Otto Nicolai.816

1 2 . 5 C r i ti qu e o f the M u s i c of t h e Lit urgy
The critics of the agenda devoted considerable attention to its musical part.
They argued almost with one voice that the book’s musical provisions were impractical because the liturgy was taken away from the people and given to a choir
which, in most cases, was incapable of mastering four-part harmony. The congregation was only allowed to sing hymns. Such evangelical divine service was like
a pale imitation of the Roman Mass.
In August 1822, Bishop Ludwig Ernst von Borowski complained that fulfilling
the musical requirements would be difficult because competent church choirs
were the exception rather than the rule, and poor choirs were a mockery. “If the
choristers sing well, they are admired. When things go wrong, people laugh. The
entire congregation should be occupied with singing,” he said.817 This was especially true in rural congregations, and particularly among the Polish and Lithuanian-speaking peoples, who lacked resources and might not even have organ and
813
814
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Agende (Brandenburg) 1829 (Musik-Anhang 1829, 3, 9-15, 23-24, 33-36).
Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, 3.
Musica sacra 1853, No. 37.
Антоненко 2016, 141; Antonenko, Schubert 2018, 82-83.
Wendland 1910, 62.
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qualified musical leadership or organists and choirmasters who were competent
musicians.818 Daniel Amadeus Neander, member of the Merseburg consistory,
noted that indeed “it was easier to find and train choirs to sing responsories in
military congregations and large cities than in rural congregations.” Borowski
observed that even “in the Castle Church [in Königsberg] there is no choir, there
is no school that could train singers, and there is no special cantor.”819
Particular difficulties arose in parishes that did not have qualified cantors
to lead the chanting. On November 22, 1822, Superintendent Friedrich Back of
Simmern wrote:
“Many old school teachers, who understand nothing more than their chorale,
are unsuited for the new order, and candidates must first be trained for it, but
they cannot be employed until the old ones die.”820
The reports from the superintendents indicated that organizing choirs was a
matter of concern everywhere. To address this issue, on July 10, 1824, the Ministry
of Spiritual Affairs issued a directive to the consistories, ordering the establishment of courses in chanting and choral for cantors and sextons (Germ. “Küster”).821
At that time, the prevailing opinion was that the problem of the shortage of
choirs could be solved with the help of schoolchildren. Superintendent Tiemann
of Halle addressed this issue in a circular to clergy and congregations on September 15, 1822:
“There are no insurmountable obstacles in the way of performing the liturgy,
since its simple choral responsories can be practiced instantly even in rural schools
with a certain number of schoolchildren if, under the guidance of the clergy, the
cantors show the necessary zeal.”822
The schools have indeed made a significant contribution to the implementation of the musical part of the agenda. The choirs, however, were made up only
of schoolboys and men because the king could not tolerate the involvement of
schoolgirls and women in liturgical singing.
Critics observed that the congregations were deprived of their right to participate in the service. Even the hymns were to be short, and the longer ones had to
be shortened to a few stanzas. The Prussian Lithuanians were particularly critical
of what they derisively called “Liederzerbrechen” (“breaking of hymns”). They
were accustomed to singing hymns to the last stanza regardless of their number.
Only in this way, they could fully experience the great power of the hymns of
Paul Gerhardt, Simon Dach, and others.823
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Some clergy declared that they would accept the new agenda if allowed to
omit liturgical responses in the absence of a choir. This question was addressed
on August 6, 1823, in a cabinet order by which the king allowed the responsories
to be read by the cantor, sexton, or teacher in places where there was no choir.824
In addition, in February 1824,825 the king published the Appendix of Prayers, Verses,
etc.,826 which provided for a simple reading service, entitled “Extract from the
Liturgy” (“Auszug aus der Liturgie”), with the following rubrics:
“Where there are no choirs, the prescribed responsories can either be read by
the cantor, sexton, or school teacher, or the congregation may sing one or more
stanzas after the epistle, or instead, ‘We All Believe in One True God’ after the
gospel. In this case, the reading of the creed is omitted. The hymn, ‘Lamb of God,
Pure and Holy,’ to be sung by the choir at the distribution of the Lord’s Supper,
is then sung by the congregation from their hymnal, and if it is not in their collection, another appropriate Communion hymn may be sung.”827
The 1823 “Extract from the Liturgy” was itself a modified chief divine service
without the choral chants. It might well be described as a pastoral monologue.
In 1827, the king reiterated his position that the absence of a choir should not
be considered a reason for refusing to introduce the agenda. In a cabinet order of
June 23, 1827, he stated:
“I declare that it is not necessary to make any special preparation for the introduction of the liturgy; the formation of choirs is not absolutely necessary, and it
even seems desirable that in places where good performance of choral singing is
not expected, … the extract from the liturgy be used.”828
In order to further facilitate the introduction of the agenda in the provinces, on
June 29, 1827, the king issued a cabinet order, allowing the creation of provincial
liturgical supplements. The supplement for the Province of Brandenburg of 1829,
Nachtrag zu der erneuerten Kirchen-Agende, insbesondere für die Provinz Brandenburg
(Supplement to the Renewed Church Agenda, Especially for the Province of Brandenburg), included a shortened liturgy with simplified choral settings to be used as
an alternative to the chief divine service. The simplified service was entitled: “Abbreviated Liturgy Performed with Choral Settings According to the Instructions
in the Extract from the Liturgy” (“Abgekürzte und mit Chören versehene Liturgie
nach Anleitung des Auszuges aus der Liturgie”). Its rubrics stated: “The chorales
are short and simple so that they can be sung by the congregation and the choir
together with the accompaniment of the organ.”829 The congregation was now al824
825
826
827
828
829
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lowed to join the choir in singing Kyrie, Gloria in excelsis: “And on earth peace…,”
the response, “And with your spirit,” threefold Alleluia, and threefold Amen.
Two extracts from the liturgy, one with provisions for choral singing and the
other without, were now available for selection by clergy and congregations, depending on local circumstances. The king, however, insisted that wherever possible, “the larger liturgy should be observed at least on the high feasts.”830
Since 1827, the government made vigorous efforts to support the old cantorial
societies and promote the establishment of new ones in places where they no
longer existed. Superintendents were instructed to organize musical courses in
their circuits in which teachers and sextons were to be prepared for their new
assignments. Those teachers, who had made considerable contribution to musical education and training, received grants from the agenda fund, established in
1824. All these initiatives were met with lively interest and support by governmental authorities. The king, for his part, encouraged such efforts and rewarded
clergy and church musicians with royal letters, copies of the agenda, financial
grants, medals, and other incentives.831
New textbooks were needed to implement a full-scale music program. They
were prepared by music teachers who took into account the conditions of school
and village choirs. Liturgical compositions for the use by choirmasters, organists, and congregations had also been published in separate booklets. They were
also published as an appendix in the newly edited chorale books, including L.
Krausnick 1825, Karl Hertel 1827, Ludwig Erk 1836, Adolf Hesse 1840, August
Mühling 1842, F. Härzer 1843, August Müller 1848, P. Schwarz 1860, E. H. R.
Waldbach 1863, H. Heidler 1883, Heinrich August Neithardt (military chorale
book). By the middle of the century, music for certain liturgical chants was also
published in private and unofficial agendas. 832

1 2 . 6 M us ical Su p p l e me nt to the 1829- 34
E d iti on s of the A ge nd a
Work on the preparation of a new musical supplement began when a compromise was reached regarding the introduction of the agenda into the Prussian
provinces. In 1829-34, agenda editions were published for all the provinces and
the Royal Prussian Army.
Compared to the 1821-24 agenda, only minor changes were made to the
musical part of the revised liturgy. Now the choir was to respond, “And on earth
830
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peace and good will toward men,” and
with Laudamus on high feasts, after the
pastor’s intonation, “Glory be to God on
high.” In the previous rite, the pastor was
to say, “Glory be to God on high and on
earth peace and good will toward men,”
and then read the Laudamus on church
festivals. The Apostles’ Creed was now to
conclude with a choral threefold Amen,
and the Vere dignum of the Eucharistic
preface could be preceded by the Eucharistic Dialogue with the choir singing the
responses: “And with your spirit,” “We
lift them up to the Lord,” and “It is meet
and right.”
The preparation of the musical supplement was entrusted to Carl Friedrich
Carl Friedrich Zelter. Lithography
by Friedrich Krätzschmer
Zelter, a well-known composer of the
(Wikimedia Commons).
time, who stated as early as 1803 that liturgical restoration should always take
place along with the renewal of church music. In his essay of September 28, 1803,
he drew attention to the decline of liturgical music. Music should serve for the
education of people by making them “more perfect and noble.” He disagreed
with those who viewed church music simply as a form of entertainment. He was
among those who asserted that liturgy should be made an obligatory discipline
in theological education institutions.833
The 1829 Musik-Anhang (Musical Supplement) consisted of choral settings for
Amen (No. 1/I-II), “Glory be to the Father…” (“Ehre sei dem Vater…”) (No. 2/IIII), Kyrie eleison / “Lord, have mercy upon us!...” (“Kyrie eleison” / “Herr! Erbarme
Dich unser!...”) (No. 3/I-III), Et in terra pax of Gloria in excelsis: “And on earth
peace…” (“Und Friede auf Erden...”) (No. 4/I-IV), “And with your spirit” (“Und
mit deinem Geiste”) (No. 5/I-II), Alleluia (No. 6/I-III), “Glory to You, Lord!” (“Ehre
sei Dir Herr!”) (No. 7/I-II), “Amen! Amen! Amen!” (No. 8/I-II), Habebus ad Dominum: “We lift them to the Lord” (“Wir erheben sie zum Herrn!”) (No. 9), Dignum
et justum est: “It is right and worthy” (“Recht und würdig ist es”) (No. 10), Sanctus: “Holy! Holy! Holy…” (“Heilig! Heilig! Heilig…”) (No. 11/I-III), Agnus Dei:
“O Lamb of God, who…” (“O, Lamm Gottes welches…”) (No. 12), “Yes, says the
Spirit…” (“Ja der Geist spricht…”) (No. 13).
833
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Musical Supplement, 1829.

Only a few handwritten texts were affixed with Zelter’s personal signature indicating the fruit of his labor. Eduard Grell and other contemporaries, however, attributed to him the authorship of almost all choral compositions. Some of the works
were rhythmic and harmonic adaptations of the 1821 chorales, others their variations, distributed to the choirs before publication of the 1829 Musical Supplement.
Three choral settings were works by Dmitry Bortniansky (No. 4/I, III, No. 11/III).834
In addition to the main supplement, an extra musical appendix, Musik zu den
Liturgischen Extra-Chorgesängen (Music for the Liturgical Extra Choral Chants), was
published in all editions of the agenda except Brandenburg and Silesia. The extra
appendix included four chants: “Praise the Lord, my soul…” (“Loben den Herrn
meine Seele”), sung after the confession of sins (No. 1 extra), “Lord, remember us…”
(“Herr, gedenke unser nach…”) to be chanted before Alleluia (No. 2 extra), chanted
version of the Apostles’ Creed: “I believe in God the Father…” (“Ich glaube an Gott
den Vater…”) (No. 3 extra), and the “offertorium” verse after the Apostolicum: “I will
confess to you…” (“Bekennen will ich Dich o Herr…”) (No. 4 extra).835
834
835

Leupold 1933, 141-142.
Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, 64, 82, 84.
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Music for Liturgical Extra Choral Chants, 1829.

In the preface, the king gave the rationale for including an extra-musical supplement. “The chorales which are included in the larger liturgy of the agenda are
fully sufficient to form a cohesive whole, but the older evangelical agendas attest
that in addition to the choral chants already given in this liturgy, there were other
parts that were sung by the choirs.”836 The liturgical music can be enriched “by
adding those chorales still missing, and this circumstance led to the decision to
include the missing musical settings.” The choice of these choral chants is entirely
left at the discretion of the pastor. The liturgist should only follow the general rule
that two different chorales should never be sung in succession unless a clergyman
is speaking between them. Musical compositions for three of these extra chorales
were provided by Zelter (No. 1, 2, 4 extra). The text for the Apostolicum, “I believe
in God the Father…,” was set to music by Paul Einbeck (No. 3 extra).
Zelter sought to implement the a cappella style more thoroughly than his predecessors. His chorales differed from those of the 1821 supplement in structure,
rhythm, harmony, and especially in declamation. Nevertheless, he was not satisfied with the results of his work. In a letter to Witzleben on July 9, 1831, he wrote:
“I know for myself that a serious study of the liturgy is necessary, because I
still have certain wishes even with regard to the melodies which I have created at
836

Agende (Preussen) 1829, “Liturgische Extra-Chorgesänge.”

450

12. Liturgical Music of the Prussian Agenda

the request of his majesty; experience has shown me that we, musicians by profession, are so indulged to secular music that only very serious study can help us to
attain noble ecclesiastical simplicity…”837
Zelter even wondered whether he was fit for the task assigned to him. In a letter
to Johann Wolfgang von Goethe on September 5, 1830, he remarked that he “had to
struggle with liturgical bungle [Germ. liturgische Pfuscherei].” “The matter is purely
procedural and just as good as the task devised and assigned from above.”838
His correspondence with Goethe provides valuable information on the authorship of choral settings. In the draft of his letter, dated June 15, 1830, he pointed out
that he had not only written compositions for the musical supplement but also participated in the preparation of an additional supplement for military congregations.
“… I was commissioned to create the melodies as they were printed in four parts
for the 1829 edition of the agenda and set to music in three parts for military use,
that is for men’s voices, without further modification. What I have done new on the
highest assignment are several psalms and alleluias for his majesty’s house chapel
which at one point or another are inserted in the liturgy by special order.”839
Unique among the extra chorales was the Apostles’ Creed (No. 3 extra), set to
a Russian tune by Einbeck.
The captain of the 2nd Prussian Guard Regiment, Paul Einbeck, had been called
to Potsdam from Ruppin in Brandenburg in 1824. He gained special favor from
the king because of his leadership of the choir in the chapel of the royal household,
which he organized from orphans and grenadiers in two weeks in 1827. According to Zelter’s 1829 plan, this choir was to be transformed into a “regular church
choir for the Prussian Evangelical Church.” The leadership of the choir remained in
Einbeck’s hands, but at Zelter’s suggestion, the singing lessons were passed to his
student, Eduard Grell, organist at St. Nicholas Church in Berlin. At the request of
the king, who wished to reorganize his choir on the model of the Russian Imperial
Court Cappella, Einbeck traveled to St. Petersburg in August-October 1829 to take
part in court cappella rehearsals and music classes and to attend to the Russian
Orthodox Divine Liturgy under the auspices of Bortniansky‘s successor, Fjodor
L’vov (Фёдор Петрович Львов). Upon his return, the king entrusted him in 1830
with the technical supervision of all the military choirs. The establishment of a special institute for the training of vocalists on the basis of Einbeck’s Russian experience did not initially take place. Several attempts to reform the Berlin Cathedral
choir were made in 1830s, but not until 1843, at Einbeck’s suggestion, that the choir
was finally reorganized and granted the title “Royal.”840
837
838
839
840

Leupold 1933, 143.
Der Briefwechsel zwischen Goethe und Zelter 1918, 312.
Leupold 1933, 143-144.
Bornemann 1851, XVIII; Leupold 1933, 123; Dunlop 2000, 10-11.
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According to Grell, the melody for “I
believe in God the Father…” was brought
by Einbeck from St. Petersburg. The Apostles’ Creed was arranged by him into four
part harmony to the Russian tune with his
signature affixed.841
Two additional supplements, MusikAnhang für Männer-Stimmen (Musical Supplement for Men’s Voices) and Musik zu den
Liturgischen Extra-Chorgesängen für Männer-Stimmen (Music for the Liturgical Extra
Choral Chants for Men’s Voices), were printed in the agenda for the Royal Prussian
Army in 1830.842 Both additions included
the same chants as the supplements to the
1829 agenda (Musik-Anhang and Musik zu
Eduard Grell. Lithography by A. Janke,
den Liturgischen Extra-Chorgesängen).
1865 (Wikimedia Commons).
The preparation of the extra chorales
for three-part men’s voices was initially
suggested by the church in the Rhine Province. Most of these settings were prepared by Grell who on July 22, 1830, sent them to Einbeck for evaluation. However, in the summer of 1830, Zelter himself was commissioned to arrange choral
settings for a three-part men’s choir to be included in the military agenda which
was by then ready for publication. He suspended the work when he reached Gloria in excelsis and turned it over to Grell who completed it and returned in the first
half of August.843
On August 20, 1830, probably at the request of the king, Zelter was commissioned to prepare a four-part music supplement for men’s voices. The supplement was to include also some Russian tunes, brought by Einbeck from St. Petersburg which were performed in the chapel of the royal household. They included
settings for “Amen” (No. 1/I 1830), Gloria in excelsis: “And on earth peace…” (No.
4/II, 1830), Habebus ad Dominum: “We lift them to the Lord” (No. 9/I, 1830), and
Dignum et justum est: “It is right and worthy” (No. 10/I, 1830). Zelter significantly
modified chorales for “Alleluia” (No. 6/III, 1830) and “And on earth peace…”
(No. 4/IV, 1830). The rest of the settings were Grell’s compositions. On August
841
842

843

Leupold 1933, 140-141, 143-144.
Agende (Königliche Krieges-Heer) 1829, “Musik-Anhang für Männer-Stimmen” [1-43], “Musik zu
den Liturgischen Extra-Chorgesängen für Männer-Stimmen” [1-15]. The title page of the agenda
lists 1829 as the year of its publication. It was not until September 1830 that the book was
distributed to military chaplains in Westphalia. Kampmann 1991, 177 fn. 142.
Leupold 1933, 144.

452

12. Liturgical Music of the Prussian Agenda

Musical Supplement for Men’s Voices, 1829 (1830).

Music for Liturgical Extra Choral Chants for Men’s Voices, 1829 (1830).
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24, the completed Musik-Anhang für Männer-Stimmen was sent to Einbeck, and
with the king’s approval, this supplement along with Musik zu den Liturgischen
Extra-Chorgesängen für Männer-Stimmen were published in the agenda for the
Royal Prussian Army of 1830.844
Table 11. Musical appendix for the Prussian Union agenda 1829-34: chorales
and their authors.845
1821
Supplement

1829
Supplement

Chorale in the
1829 Musical
Supplement

No. 1

No. 1/I

Amen

No. 1/II

Amen

Composer

Zelter

Amen

No. 8

No. 3

No. 5
844

845

Composer

No. 1/II

Grell

No. 1/I

Russian, Einbeck

Zelter

No. 1/III

Amen

Zelter

No. 1/III

Grell

No. 2/I

“Glory be to the
Father…”

Zelter

No. 2/I

Grell

No. 2/II

“Glory be to the
Father…”

Zelter

No. 2/II

Grell

No. 2/III

“Glory be to the
Father…”

Zelter

No. 3/I

Kyrie eleison

Zelter

No. 3/I

Grell

No. 3/II

Kyrie eleison

Zelter

No. 3/II

Grell

No. 3/III

Kyrie eleison

Zelter

No. 3/III

Grell

No. 4/I

“And on earth
peace…”

Bortniansky

No. 4/I

Bortniansky/
Grell

No. 4/II

“And on earth
peace…”

Zelter
No. 4/II

Russian, Einbeck

“And on earth
peace…”

No. 4

1830
Supplement

No. 4/III

“And on earth
peace…”

Bortniansky

No. 4/III

Bortniansky/
Grell

No. 4/IV

“And on earth
peace…”

Zelter

No. 4/IV

Zelter

No. 5/I

“And with your
spirit.”

Zelter

No. 5/I

Grell

No. 5/II

“And with your
spirit.”

Zelter

No. 5/II

Grell

No. 6/1

Alleluia

Zelter

No. 6/1

Grell

Agende (Königliche Krieges-Heer) 1829, “Musik-Anhang für Männer-Stimmen” [1-43]; Leupold
1933, 144.
The table is based on the study by Ulrich Leupold. Leupold 1933, “Beilage VI.”
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1821
Supplement

1829
Supplement

No. 6

No. 6/II

No. 12

Chorale in the
1829 Musical
Supplement
Alleluia

Composer

Zelter

No. 6/II

Composer

Grell

No. 6/III

Alleluia

Zelter

No. 6/III

Zelter

No. 7/I

“Glory to you,
Lord.”

Russian?

No. 7/I

Grell

No. 7/II

“Glory to you,
Lord.”

Zelter

No. 7/II

Grell

No. 8/I

Amen! Amen!
Amen!

Zelter

No. 8/II

Grell

No. 8/II

Amen! Amen!
Amen!

Zelter

No. 8/I

Grell

No. 9

“We lift them to
the Lord.”

Zelter

“We lift them to
the Lord.”

No. 9/I

Russian, Einbeck

“We lift them to
the Lord.”

No. 9/II

Grell

No. 10/II

Grell

No. 10/I

Russian, Einbeck

No. 10

“It is right and
worthy.”

Zelter

“It is right and
worthy.”
No. 11

1830
Supplement

No. 11/I

“Holy! Holy!
Holy…”

Zelter

No. 11/I

Grell

No. 11/II

“Holy! Holy!
Holy…”

Zelter

No. 11/II

Grell

No. 11/III

“Holy! Holy!
Holy…”

Bortniansky

No. 11/III

Bortniansky/
Grell

No. 13

No. 12

“O Lamb of God,
who…”

Zelter

No. 12

Grell

No. 14

No. 13

“Yes, says the
Spirit…”

Zelter

No. 13

Grell

No. 1 extra

“Praise the Lord,
my soul…”

Zelter

No. 1 extra

Grell

No. 2 extra

“Lord, remember Zelter
us…”

No. 2 extra

Grell

No. 3 extra

“I believe in God
the Father…”

Russian,
Einbeck

No. 3 extra

Grell

No. 4 extra

“I will confess to
you…”

Zelter

No. 4 extra

Grell
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1 3 . T h e Infl u en c e o f t h e Un i o n A g enda
o n L u t h e r an W o r s h i p
i n t h e R u ss i an E m p i r e
The Prussian Union agenda was also instrumental in uniting liturgical services in the Lutheran churches of the Russian Empire, most of which until now had
their own unique liturgical rites.
By this time, the Lutheran groups in the Russian Empire had mostly merged
into three major Lutheran bodies: the Courlandian, the Livonian, and the Estonian.
The Livonian and Estonian territorial churches had come into the Russian orbit
as a result of the defeat of the Swedes in the Battle of Poltava in 1709. It was the
Third Partition of Poland-Lithuania which brought the Courlandian territorial
church under Russian control in 1795. That year, the small territorial church of
Piltene was also absorbed into Courland. In addition, there were several smaller
Lutheran groups. These included Finns in the Ingrian region annexed to Russia
in 1710 and Lithuanian Lutherans and Reformed who came under Russian control when the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth was dissolved in 1795 and the
remaining parts of the Grand Duchy were ceded to Russia. In addition, there
were German immigrants who had settled along the banks of the Volga River at
the invitation of Tsarina Catherine the Great. Later the immigrants settled in the
Black Sea region and in other regions of the empire.

1 3 . 1 L i tu rgi cal Fo rms i n R ussian an d Balt ic
L uth e r ani s m at the B e g i nnin g of t h e N in et een t h
C e n tu r y
There were two principal liturgical traditions among these Lutherans: the
Swedish and the Courlandian. The Swedish tradition prevailed in those areas
which had earlier been under Swedish control. This included Livonia, Estonia,
and Ingria. Their liturgy was a translation of the 1693 edition of the Swedish
handbook. It appeared in German and Latvian in 1708, in Estonian in 1699, and
in Finnish in 1694. The official agenda among the Courlandians was that of 1765.
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The Piltene region used the 1756 edition of its own agenda. Elsewhere, diversity
reigned. It was not until 1780-84 that a common consistory was established in
Vilnius, uniting the congregations in the Grand Duchy of Lithuania, but these
congregations did not establish a common liturgical standard. The Latvianspeaking Lithuanians worshiped according to an agenda prepared for them by
Pastor Conrad Schulz of Žeimelis in 1795. The congregations along the Volga River and the southern regions of Russia proper used whatever worship books they
brought with them from their homeland. To complicate the situation, in many
places pastors espousing philosophical principles of the Enlightenment had laid
aside the authorized territorial agendas because they found the old rituals somewhat embarrassing to their progressive parishioners and themselves.846
Church life in Estonia, Livonia, and Ingria was regulated according to the
terms set down in the Swedish church order of 1686. This law was intended to
govern church affairs also among the immigrant congregations in Russia, but
it was honored more in the breach than in the observance.847 In Courland, the
church order of 1570/1572 was still supposed to govern ecclesiastical affairs, but
it was outdated and the enlightened clergy took in hand to prepare a replacement
for it. Christoph Friedrich Neander’s 1785/86 provisional church order remained
provisional. The Lithuanians also had a provisional church law from 1784, but it
never received the official approval of the Polish-Lithuanian Crown. When the
territory came under Russian control, the College of Justice in St. Petersburg took
no steps to make the provisional order official.848
It was as a result of the complaints of the Baltic nobles about the liturgical
experimentations of the forward-thinking clergy that the College of Justice began
to take an interest in the formulation of a common form of worship to be made
binding on all Lutheran congregations in the empire.849 The committee established to deal with these innovations and regularize the situation was composed
entirely of the clergy of rationalist persuasion. Their leader was Livonian General Superintendent Carl Gottlob Sonntag. The fruit of the committee’s work was
the publication in St. Petersburg and Mitau of the 1805 handbook, entitled: Von
Sr. Kaiserlichen Majestät allerhöchst bestätigte Allgemeine Liturgische Verordnung für
die evangelisch-lutherischen Gemeinden im Russischen Reiche (His Imperial Majesty’s
General Liturgical Ordinance for the Evangelical-Lutheran Congregations in the Russian Empire). The book was, in fact, nothing more than a series of liturgical direc846

847
848

849

Handbok 1693; Hand-Buch 1708; Käsi-kiria 1694; Kässi Ramat 1699; Vollständiges Kirchen-Buch
1765; Agenda ministrorum 1756; Lettisches Pastoral-Hand-Buch 1795.
Дитц 2000, 292.
Kirchen-Gesetz und Ordnung 1686; Kyrkio-lag och ordning 1686; Kirchenordnung 1570/1572;
Entwurf zur Kirchenordnung 1785; Entwurf zur Kirchenordnung 1786; Allgemeines Dissidentisches
Kirchen-Recht 1784.
Sonntag 1805, 2; Ueber das neue Gesetz 1833 (140), 2; Dalton 1887, 220.
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tives since the committee members could
not agree among themselves about the
meaning and significance of congregational worship. They tended to look upon
it primarily in terms of its moral and civic
value. All that was obligatory in what
they decreed were two general prayers
for the church, the tsar, his family, and his
government which every congregation
must piously utter week by week. The
tsar liked what he saw and decreed that
all Lutheran congregations were obliged
to use this form of worship. It was left unclear as to just how it was to be used. As a
result, the pastors simply added the prayers to the liturgies they were currently
using, whether those liturgies were traditional and orthodox or progressive and
rationalistic.850
In 1808, general procurator of the ColGeneral Liturgical Ordinance
lege of Justice, Georg Friedrich Sahlfeldt,
for the Evangelical-Lutheran
attempted to formulate a church law to
Congregations in the Russian Empire, 1805.
bind the congregations in the Russian
Empire together. What he produced was
his own private work, based chiefly upon Swedish and Prussian models. Claiming their traditional rights and privileges, the Baltic nobility rejected it.851
Tsar Alexander I himself took steps to unite territorial Lutheran Churches in
into the empire one administrative body. On July 20, 1819, the tsar issued an
ukase somewhat reminiscent of Wöllner’s Edict of 1788. He reminded the Lutherans and the Reformed that their very right to exist in the Russian Empire depended upon their faithfulness to their confessional positions. Legal recognition,
protection, and freedom of worship could be guaranteed only to those who held
to these fundamental articles, and it was his responsibility before God and the
“Evangelical Church” to safeguard the church from novelties which disregard
proper Christian morality. The ukase stated that for the Lutherans the doctrinal
and confessional standard of the church was and would remain the Lutheran Book
of Concord. In the same decree, the tsar declared the establishment of General Consistory in St. Petersburg. Following the example set in 1817 by Friedrich Wilhelm
850
851

Allgemeine Liturgische Verordnung 1805.
Kirchenordnung 1808.
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III of Prussia, the tsar stated that this consistory would govern the whole “Evangelical Church in Russia,” that is, both the
Lutherans and the Reformed. Count Karl
Christoph von Lieven was given the position of chairman of the new consistory.
Although the establishment of the general consistory would take more than decade, Lieven was able to proceed at once
to break the power of rationalisticallyminded clergy and theologians and begin
to drive them out from the University of
Dorpat. It was the resistance of the Baltic
nobles which made the establishment of
the new General Consistory such a long
drawn-out process. The 1824 draft for a
general ordinance concerning evangelical
church affairs remained a project.852
In 1823, a significant liturgical work
appeared in Saratov, the fruit of the labors
Liturgical Handbook for Any Use
of Ignatius Aurelius Fessler.853 He was the
by Evangelical Liturgists and Congregations
first among nineteenth-century German
by Ignatius Aurelius Fessler, 1823.
Lutherans to return to the old liturgies
in search of a viable liturgical use for the
congregations. Like Friedrich Wilhelm III, his purpose was to return to ad fontes –
to go back to the agendas of the Reformation era. Fessler, who was a liturgical
scholar and a former Roman Catholic monk, knew far better than the Prussian
king the significance of the material he was working with and the excellent liturgical and theological perspective of the Lutherans, and for this reason, his work
far exceeded that of Friedrich Wilhelm III in its scholarship. His work could be
compared to that of Wilhelm Löhe some score of years later. The major liability
of Fessler’s work was that, probably, due to the tsar’s 1819 ukase and the dual
confessional nature of the Volga communities, it was necessary for him to take
into account and give positive value to Reformed worship – a weakness which
showed itself, for example, in the distribution formula.

852
853

Edict 1788; ПСЗ Соб.1, Т. 36 (1819), 314-315; Entwurf 1824.
Liturgisches Handbuch 1823.
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1 3 . 2 G o ve rnme ntal E ffo rts Tow ard t h e Preparat ion
of a S ing l e Chu rch Ord e r and Agen da
On May 22, 1828, Tsar Nicholas I issued an ukase directing that work on a
common church law should be resumed and that a special committee of Lutheran
clergy and lay experts should draw up and submit to state authorities the draft
of a church law which would conform to Lutheran doctrinal standards. It should
also provide for a common church administration and form of liturgy.854
It was suggested that a suitable German expert from Prussia should be invited
to serve as an advisor to the committee. In response, Minister Altenstein nominated Superintendent Friedrich Wilhelm von Schubert, professor of theology at
Greifswald. Von Schubert had visited Sweden in 1817-18 to inform himself of
the method school and church administration there. He had also gone to Finland
and Ingria for the same purpose and was well-known to Zacharias Cygnäus,
bishop of the Lutheran congregations in St. Petersburg. As a result of his studies of these Scandinavian church organizations, he had published a five-volume
study which included a three-volume description of his visits and a detailed twovolume study on Swedish church law, entitled: Schwedens Kirchenverfassung und
Unterrichtswesen (Swedish Church Constitution and Educational Program.) On May
13, 1828, Count Frans David Alopaeus, the Russian envoy in Berlin, urged Count
Christian Günther von Bernstorff, the Prussian Minister of Foreign Affairs, that
an expert be sent from Prussia to Russia. Bernstorff was reluctant to send von
Schubert and suggested that perhaps Minister Altenstein had some other appropriate emissary that he could recommend.855 Finally, on July 1, 1829, Alopaeus
suggested to Bernstorff that Bishop Georg Carl Benjamin Ritschl would be an
ideal consultant. He had been a member of the commission which prepared the
Pomeranian supplement to the 1822/24 Berlin court and cathedral agenda and
had recently been appointed general superintendent of Pomerania. It was Ritschl
whom the king appointed on July 30, 1829.856
The first meeting of the committee was held on September 26, 1828. The clergy
members of the committee were given the task of preparing the new agenda.
They were to send their completed draft to the theological faculty of the University of Dorpat for evaluation and recommendations. The draft had also to be sent
to the consistories and deaneries so that church officials could have the opportunity to evaluate and field test it – a time-consuming process.857
854
855
856
857
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The committee members decided that the best and most sufficient source materials would be found in works produced in the Reformation era. It was agreed
that (1) the basic shape of the western liturgy should be retained intact, including
the Kyrie, Gloria in excelsis, Sunday pericopes, Sanctus, Agnus Dei with the Dona
Pacem, as found in the Prussian Union and Swedish rites. (2) The present practice
which called for three hymns before the sermon and two after must be changed.
There should be two hymns before the sermon, one of them at the beginning of
the service and the other immediately before the sermon. A hymn should follow
the sermon, and the service should conclude with a hymn. (3) To enrich the service and aid in the responses, parishes should have choirs to lead the congregation, and there should be hymn instruction in the curriculum of the schools. (4) In
the Baltic provinces, there should, when necessary, be two Sunday services – one
in the local language and the other in German. (5) Pastors should resist the prideful temptation to alter the altar prayers.858

1 3 . 3 T h e Co ntri b u ti o ns o f K arl Ben jamin Rit sc h l
Bishop Ritschl kept close correspondence with the king and Altenstein and
informed them of the progress of the
work. He sent liturgical materials to the
king and asked for his comments. The
Prussian agenda would not be publicly
acknowledged to be the basis of the new
Russian agenda, not least because the
Lutherans in Livonia and Estonia were
not Prussians and their liturgical traditions were not German but Swedish.
Consequently, it was publicly stated by
the committee that the basis of their liturgical work was the 1708 Hand-Buch which
was the German translation of the 1693
Swedish Handbook as used in Livonia,
Estonia, and Ingria. In addition to this
main source, it was further announced
that liturgical forms used in Germany
since the time of the Reformation were
858

Bishop Georg Carl Benjamin Ritschl
(Landeskirchliches Archiv Greifswald).

Dalton 1893, 26-27.
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also put to use.859 The examination of the contents of the agenda indicates that the
newly revised Swedish Handbook of 1811 was also consulted.
King Friedrich Wilhelm III himself wrote on the margins of the draft that
Ritschl sent him that the liturgical part of the Swedish church order agreed with
the German agendas from the middle of the sixteenth century, but he insisted that
the word “Protestant” must be stricken from the work; it must nowhere appear.
The committee had used the term “Evangelical-Protestant,” but the king did not
like the sound of it.
“Why is the ominous word ‘Protestant’ still sought here, which is no longer
appropriate, since the protests ceased as soon as the Protestant doctrine was recognized. In short, an Evangelical like ours would certainly be better. A Protestant church that always protests is absurd, and by that simple name it harms the
church in the eyes of all other confessions.”860
The word “Protestant” sounded very negative to the king. He recommended
that only the word “Evangelical” (Germ. “Evangelisch”) was proper and only it
should be used.
The committee’s plans for a short period of field testing was too optimistic.
Ritschl’s planned five-month stay in Russia soon stretched to eight. He complained to Altenstein that the longer he remained in Russia, the more he encountered obstacles which were caused by internal tensions within the Protestant
community in the empire – situations with which he had had little experience. He
expressed the thought that the longer he stayed in Russia, the more thankful he
was that he lived in Prussia and served the Prussian king.
The suggestions offered by the Dorpat Faculty were incorporated into the final
document and Ritschl was sent back to Germany with uncommonly generous
praise and the tsar’s heartfelt thanks. Ritschl regarded this commendation as his
happiest memory of St. Petersburg. Before his departure, the tsar conferred on
him the Cross of the Order of St. Vladimir (Rus. Орден св. Владимира). Ritschl left
for home on May 9, 1830. The Prussian king was glad to have him back and stated
that he was greatly pleased that work on the church law and the agenda was now
completed, and he expressed his satisfaction with it.861

1 3 . 4 T h e 1832 Ru s s i an Imp erial Lut h eran Agen da
The Russian imperial agenda was published in 1832 in St. Petersburg under the
title: Agende für die evangelisch-lutherischen Gemeinden im russischen Reiche (Agenda
859
860
861

Agende 1832, 3-4.
Dalton 1893, 24-25.
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for the Evangelical Lutheran Parishes in the
Russian Empire). The preface was prepared by Bishop Ritschl.862 In it, he stated
that the new liturgy was based upon that
of the Swedish Church. He decided not
to mention that the influence of the Prussian Union agenda was also evident in the
new rite. He chose to make little reference
to any German influences, stating only
that the forms provided could be traced
back to the days of the Reformation. He
declared that some would murmur about
unfamiliar provisions, such as the chanting of versicles, collects, and the benediction and the introduction of choirs to sing
the liturgy. This was to be expected, but
he noted that these had been a part of the
Agenda for the Evangelical-Lutheran
church’s heritage both from ancient times
Congregations in the Russian Empire, 1832.
and from the Reformation age. Nothing in
the book was innovative, he stated; everything found in it had long been used in the Lutheran Church. Here, the old tradition was simply recast into heartfelt, simple, and salutary words to be treasured
for generations to come. The preface reminded the pastors that the new liturgy
was binding and was to be used in all Lutheran liturgical services in the empire
without alteration or modification.
New agenda did have in it many provisions which were indicative of a Prussian pedigree, but the influence of the Swedish tradition was such that the liturgy
remained thoroughly Lutheran. There were no strange innovations such as the
migration of the Eucharistic preface out of the Communion service and into the
liturgy of the word as in the Prussian rite. The inclusion of the Triune Invocation
at the beginning of the service was clearly taken from the Prussian agenda. The
commission added an exhortation to confession, based loosely upon the exhortations found in the 1693 Swedish and the 1829 Prussian rites, and the prayer of
confession was taken almost verbatim from the Prussian agenda.863 A perhaps
unfortunate innovation was the decision to make the Kyrie, sung by the choir, into
a choral response at the conclusion of the prayer of confession. The Swedish and
Prussian agendas had put the Kyrie after the declaration of grace. Now the Kyrie
was made to take on a penitential character. An alternative form of confession
862
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was offered, taken from the 1829 Prussian agenda, and a sample collect from the
Prussian rite was printed out. The a cappella choir was to respond to the Sunday
pericope with the alleluia as in the Prussian agenda, and the creed was to be followed by the threefold Amen, again as in the Prussian book.864 Finally, the same
threefold Amen was put at the end of the service, as in the Prussian liturgy.
As in the Prussian rite, it was presumed that the normal Sunday service would
not include the Lord’s Supper, a clear departure from the Swedish tradition.
However, no attempt was made to move the preface to the divine service without
Communion. When Communion was held, it was observed in a form somewhat
more traditional than the 1829 Prussian agenda allowed.
The second optional distribution formula was taken almost directly from the
Prussian agenda: “‘Take it and eat,’ says Christ, our Lord, ‘this is my body which
is given for you. Do this in remembrance of me’,” “‘Take it and drink’, says Christ,
our Lord, ‘This is my blood which is shed for you for the forgiveness of sins. This
do in remembrance of me’.”865 Luther’s post-Communion collect was given as an
alternative in the 1829 Prussian agenda, but in the Russian rite it was the only one
included.866
A special service of confession was provided as in the Prussian book. The
prayer was followed by a question that was based partially on the Prussian model. The Prussian rite also asked whether the penitents intended to improve their
sinful lives, and as in the Prussian rite, the service declared forgiveness in the
name of the Triune God and with the sign of the cross. As in the Prussian agenda,
a word of encouragement from the pastor was to be spoken after the absolution.
He was to remind his parishioners that if anyone’s conscience was such that they
still desired special counsel and confirmation of the promises of God, they should
come to see him.
Although the influences of both the Swedish and Prussian Union rites could
be seen in the 1832 service, it was the influence of the Prussian agenda which
was more evident. This undoubtedly was because of the dominant role of Bishop Ritschl in the committee. In general, the divine service retained the historical
structure and content of the Lutheran Mass, and it must be said that the Russian
Imperial Lutheran agenda was a positive step forward for the Lutheran Church
in the Russian Empire.
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1 4 . F i nal I m ple m entat i o n o f t h e
P r u ss i an Un i o n and Its A g enda

1 4 . 1 T e r c ente nary o f the P re s en t at ion
of th e A ug s b u rg Co nfe s s i o n
By the end of the third decade, the victory of the Prussian agenda was much in
evidence. Many, but not yet all, Prussian
Lutheran and Reformed congregations
were worshiping according to its provisions. It appeared to the king that the approaching festival of the three-hundredth
anniversary of the presentation of the
Augsburg Confession on June 25, 1830,
would be an ideal time to make the use of
the new agenda universal in every province, in every town, and in every congregation of the Prussian domains. Whatever
needed to be done would have to be done
because the nobility of the cause far exceeded any lesser concerns which might
signal the need for restraint and caution,
Friedrich Wilhelm III. Engraving
so it seemed.
by Eduard Mandel, 1835/40
In addition, the king was also con(Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).
cerned about the progress of the Lutherans and the Reformed toward the accomplishment of their closer fellowship and union. The king had first announced
publicly his desire for a Union Church in 1817, but neither he nor his ministers
just knew exactly what this might entail. In those early days, the king had not
yet thought out what sort of shape the Union church ought to assume. One thing
was clear to him, however, that any attempt to build a union on the confessional agreement would be doomed to failure. He made it clear from the start that
the unity of his church would not be built upon the unity of faith and doctrine.
The Lutherans and the Reformed were free, he declared, to maintain their own
doctrinal standards and characteristics.867 The church which housed them both
867
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would be united in external matters, such as the form of church government, the
common celebration of the Lord’s Supper, common clerical vesture to be worn by
all evangelical clergymen, and adherence to a single form of worship.
The king did not regard church doctrine as a matter of any real importance,
and he realized that it surely would not be helpful to stress it. What was important for both confessions was their adherence to the Bible. On October 27, 1813,
new vocation formularies were issued for Lutheran and Reformed pastoral candidates which stated that preaching and catechesis must be based upon the Scriptures alone and that confessional sectarianism was to be avoided. The pastor was
to “teach, comfort, warn, and discipline the congregation entrusted to him as a
good counselor of souls by diligently teaching the word of God as it is contained
in the Holy Scriptures as well as by the distribution of the Holy Sacraments.”868
Any consideration of confessional differences was excluded in the examination of
the Lutheran and Reformed candidates.
In 1822, the king ordered candidates to swear in their ordination oath not to
preach or spread any doctrine abroad other than that based on the word of God
and “delineated in the three chief symbols… as well as in the well-known and
generally accepted symbolical books in the evangelical church, as they are harmoniously accepted [!] as the norm of faith in the lands of his serene majesty, the
king of Prussia.”869 The statement “as they are harmoniously accepted” proved
to be abstract and ambiguous, especially for Silesian Lutherans. It was unclear
to what symbolical books the new agenda might be referring to – the Reformed
symbolical books, the Lutheran, or both.
Friedrich Wilhelm III’s own position was more accurately reflected in the
evangelical catechism which he included in the agenda. It bore some superficial
resemblance to Luther’s Catechism, that is, it looked the same on the outside but
there was little on the inside. The Commandments and other chief parts were still
there but they were stripped of their doctrinal explanations. The building looked
the same, but all the furniture had been removed.870
In 1829, by authorizing the publication of agenda editions for the Prussian
provinces, the king also allowed the provincial churches to name the symbolical
writings in an oath of ordination, which the ordinand pledged to faithfully fulfill
in the duties of his office:
“Accordingly, the following is held before you: ‘First, you shall not preach and
spread abroad any other doctrine than that which is founded upon God’s pure
and clear word, the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New Testa868
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ments, our sole norm of faith, and delineated in the three chief symbols – Apostolic, Nicene, and Athanasian (here, as usual, the symbolic writings are named),
and in the spirit of which the agenda of our evangelical territorial church is formulated and which is your responsibility to follow.’”871
However, this did not mean that the king was now taking a more positive attitude toward the confessions. It more likely reflected the fact that he understood
that the Lutherans required that candidates for ordination must swear their faithfulness to the creeds and the confessions of the church.
In the late 1820s, the king gave himself over almost entirely to the task of ensuring the acceptance and implementation of his new agenda. He recognized that to
continue at the same time to pursue the advancement of the Union would be unproductive. That would have to wait until the agenda question had been settled.
By 1830, the victory of the new agenda was almost complete. Only a few stubborn
Lutherans and Reformed refused to cooperate. Now the approaching tercentenary of the presentation of the Augsburg Confession would provide the occasion for
the clarification of questions concerning the Union and speed its implementation.
“I am now preparing the Union’s cause for a decisive further step. It seems
to me extremely important that on the anniversary of the presentation of the
Augsburg Confession a direction be given in which the Evangelical Church could
glorify itself through the accomplishment of its most important task. It will be
an incomparably more dignified and more effective goal than simply drawing
attention to the new controversy with the Catholic Church to which many are inclined. Even during the jubilee celebrations of the Reformation, the king’s majesty
promoted a better direction pointing towards the Union. What has been initiated,
now can be completed. With the new agenda, the most important thing has already took place.”872
Altenstein revealed this new plan in his November 27, 1829, letter to Chief
Court Marshal von Friedrich Freiherr von Schilden. His statements indicated
that he considered the agenda to be a vehicle for the promotion of the Union. It
seemed to him that the time was now ripe to resume the Union project which had
been relegated into the background by the controversy over the agenda.
The king fully endorsed the idea that the moment had now come for the
speedy implementation of the Union. On April 4, 1830, he issued a cabinet order
to Altenstein, stating that the coming tercentenary on June 25 or the Sunday following should be used as the occasion for vigorously promoting the Union of the
evangelical churches in Prussia. The tercentenary should be marked by appropriate liturgical celebrations that would publicly manifest the Union.
871
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Silver medal commemorating the tercentenary of the presentation of the Augsburg Confession.
“O Land! Land! Land! Hear the word of the Lord! Third jubilee celebration of the Augsburg
Confession. June 25, 1830.” Inscription on the Bible: “Jeremiah 22:29.” On the reverse side:
“Chancellor Dr. Christian Bayer of Electoral Saxony hands over to King Charles V the
Evangelical Confession at the Diet at Augsburg. June 25, 1530.” Prussian-sponsored medal by
Georg Loos and C. P. Pfeuffer.

“The third secular celebration of the day on which the Augsburg Confession was
presented is significant since this confession of faith, which must be considered as
an essential foundation of the Evangelical Church alongside the Holy Scriptures,
and for the epochal influence of this symbolic writing on its internal and external
consolidation, offers a pleasant occasion for evangelical fellow believers to unite
themselves this year in the grateful joy of the blessings of evangelical teaching
they have preserved until now and to offer God the sacrifices of their reverence
and adoration. Therefore, I have decided that this day, June 25, or the following
Sunday as in 1730, should be observed with divine services in all the evangelical
churches of the state. I would like to dedicate this festival of commemoration of
the presentation of this testimony of the faith of evangelical Christians, founded
on the Holy Scriptures and the truths of salvation revealed in them, which after
three centuries still proves to be just as reliable as it was then, and the spirit of
which I myself also confess from my heart, to the growing consolidation and
revitalization of true faithfulness in the Evangelical Church, to the promotion of
unity of spirit among its members as well as to the impartment and stimulation
among all my evangelical subjects new resolutions of true fear of God, Christian
love, and tolerance. I await your expert suggestions on what remains to be settled
in detail in relation to this secular celebration, but I would like to emphasize that
it seems appropriate to me to combine this joyful event with further steps by
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which the salutary work of the Union, for
which the voices of so many benevolent
people have been heard for so long and
which is sufficiently prepared in the most
important respect, can be brought closer
to its completion in the spirit of my decree of September 27, 1817. That is one of
the reasons why I am looking forward to
your report.” 873
The king informed Altenstein that this
was the program, and now it was up to
him to work out the details. The purpose
of all of it should be the final fulfillment of
the hopes and dreams shared by him and
all goodhearted people who support the
Union and desire to see the goals of his April 4, 1830, cabinet order promoting the
1817 decree brought to a wholesome and Union of Evangelical Churches in Prussia
on the occasion of the tercentenary of
healthful conclusion.
the Augsburg Confession (Außerordentliche
There were now three categories of
Beilage 24 1830).
evangelical congregations in Prussia.
Most of the congregations were of the Lutheran confession, and some of them had no intention of joining into pulpit and
altar fellowship with the Reformed. They regarded joint Eucharistic services as
unionistic and refused to participate in them. The second group consisted in Reformed congregations, and some of them intended to remain Reformed. These
congregations did not regard unionism as a problem, but they wished to retain
their own uniquely Reformed identity and their characteristic Reformed forms
of worship. The third group consisted of congregations some of which had in
the past been Lutheran and others Reformed, but now they had assumed a new
identity. They were now united congregations which were only to some extent
bound to their earlier confessional statements, although they still honored them
as traditional statements which ought to be honored by all as noble, historical
documents. As to what confessional documents should be included in this classification, it was up to each individual congregation to decide. They still maintained in so far as they saw fit their old customs and liturgies. A visitor would
probably have little difficulty in determining whether this congregation had
come originally from the Lutheran tradition or the Reformed tradition, however,
apart from their adherence to the Holy Scriptures and the three chief symbols
873
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– Apostolic, Nicene, and Athanasian, these congregations could now pick and
choose the doctrines they believed to be important. In some places, congregations
of both traditions would amalgamate or merge into a single new congregation,
maintaining some traditions of both groups. This was rare, but such congregations could indeed be found.
There were no dramatic protests against the formation of a Union Church in
Prussia, and the king considered that its introduction and spread would be without complaint or incident. He recognized, however, that some congregations might
hold back for fear that they might lose some of their traditional economic privileges.
Altenstein advised him on March 16, 1830, that some Lutheran and Reformed congregations feared that they would lose their endowments, benefits, and other special
privileges if they were to join the Union because all of these had been granted to
congregations specifically identified as Lutheran or Reformed. He went on to note
that no such endowments, gifts, or privileges had been granted to any united congregations. On April 30, 1830, the king assured his minister that no congregation or
its school would suffer any economic or other loss as a result of joining the Union.
“From your report of the 16th of the previous month, I have noticed that individual evangelical congregations, regardless of the fact that the Union does not
impel a change of confession, object to joining it because they fear that funds, donations, or otherwise acquired benefits associated with the Reformed or Lutheran
confession will be impaired after adoption of the Union. Therefore, I decree that
no one should be allowed to withhold or withdraw a Reformed or Lutheran congregation, as well as an ecclesiastical or secular church or school position, of their
rights over any reason arising out of joining the Union.”874
On April 16, 1830, Altenstein reported to the king concerning the plans for the
tercentenary celebration of the presentation of the Augsburg Confession. He presented a detailed memorandum on the development of the Union, which distinguished between the Union and amalgamation (Germ. “Kombination”). The entry
of the congregations into the Union must be documented by the acceptance of the
breaking of the bread at the Lord’s Supper as well as the rejection of the names
“Lutheran” and “Reformed.” The formal amalgamation of pastorates, congregations, church buildings, and church assets can only take place through a contract.
The transition period should be undertaken to remove obstacles related to the financial situation of such congregations. The memorandum did not include a definition of the Union, however, when filling pastoral vacancies in congregations,
the confessional affiliation of candidates in general should be disregarded.875
874
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Friedrich Wilhelm III’s cabinet order of April 30, 1830, concerning the effect of the Union
on the acquired gifts, funds, or rights associated with the Lutheran or Reformed Churches.
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1 4 . 2 A pr i l 30, 1830, Cab i ne t O rder as a C all f or Gen eral
I n tr od u c tio n o f the Ag e nd a and t h e Ac c ept an c e of t h e
U n i on
In a cabinet order, dated April 30, 1830, the king stated to Altenstein that he
found his suggestions much to his liking. The time had indeed come for the agenda to be introduced everywhere to be used by all. In addition, the breaking of the
bread in the service of the Lord’s Supper should be understood to be the symbolic
expression of the acceptance of the Union. Furthermore, the time had come for
Altenstein to formally instruct the general superintendents, and where there were
no general superintendents the responsible administrative authorities, that the
designations “Reformed” or “Lutheran,” which much be regarded as divisive,
were now to be completely laid aside by all clergy and congregations.
“I was particularly pleased to learn from the suggestions in your report of the
16th of this month that have you already committed yourself to considering the
principles and directives, according to which the third secular celebration of the
presentation of the Augsburg Confession should be combined with a new motivation for the salutary work of the Union, so that this issue, which is so important
for the Evangelical Church, can now be presented more broadly in accordance
with my viewpoint set out to you by the decree from the 4th of this month. I fully
share your view that the general introduction of the agenda will also make a
significant contribution to the progress of the Union, and concerning the proposals, which you have submitted to my approval for this purpose, I merely assume that the accession by a congregation should not be considered to result in
its external merger with another congregation in the same place, but that such
an amalgamation of the two Union congregations for the formation of a parish,
where it seems desirable and practicable, must be carried out by free consent
and through special negotiations. Therefore, I authorize you to instruct the general superintendents, and respective spiritual authorities in the provinces where
there are no general superintendents, to act in an appropriate manner to ensure
that the breaking of the bread at the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, which is to
be regarded as a symbolic expression of adherence to the Union, whenever possible, be practiced in the congregations of their supervisory circle. The general
superintendents should also be advised to direct their attention and influence towards the abandonment by the clergy and congregations of the distinctive names
proper to the two evangelical confessions, without, however, prescribing specific
formalities, but, in general, resorting to the cooperation of the provincial authorities for all that is their duty. Concerning the other guidelines and rules governing
the procedure of the administrative authorities in this whole matter proposed
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in your report, namely, with regard to the employment of the clergy in non-Union congregations
and the elimination of difficulties caused by external interests that may oppose the Union here and
there, I consider them appropriate, and I authorize
you to give appropriate instructions to the relevant
authorities.”876
Having been empowered by the king to move
forward with the implementation of plans both
for the tercentenary celebrations and the Union,
Altenstein informed all superintendents and ecclesiastical administrations on May 5 concerning the coming celebration and the nature of the
Union.877 He stated that this jubilee celebration of
the presentation of the Augsburg Confession was important to both confessions and fitted very appropriately into the king’s plan to give new impetuous
to the Union of his subjects into a Union Church.
He went on to say that it would be the occasion
of great delight to his majesty were the tercentenary celebration to be marked by the introduction
everywhere of the new agenda, and he would be
expectantly awaiting reports conforming to his expectations. As soon as possible, the parishes should
Recommended form of
“breakable” Communion
determine to symbolize their agreement with the
bread for Westphalian clergy.
king’s purposes by celebrating the Lord’s Supper
Drawing by Superintendent
according to the Union liturgy and incorporating
Diederich Haver of Hagen,
September 1830 (Kampmann
into their celebration the solemn act of the break1991, 148).
ing of the bread. Furthermore, a most commendable and highly recommended way of celebrating
the occasion of the tercentenary and the Union
would be the determination of all clergy and congregations to eliminate forever
any further mention of their former identity as either “Lutheran” or “Reformed.”
Henceforth, they should refer to themselves and each other as “Evangelical.” This
should be implemented according to local conditions, and no formal instructions
876
877

Friedrich Wilhelm III’s cabinet order of April 30, 1830. Handbuch I 1846, 304-306.
“Berlin, den 5. Mai 1830. Ministerium der Geistlichen, Unterrichts- und MedizinalAngelegenheiten. v. Altenstein. An sämmtliche Herren General-Superintendenten und an
die Königl. Konsistorien zu Coblenz und Münster.” Annalen Bd. 14, H. 2 Apr. - Jun. 1830,
325-330; Handbuch I 1846, 300-304.

472

14. Final Implementation of the Prussian Union and Its Agenda

would be issued concerning the manner of its implementation. The kind of bread
to be used in the Supper would remain as before, and the manner of its being
broken should be determined as deemed appropriate. As to the use hosts and
their proper form, instructions would be forthcoming.878
Altenstein also addressed practical concerns which congregations would need
to consider when joining the Union. There were financial questions that might
create obstacles for some congregations and pastors since parish income and
clergy stipends were matters of concern. It was feared that the decision to join the
Union might be greeted in some congregations with an exodus of members and
the end of their financial support.
Altenstein stated that if all congregations in a given area joined the Union,
there would be no changes in membership because no change in confession
would be involved. If a parishioner was granted permission to receive the Sacrament or any pastoral act in a congregation other than his own, this would not free
him from the obligation to financially support his own congregation. Altenstein
considered that newcomers, both Lutheran and Reformed, to an area would naturally gravitate to the congregation with the lowest dues and charges. To overcome this difficulty, he stated that such persons must pay their fees and dues
according to the rates of the next congregation, less favorably placed than the one
they have chosen. Pastors should explain to new members that they did not personally benefit from this higher charge but the amount they paid over and above
the annual dues would go to the congregation’s treasury.
In cases where not all congregations in a given area join the Union, members
of the non-Union congregation, who wished to do so, could be allowed to join the
Union congregation, however, they must continue to pay dues to their original
congregation. If and when more than fifty percent of the members of the congregation were pledged to the Union, that congregation may then be considered a
Union congregation, and negotiations should be initiated to make this new affiliation official and perhaps even to amalgamate with a neighboring congregation of different confession. However, in any case, anyone who wished to retain
his confession should be permitted to receive the Lord’s Supper according to the
liturgy of that confession.
If, and this appeared to Altenstein to be caused simply by “external interests,”
a person should indicate that he wanted to leave a Union congregation and join
a congregation of a definite confession, this would have to be allowed, but again
it would need to be determined that this was not done for financial reasons. To
assure this, it would be required that this individual must pay the equivalent to
the fees paid in the most expensive congregation in that area. The action of leav878
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ing the Union was regarded by Altenstein as clearly not caused by conscience but
simply evidence of “unfair stubbornness” and “selfish” motives. Therefore, the
whole process should be made as difficult as possible so that any migration out
of the Union congregations would be strongly discouraged. Nothing should be
allowed to retard the progress of the Union.
Previously, reception of the Sacrament in a congregation was regarded as a
confessional act by which one indicated his adherence to one particular confession and his rejection of others. This was commonly understood to be the meaning of Article 42 in the section on “Church Societies” of the Prussian Law Code.
However, this interpretation could not be allowed to stand. With the creation of
the Union Church, the reception of Communion was no longer to be regarded
as a confessional act, and the reception of the Lord’s Supper was no longer to be
considered an act of adherence to a particular confession. This new understanding would do much to promote the acceptance of the Union.
In some places, progress toward the merger of Lutheran and Reformed congregations had been slowed because of financial concerns and problems. Altenstein
considered that these would be solved through the negotiations of the concerned
parties, and each case should be considered on its own merits and not on the
basis of some arbitrary general rule. If it should happen that the more prosperous congregation did not wish to provide any financial assistance to the poorer
congregation, the poorer congregation in the merger negotiations might resort
to other means to redress the difference, such as the elimination of a superfluous
clergy position, or communal, ecclesiastical, or state funding. In the latter case,
Altenstein stated that the king had already made funds available to him to deal
with such situations, and he would be willing to entertain properly motivated requests and offer some assistance. He again stated that as a matter of law, it would
be assured that no congregation would lose any of its endowments, gifts, or other
privileges as a result of joining the Union.
Finally, Altenstein noted that the king had advised him to place pastors in
the congregations under the sovereign’s patronage without regard to their confessional preferences but to do so in a manner that would not cause undue dissatisfaction or agitation. It should go without saying that regardless of their own
confessional preferences, pastors assigned to such congregations would act in
accordance with the customary practices and traditions of those congregations.879
879

Ministerial rescript of May 5, 1830, concerning the promotion of the Union. “His Majesty
the King has deigned by the all-highest cabinet order from the 4th of the previous month to
announce to the undersigned Ministry that it seems expedient to His Majesty to combine
the forthcoming jubilee of the Augsburg Confession with further steps by which the salutary
work of the Union, for which the voices of so many benevolent people have been heard for
so long, may be brought closer to completion in the spirit of the decree of September 27,
1817. Recognizing the importance of the matter and also convinced that the third secular
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What the king was, in fact, saying in his 1830 cabinet order was that he had
celebration of the presentation of the Augsburg Confession, which is so important for both
evangelical confessions, is a desirable and appropriate occasion to further advance the
cause of the Union by means of a new and general impetus in the whole in accordance
with the highest intention of His Majesty, the Ministry dealt with the consideration of the
principles and measures by which a new motivation for the salutary work of the Union
might be appropriately combined with this celebration. The matter was then presented to
His Majesty the King for all-highest approval, and what His Majesty has deigned to decide
can be found in the all-highest cabinet order from the 30th of the previous month which is
attached for information. As a postscript, His Majesty deigned to add with his hand that
it would be particularly gratifying if the Union rite of the Lord’s Supper, where it had not
yet been introduced, took place during the forthcoming celebration, and that His Majesty
would await the next report on where it was applied.
Following the command of His Majesty, the undersigned Ministry hereby not only acts
appropriately to ensure that in the congregations of your supervisory circle at the celebration
of the Lord’s Supper the breaking of the bread, which is a symbolic expression of joining the
Union, should come into use as soon as possible but also directs your attention and your
influence towards the abandonment of the distinctive names “Reformed and Lutheran”
inherent to the two evangelical confessions and their exchange for the designation
“Evangelical” by the clergy and congregations. However, as no special formality is to
be prescribed for this act, the manner how it must be accomplished is left to the choice
according to the circumstances.
The question of the bread, which until now has been common in every congregation at
the distribution of the Lord’s Supper, must according to another all-highest decision of
His Majesty be suspended, but an appropriate form must be chosen in which the breaking
can be done in a proper manner. The Ministry, therefore, reserves the right to inform you
concerning the shape of the oblate that will be appropriate for this.
So that the church, pastor, etc., do not lose their income in cases where several congregations
of originally different confessions exist side by side in the same place with different charges
and fees, and on the other hand, that economic considerations be not an incentive to refuse
to join the Union or to oppose a merger with another congregation, the following should
be taken into account:
a) The case when all the congregations in the area, originally belonging to different
confessions, joined the Union in the above sense by accepting the Union rite. As a result,
the former parochial association remains unchanged, and all former members of a
congregation remain so, since joining the Union is not a change of confession, much less
mandatory. Therefore, even though a member of one congregation may be allowed to
join the other in the performance of ecclesiastical acts, his duties towards the former must
remain unchanged. If foreign Lutheran or Reformed persons reside in such a place, it is up
to them to choose which congregation they want to join. But for the pecuniary interest to
have no influence, they must pay their fees and church dues according to the rates of the
next congregation, less favorably placed than the one they have chosen, and then what
they pay more compared to the usual surplice fees, goes to the church treasury, not to the
clergy. This prerequisite should be communicated to them in the form of a clause by the
clergyman of the congregation they choose, so instructions for clergy in such places will
also be provided later.
b) In the case when not all congregations in the area join the Union, the following
administrative rules must be stipulated. If the congregation of confession A has joined
the Union but the congregation of confession B does not, individual members of the
congregation wishing to join the congregation A may be admitted but only on the condition
that they remain accountable to the congregation B in terms of dues and fees until they are in
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determined that everyone had had more than enough time to voluntarily accept
his new agenda. Those who still held back from accepting it obviously needed the
proper impetuous to adopt it. If any should prove so stubborn as to continue their
the minority. But as soon as they reach a majority, congregation B should also be considered
a Union, and then, by free consent and through special negotiations, a decision must be
made whether they exist on their own or whether they want to merge with congregation A.
In either case, care must be taken to ensure that individuals opposed to the Union receive
the Lord’s Supper according to their previous rite.
If a member of a congregation that adheres the Union prefers to apply to the non-Union
congregation of the other confession rather than remain with his confession, he should not
be prevented from doing so, but in order to nullify the pecuniary interest, it should be
ensured that such a member, who has joined to the non-Union congregation of another
confession, pays his dues and fees at the rates of a less favorably placed congregation,
which, again, should not go to the pastor but to the church treasury of the newly elected
congregation. Such reprehensible efforts, however, which usually arise from unfair
stubbornness and selfishness, must be thwarted to the greatest extent possible by other
precautionary measures so that they do not counteract the Union.
In part, this can be expediently achieved if due care is taken to ensure that participation
in the Lord’s Supper in an evangelical congregation of another confession is no longer
regarded as a sign of conversion to that confession. Otherwise, the provision of § 42, Part
II, Section 11 of General State Laws can no longer be applied here, since according to the
principles of the Union, the act of the Lord’s Supper should no longer be considered as a
difference between the two evangelical confessions, and there are no other ecclesiastical
acts of such a difference between them.
In addition, if the relationship between the two congregations of different confessions
that joined the Union is complicated by obstacles resulting from the differences in charges
and fees to which the congregations in question are obliged, the solution to the problem
should always be based on a case-by-case basis and always by negotiation. If the more
favorably placed congregation is unwilling to shoulder on itself or on its first, second,
and third descendants the burden and fee rates of the laden congregation, then there is
no other solution but to ensure equality and to cover the deficit in another way, namely,
either at the expense of the salaries of the preaching positions, which become superfluous
and redundant as a result of the amalgamation, or by a subsidy from the appropriate
communal and ecclesiastical funds, or, finally, by the use of state funds. In the latter case,
His Majesty has deigned to place a certain amount at the disposal of the Minister, from
which, in response to duly motivated requests by the relevant administrative authority,
the necessary amount will be allocated depending on the circumstances. To ensure that the
implementation of the Union is not impeded by any concerns of individual congregations
due to their prior enjoyment of funds, donations, or otherwise acquired benefits associated
with the Reformed or Lutheran confession, His Majesty decided by means of a legal order
from the 30th of the previous month, which will come to the public attention through a
collection of laws, to determine that no one should be allowed to withhold or withdraw a
Reformed or Lutheran congregation as well as an ecclesiastical or secular church or school
position of their rights over any reason arising out of joining the Union.
By order of His Majesty, it is also recommended that governments disregard the Reformed
or Lutheran confessions when filling evangelical pastorates under the sovereign’s patronage
as long as this can be done without arousing discontent in the congregation; it goes without
saying, however, that the person to be employed must conform to the usual customs of
those congregations that have not yet joined the Union. [etc.]” Annalen Bd. 14, H. 2 Apr. Jun. 1830, 325-330; Handbuch I 1846, 300-304.
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Silver medal commemorating the tercentenary of the presentation of the Augsburg Confession
by K. R. Krüger, Kingdom of Saxony. The busts of Luther, Johann the Steadfast, and Philipp
Melanchthon side by side. On the reverse side: Emperor Charles V receives the Confession
from Chancellor Bayer of Saxony. “This is a Confession which, with the help of God, can also
stand against the gates of hell. June 25, 1530.”

unreasonable opposition to the new agenda, they would need to suffer whatever
unpleasant consequences they would be bringing upon themselves. None of this
was stated in so many words; it did not need to be. In addition, henceforth the
new agenda and the Union of the Reformed and Lutheran Churches would be inexorably linked together and the breaking of the bread at the consecration would
be and remain the demonstrable sign of it. Altenstein’s rescript made it clear that
those who wished to remain confessional Lutheran would face great difficulty in
carrying through their resolution. In cases where Lutherans or Reformed wished
to sever their relationship with Union congregations and join strictly confessional
congregations, that process would involve excessive payments.
The king’s cabinet order to his minister did not provoke any widespread or determined outcry. The administration of the territorial churches was entirely in the
hands of the state and opposition to state programs was less than likely to appear.
Individuals and congregations could be easily dealt with on an individual basis.
To the king, it seemed as though his dream was becoming a reality; June 25, the
anniversary day of the presentation of the Augsburg Confession, would now celebrate the effective demise of the Augsburg Confession as a confessional document.
One could continue to honor it and heap praises on it, but under no circumstances
was its contents to be given much serious consideration.
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1 5 . Opp o s i t i o n t o t h e Un i o n
and Its A g enda b y C o nfess i o nal
L u t h e r ans i n S i les i a

1 5 . 1 T h e B o l d Stand o f Jo ha n n Got t f ried Sc h eibel
A g a i n s t the K i ng’s P l ans
It might be expected that among the
Lutherans many clergy would voice
strong protests, but in fact, in spite of
scattered grumbling here and there,
there was only one pastor who effectively raised his voice against the Union
and the agenda. He was Johann Gottfried
Scheibel, professor of theology at the
University of Breslau and pastor secundarius (Germ. “Diakonus”) at St. Elisabeth
Church in Breslau, Silesia.
On October 1 and 2, 1822, a Silesian
provincial synod was convened with fifty
superintendents and pastors present, as
well as professors of the Breslau faculty,
for the internal unification of the Lutheran
and Reformed Churches. From the beginning, it was not altogether clear just what
Union might mean to the Silesians. There
were before 1810 only seven Reformed
parishes in the entire province.880 The
Johann Gottfried Scheibel
(Wikimedia Commons).
consistory and the Breslau faculty first insisted that the doctrinal discussions must
take place, because a union would be impossible without a theological basis and an agreement concerning the doctrines of
distinction. However, after considering the theological differences, it was decided
to form “a common evangelical norm” with the view that the remaining distinct
880

There were the following Reformed congregations in the Province of Silesia: Anhalt in the
district of Pless, Breslau, Friedrichsgrätz with affiliate in Sacken, Friedrichstabor, Glogau,
Hussinetz, Plümkenau. Anders 1867, 56.
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positions of both confessions could not be treated as contradicting the truth of the
Gospel. All such differences were assigned to the category of evangelical freedom
of faith and conscience.881
The synod was almost unanimous in its decisions. Only Scheibel dissented
and protested. He stated publicly that only on the unanimous doctrinal basis a
new evangelical union could be built. The king’s proposal did not point toward a
proper doctrinal union.882
Friedrich Wilhelm III himself was somewhat concerned about the lack of enthusiasm of the Silesians concerning his call for acceptance of the Union agenda.
The fact that by 1827 only 235 out of 744 pastors in Silesia were willing to use the
new agenda would appear to indicate that a number of them wished to maintain
their Lutheran identity.883 However, after the appearance in 1829 of the Silesian edition of the agenda, the new Union liturgy came to be seen as acceptable and was
eventually adopted throughout the province, although a few continued to resist.

15.1.1 Scheibel’s C ritique of th e Ag e n d a
Scheibel’s critique of the Union agenda and its liturgy was quite different from
the criticisms offered by others. Their criticisms dealt largely with individual parts of
the liturgy and did not deal much with theological concerns. Scheibel examined the
divine service and the pastoral acts minutely, and his criticisms dealt with substantive
theological issues. He stated that although the services still retained the outward appearance of the Lutheran liturgy, the forms themselves had lost their Lutheran character. They no longer conveyed the church’s faith in such matters as the Lord’s Supper,
original sin, Satan, and the communion of attributes of Christ’s divine and human natures. He observed the book’s characteristic dependence on the liturgies of the Church
of England, which he described as the “English Reformed Church,” and its Book of
Common Prayer which he called the “English Reformed Agenda.”
What was most obviously lacking in the Union agenda was Lutheran specificity
concerning the benefit of the means of grace. Scheibel gave numerous examples,
showing that the king had drained Lutheran prayers and exhortations of Lutheran
content and replaced them with generalities and abstractions. Others complained
loudly about the inclusion of the exorcism in Baptism, stating that it was a move
back towards ignorant superstition. Scheibel complained that it was not a proper
exorcism at all. It neither addressed the devil personally nor commanded him to
depart; it replaced the traditional exorcism with a general indicative statement:
881
882
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“Let the spirit of the unclean give way to the Holy Spirit.”884 The king’s insistence
that the service ought not to go beyond one hour was thought by Scheibel to be
rather ludicrous since a good comedy required the audience’s rapt attention for
some three or four hours. He suggested that the inclusion in the agenda of a diagram of the altar was superfluous since it could hardly be that there was anywhere
a pastor who did not know how it ought to be arranged. So too, comments about
choirs without organ accompaniment were to Scheibel clearly nothing but an imitation of English and Swiss practice, uncommon among Lutherans. Going through
the liturgy part by part he showed that it only appeared to be based upon the old
Lutheran agendas of Brandenburg and other Lutheran churches. Its theology was
clearly foreign – from Rome, England, Switzerland, and elsewhere. It was his contention that those who wished to be Lutheran could hardly accept this agenda as
suitable, regardless of the king’s claims that it was based on Reformation orders.885
It was obvious that the king’s real purpose was not to provide a Lutheran service
but to entice Lutherans into Union and strip them of their confessional identity. Acceptance of this new rite would be a clear violation of Lutheran consciences.
In September 1828, the agenda commission of the Silesian church finally met
to prepare a Silesian edition of the Berlin agenda. When Scheibel stated that
he wished to make a statement for the record before the forum, he was denied
the opportunity to do so by Breslau Superintendent and pastor primarius of
St. Elisabeth Church, Samuel Gottlob Tscheggey. He, therefore, prepared on September 25 a written statement to Minister Altenstein of his concerns.
Scheibel declared that in the Lutheran Church all regulations concerning the
worship of God, whether they be statements of doctrine or religious instruction,
must accord to the word of God and the symbolical books as the church confesses
them. The king had attested to this as was evident in the Prussian Law Code, and
the religious freedom of the church had been acknowledged and confirmed by him
in his own oath of homage. However, his Berlin agenda did not meet the requirements of this confessional standard or of the word of God itself, and therefore it
did not meet the requirements for use as the divine service book of the Lutheran
Church. Furthermore, its certification had not been obtained by means of the approved procedures of the church, that is, through the combined consultative work
of the clergy and the congregations. From the standpoint of history, it did not meet
the criteria of the historic church orders of the Reformation era. Despite all efforts
to make it look Lutheran by incorporating into it modifications and supplements, it
was still true that its origin was not Lutheran, and for this reason, it could not be approved or made use of in public worship. Regardless of the consultative vote which
had been taken, the facts concerning its origin could not be alerted. The consulta884
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tive vote had followed a supreme mandate by which the king arbitrarily enforced
his will. This was comparable to a constitutive archiepiscopacy after the manner of
the Roman papacy. Even if the agenda were in its contents similar to a Lutheran
service book, the fact was that it still contained material that was meant for use by
Reformed and united congregations. Thus, the book was a devious and cloaked attempt to entice Lutheran congregations away from their faith.
“Is it not therefore obvious and above all a sublime contradiction that the main
tendency of this agenda is to introduce a Union – and indeed, what any attempt
at union aims at – to make the Lutherans Reformed?”886
Against this Scheibel was compelled to protest. Even if a Lutheran Lord’s Supper formulary were to be added, as had been done in Pomerania, the agenda itself
would still retain its goal – it was to be used in both Reformed and Lutheran congregations and lead them to conformation in the Union. Even though an agenda
could be classified as an adiaphoron, Scheibel stated that he could not allow himself to approve it, lest others were to gain the impression that he had joined the
Union or was initiating a movement toward it. Just as the “Wittenberg agenda”887
could never serve as a supplement to the Roman missal and breviary, so too,
parts from Lutheran agendas could not serve as supplement to the Union agenda.
As regards the form of the divine service, the Silesian church was in need of no
other form than that which it already possessed. It might be said that the recommendation of the Silesian agenda commission that one could use the old liturgy
on the ordinary occasions but that church festivals and special occasions required
886
887

Scheibel I 1834, 117.
The “Wittenberg agenda,” known to the nineteenth century Breslau Lutherans, was not
necessarily the 1559, 1565, or 1566 “Wittenberg agenda” of Philipp Melanchthon, printed
again in 1594 for use in the Duchy of Liegnitz in Silesia (Kirchenordnung 1559; Kirchenordnung
1565; Kirchenordnung 1566, Kirchenordnung 1594. Melanchthon’s “Wittenberg agenda” was,
in fact, the Mecklenburg church order of 1554, together with provisions for examination
and ordination of candidates provided by Melanchthon. By that time, the term “Wittenberg
agenda” was being used more comprehensively to include also the agendas of the Saxon
family which had flowed forth from Luther’s liturgical works and the 1539/1540 agenda
of Duke Heinrich. By the seventeenth century, Duke Heinrich’s agenda had grown into
the Complete Church Book (Vollständiges Kirchenbuch) which was first printed in 1668 and
reprinted again in 1681, 1692, 1697, 1707, 1718, 1731, 1743, 1748, and 1771 (Vollständiges
Kirchenbuch 1771). The continued use of this book was indicative of the determination
of the Breslau churches to continue the use of Duke Heinrich’s Saxon rite in Silesian
congregations. Yet another Complete Church Book was made use of in St. Elisabeth’s Church.
This book, too, was Saxon in origin, but it followed the tradition of the 1626 Saxe-Coburg
agenda (Ordnung 1626). It was prepared by Erdmann Rudolf Fischer, senior pastor and
archivist at Coburg, and was published in 1747 by the St. Moritz printing concern in Coburg
and Leipzig (Vollständiges Kirchen-Buch 1747). Johann Gottfried Scheibel identified three
books in the library of St. Elisabeth Church in Breslau as representatives of the “Wittenberg
agenda.” They were the 1681 and 1718 editions of the Leipzig Complete Church Book and the
1747 Complete Church Book of the Saxe-Coburg family (Scheibel I 1834, 201-203).
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the new agenda, would be to introduce it surreptitiously and to play games with
holy things in a liturgy which sometimes looked Lutheran, sometimes Reformed,
and on other times even Roman. To do this would be to turn the church into a theater and the altar of Jesus Christ into a stage. Scheibel went on to say that for him
it was the same as performing tragedies and heroic works on church festivals. “I
have never been a comedian and believe that I will never act out a tragedy at the
altar of Jesus Christ on Good Friday or a heroic opera at Easter.”888 Members of
the Reformed Church had no more right to ask Lutherans to alter their liturgy
than they had to ask Roman Catholics to alter their canonical hours. Having said
all this, Scheibel concluded by asking respectively that he be permitted to keep
his ordination vows inviolate and continue to use the old liturgy of his church.
“I must, therefore, reverently ask to grant my conscience permission to steadfastly observe my ordination oath, sworn to the Lord of all lords at his altar, and
my vocational responsibility, received from the fathers of the congregation, and
to abide by the Wittenberg agenda which has been approved with gracious permission of his Majesty and introduced for use in local churches.”889
True to his word, when the territorial editions of the Union agenda appeared
in 1829, Scheibel remained firmly opposed. He was firmly convinced that the
Communion service was neither Lutheran nor acceptable for use by Lutherans.
He was unimpressed by the options and footnotes granting this or that modification or change. He declared that such matters were insubstantial and in no way
turned a non-Lutheran service into one acceptable for Lutheran use. It was clear
that the king had no intention of allowing any substantive changes, even if these
changes were seemingly very minor, such as the return to “Vater unser” from
“Unser Vater” which was unfamiliar to Lutheran mouths and ears. Some might
be impressed by the alternative distribution formulas, but it was still not made
clear what was being taken and eaten. The exorcism formula in baptism referred
to a devil who had no ears and therefore could not be directly addressed and ordered to leave. Scheibel quoted a learned theologian as saying: “Either the devil
is there in which case he must be driven out, or he is not there in which case he
cannot be driven out. One cannot have it both ways.”890 He was similarly unimpressed by the footnote which permitted the pastor to avoid mentioning the “evil
one, his works and ways” and substitute it with “do you renounce evil and all
ungodliness” in the baptismal scrutinies. He declared that such an agenda was
lukewarm, neither hot nor cold, and fitted only to be spit out of the mouth. He
certainly had no intention of ever using it in any church.891
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15.1.2 T he Adop tion of th e U n ion A g e n d a
by Most of th e Siles ian Clergy
By March 15, 1830, the consistory of Silesia and General Superintendent Johann
Gottfried Bobertag were issuing general directives concerning the use of the new
agenda. These directives stated that where the agenda had already been introduced,
its use should continue unchanged. (1) The wish was expressed that it would be
good if it were introduced everywhere on the same day, June 27, the Third Sunday
after Trinity. (2) It was further suggested that in rural congregations with only a
single pastor, the abbreviated liturgy could be used on ordinary Sundays and the
fuller divine service be reserved for the high feasts. In any case, the creed, probably Luther’s the creedal hymn, “We All Believe in One True God,” should always
be sung by the congregation, and the chief hymn immediately before the sermon
should retain its proper place. When there was special music, this should be put
between the creed and the hymn. The hymn commemorating the departed should
follow the sermon, so as not to interrupt the unity of the service. In cities where the
altar service was conducted by a single liturgist, the liturgical rule called for the
entire divine service to be used, and the church music should remain in its proper
order. (3) In places where the agenda had not yet been introduced, the pastor could
after the sermon allow the singing of one or more stanzas of a hymn, particularly
on feast days and other festal occasions. He might also conclude the sermon with a
free prayer to be followed by the intercessions, thanksgivings, and announcements.
The prayer of the church should, in any case, retain its usual place. (4) Where it
had earlier been the custom to sing the Tersanctus, “Holy is our God, etc.,” at the
Lord’s Supper, this practice could continue. The hymn “O Christ, Thou Lamb of
God” might also be sung to introduce the communion of the people. (5) The pious
practice of blessing women after childbirth might also continue using the old order.
The letter of instruction, signed by High President von Merckel, concluded
with instructions concerning the two forms, bound and unbound, in which the
new Silesian edition of the agenda was available and the prices being asked for
each of them. A regular unbound edition could be purchased for ten silver groschen and an unbound woven paper edition for one thaler. Binding was offered
by the consistory at an additional cost.
Merckel stated in glowing terms that the introduction of the new agenda was
proceeding without any hindrances, and indeed, there was no reason why any
should oppose it since it was the fruit of the labor of fellow Silesians. To his mind,
the only possible obstacles were financial. He spoke to that problem on behalf of
the Silesian consistory, stating that the provincial authority could help in acquiring the book for poor congregations.892
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15.1.3 Sch eibel’s Ap p eal to the K in g a n d C h u rch O fficia ls
and Hi s Subs equen t Sus p en s io n
Most of the Silesian pastors and congregations did adopt the new agenda, a
fact which greatly pleased Merckel but made no positive impression on Scheibel
and other advocates of the Lutheran Confessions. To the superintendents and
consistory, Scheibel was like a sliver which was logged beneath the skin where it
could fester and infect. He would have to be dealt with.
On June 3, 1830, while the king was in Breslau, Scheibel addressed to him a letter in which he pledged the love and loyalty both of his congregation and himself
and stated with regret that it was simply impossible for him to approve or use the
new agenda and its Communion service, not least because its goal was to amalgamate Lutherans into a union with the Reformed but also because he desired to
keep the liturgy as it had been passed down to him from the old Wittenberg agenda. He noted that the Bohemian Brethren, Mennonites, Jews, and others were permitted to worship according to their own forms, and they, as faithful Lutherans,
were asking nothing more than to be allowed to do the same. He asked also that
the king permit him an audience while he was in Breslau.893
The king regarded Scheibel’s letter as insulting in tone. He had not only attacked the agenda but also the king’s dreams of the Union. Of course, there was
no possibility that he would allow a personal meeting with this recalcitrant pastor
who was convinced that he alone was right and that hundreds of other pastors
were wrong. High President Merckel was given the task of answering Scheibel’s
letter, and he did so within twenty-four hours, on June 4, 1830.
Merckel wrote that the king found Scheibel’s letter perplexing and somewhat
alarming in what it said about the Wittenberg agenda and the relationship of
the new agenda to it. He was speaking in strange terms as though he and others
were being coerced. Merckel reminded Scheibel that the new agenda for Silesia
was the product of much work and many consultations, and it seemed strange
to think that he alone was correct. He needed to curb his passions and consider
seriously the position he was taking against the Union and recognize that his first
responsibility was in the fear of God to love, honor, and obey his king and respect
his laws and ordinances not only by his personal actions but also in his preaching
and public speech. He could be assured that the king did not intend to allow his
agenda to be altered and that Scheibel would need to accept it without making
any changes to it. Finally, he stated that should Scheibel’s undertaking of this
well-intentioned purpose somehow be missed by him, General Superintendent
Bobertag had been instructed to take up this matter with him and report back.894
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Scheibel responded boldly on June 8 that the agenda, and especially the understanding of the Lord’s Supper in it, stood in contradiction to the confessional
writings of the Lutheran Church as well as the personal writings of Luther. He
could not and would not deny the position that he had stated in his definitive
statement of October 5, 1828, nor could he under any circumstances support a
union that was contrary to the faith of the church. He noted that Lutherans do not
unthinkingly make their confession or follow their confessional writings blindly and without due consideration. At the same time, the pressure to accept the
Union and the agenda represented a violation of the strict boundary between the
“kingdom of Caesar” and the “kingdom of God.” It was true that Caesar must be
rendered what was his own, but what belongs to God must be rendered to God
alone. In case of a conflict between them, one must follow God rather than Caesar.
In his congregation, there would be no declaration for the agenda and the Union
on June 25.895
Subsequently, on June 15, Scheibel was summoned to appear before Merckel
for personal interview. The stenographic record shows that in the face of unrelenting pressure from Merckel, the most important political figure in Silesia,
Scheibel stood his ground.
In the face of Merckel’s contention that Scheibel had no biblical grounds for
his opposition to the agenda and the Union, Scheibel replied that the symbolical books, which were based entirely upon the witness of the Scriptures, clearly
showed that both were unbiblical. He stated that he had not come to these conclusions hastily and pridefully but had studied the matter carefully over a period of
no less than thirteen years and had shared his conclusions with other theologians.
In answer to the question concerning just what was unscriptural in the new agenda, Scheibel immediately pointed to the Lord’s Supper and its prayers, stating
that they were not in accord with the Lutheran doctrine. Now Merckel accused
Scheibel of sectarianism, saying that what was important was to be a Christian.
“Oh! what Lutheran? It is about Christianity. We must be Christians. Lutheran
is a party name.” He snorted that, apparently, Scheibel thought that Luther was
infallible. He said that Luther was not infallible, he was only a man. In response,
Scheibel replied that he was more than just a man, he was a true servant of Jesus. It
was clear to Scheibel that the king was obviously a better theologian than Luther
himself since he thought it was quite alright to change Luther’s words in the postCommunion collect to remove any specific reference to the gift of Christ’s body
and blood and insert a more general statement about grace and true heavenly
food. When Merckel tried to silence Scheibel by stating that he was making much
of language usage, Scheibel reminded him that proper language usage was a very
895
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important principle in the Reformation. Merckel then tried to accuse Scheibel of
preaching hatred against the Reformed. Scheibel asked him to show where in his
sermons he had shown such hatred. Merckel could only reply that he had refused
fellowship with the Reformed. Scheibel replied that this was simply a biblical
position. Merckel said: “But it is hateful.” Scheibel replied that brotherly love in
the congregation demanded that he speak the truth. Merckel rather facetiously
asked whether by his refusal to accept the new agenda he was not arrogantly assuming for himself the position of bishop in the congregation. Scheibel answered
that pastors are messengers of God who in the place of Christ beseech the congregation to be reconciled to God. Merckel finally stated that if Scheibel did not
accept the agenda, he would have to leave the ministry. Scheibel answered that
he could only do what his conscience demands and that the ministry depended
not upon Merckel and his government but upon the congregation.896
That same day Merckel sent to the Breslau city magistrate a request that
Scheibel be suspended because of his utter disregard for the April 4 cabinet order
and his subsequent unwillingness to accept and introduce the new agenda and
declare his support for the Union. On June 17, General Superintendent Bobertag
wrote to Scheibel that he should appear before him in his residence the next day.
According to the minutes of that meeting, which was signed by Scheibel and
Bobertag on June 21, no agreement could be reached. Scheibel was steadfast in
maintaining his opposition to the new agenda, which he characterized as contrary to the Scriptures and Lutheran doctrine, and he refused to change his negative stance against the Union. In his church, it would be the Wittenberg agenda
which lay on the altar on June 25.897
It was evident that if Scheibel were permitted to celebrate the 25th of June, as
he said, by using the old agenda, the effect would be very negative. The whole
tone of the celebration would be ruined. On June 18, Superintendent Tscheggey
of Breslau made one last attempt to bring Scheibel into line. It was, of course,
unsuccessful. Scheibel would not accept the new liturgy nor would he honor
the Union. Tscheggey summarily ended the interview declaring that he and the
city magistrate were suspending Scheibel from the ministry for the next fourteen
days. During this period, he would not be permitted to exercise any function of
his pastoral office, excepting the Communion of the Sick.898
At this time, Silesia was in the midst of preparations for the celebration of the
tercentenary of the presentation of the Augsburg Confession. On May 31, Merckel
addressed the Silesian clergy as his true brothers and stated piously that the anniversary of the Augsburg Confession was indeed of great significance for the whole
896
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Evangelical Church and an occasion of great joy because it gave proof to the fact
that the Evangelical Church acknowledged the Holy Scriptures as the only clear
source and ground of Christian verity. It was indeed unfortunate that after the
Reformation this one Evangelical Church had split into two parties and there had
followed a most lamentable and painful period of separation and division down
to the present time. Now, however, the breach had been healed through the efforts of a venerable and noble king who had been led by God to experience in his
heart the power of the gospel and to take hold that vision of a united Evangelical
Church. He had given to the church both a form of divine service, which brought
together these two formerly divided churches into a single form of faith based on
the divine word, and he had also caused both churches to joyfully proclaim this
unifying word leaving former divisions behind. Now the time had come for the
church to move forward bringing the Union to its goal and completion. The past
must be forgotten, Merckel stated. Even the names “Lutheran” and “Reformed”
must be left behind for they were divisive and unworthy to be used by those who
were now united into a single Evangelical Church. As a sign of this Union, the
clergy must follow the example of their Lord by breaking the bread in the Lord’s
Supper and thereby symbolically declaring their acceptance of the Union. Directives would follow concerning the form and nature of the communion bread.
Consideration would also be given to the larger Reformed congregations as well
as the few members of that confession who were scattered abroad. They too
would need to be made a part in this evangelical fellowship, and it would be up
to the brother clergy in the deaneries to seek to win them to the acceptance of the
Union agenda. He noted as well that by the end of June he would need to report
to the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs concerning which congregations had accepted
the agenda and those which had declared themselves ready to do so.899
The next day, June 1, Merckel passed to the clergy the instructions which he
had received from the Ministry concerning the tercentenary events and their appropriate solemn celebration. On Sunday, June 20, pastors would need to read
from their pulpits the instructions concerning the celebration observances. The
celebration would begin on the evening of June 24, and on the following day,
there would be divine services both in the morning and in the evening. The liturgical form of the divine service would follow the new agenda with the special
provisions provided by the king for this occasion. Prayers and verses appropriate
to the celebration were to be chosen by the pastors from the agenda and inserted
in the appropriate places in the liturgy. The epistle of the day was to be Hebrews 13:7-8, and the gospel was to be John 10, 12-16. After the sermon, Luther’s
German “Te Deum laudamus” (“Lord God, Thy Praise We Sing”) was to be sung,
899
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and following it, the Lord’s Supper should be celebrated. It was noted that on the
following Sunday a special sermon to teach the young concerning the importance of this occasion was to be read. In their sermons, the clergy were to speak
in very positive terms concerning the presentation of the Augsburg Confession in
1530 as well as the contents, significance, and effect of it. Nothing was to be said
which in any way might be regarded as offensive or insulting to any other Christian confession in general and the Roman Catholic Church in particular. Merckel
also corrected statements concerning the Third Sunday after Trinity which he
had mentioned in his March 15 circular letter to the clergy as the Sunday for the
introduction of the agenda. This must now be changed so that the introduction
would come two days before, June 25.900
On June 10, Bobertag announced that information had arrived on May 3 concerning the form of the bread to be used for the Lord’s Supper. This bread was
obtainable through the Bese bakery in Berlin and should replace that already in
use in parishes that were accustomed to using hosts (Germ. “oblaten”). If congregations had already introduced the new ceremony of the breaking of the bread,
as it was hoped they had already done, they should now make use of the bread
available from Bese in Berlin.901
On June 11, the residents of Breslau were informed by a leaflet prepared and
signed by Superintendent Tscheggey and other leading church officials and addressed to the congregations of his diocese that all members of the Evangelical
Church of good will should now see the accomplishment of that for which they
had so long been longing, namely, the uniting of the Reformed and Lutheran
confessions into a single Evangelical Church. This would now bring to an end
any notion that the Christian faith was riddled with contradictory viewpoints
and opinions. The new agenda had been prepared as the best way in which this
freeing and uniting work could be accomplished. He added that it must be understood that nothing in the faith would be changed and no articles of the confessions had been altered. He stated that all Christian men of good will would recognize this as an appropriate way in which to celebrate the 300th anniversary of the
presentation of the Augsburg Confession with a common celebration of the Lord’s
Supper according to the ritual of the breaking of the bread in a manner in which
the Lord himself had celebrated that ritual so meaningfully. The divisive names
“Lutheran” and “Reformed” were no longer to be spoken or heard, but instead
one would speak only on the Evangelical Church of the Union.902
St. Elisabeth Church, where Scheibel formerly had preached and celebrated
the Lord’s Supper until his suspension, was now designated the principal site
900
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for the celebration of the Union. As one writer put it, it was as though there was
anesthesia in the air with almost everyone had breathed in as the celebration of
the anniversary began on June 24. However, at the home of Pastor Scheibel those
who had pledged to remain true to the faith of Augsburg Confession gathered to
confess their faith. They announced that they would remain true to the faith of
their fathers, and Scheibel inscribed their names on a special list. This signaled
the first beginnings of an independent Lutheran Church in Prussia. There were
200-300 families whose names were included on the list, and among them were
theological candidates and younger pastors.903
On June 25, the chief day of the celebration, the new Union agenda was solemnly placed on the altar of St. Elisabeth Church, and a Union Communion service was held in which the Reformed clergy participated. Pastors Johann Friedrich
August Hagen and Karl Heinrich Rother distributed the bread, after which Reformed Pastor Johann Benjamin Wunster gave them Communion. The Reformed
pastor administered the cup. Scheibel later recalled that the whole event took
place under the watchful eye of the police. Those Lutherans who refused to participate gathered in a small hospital chapel where Pastor August Thiel preached.
So it was that the Union was introduced in Breslau.904
Long before his suspension, Scheibel had made it clear by his words and actions that he had no intention whatever of using the new agenda or of taking any
action which would indicate an acceptance of the Union of the Reformed and
Lutherans into one church. Therefore, Superintendent Tscheggey decided that it
would be impossible for him to allow Scheibel to return to St. Elisabeth Church.
Were he to do so, he would only cause trouble. On July 1, Tscheggey announced
that Scheibel’s suspension had been extended indefinitely until such time as his
royal highness might decide to lift it.905

15.1.4 T he Sup p ort for Sc h eibel in B re s la u
In the eyes of many who wished to remain Lutheran, Lutheranism appeared to
have lost its standing. Every Sunday the Lord’s Supper was to be celebrated and
distributed in a united manner, using the king’s agenda and the breaking of the
bread. It often happened that pastors would after this Union service return to the
sacristy and there commune in the Lutheran manner those who had registered
for Communion and announced their desire to receive it according to the old
Lutheran rite. So it was that many pastors appeared to be half Lutheran and half
903
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united. This gave credence to Scheibel’s statement that they had turned the holy
Lord’s Supper into a “game.”906
Those who were determined to remain Lutherans were willing to take whatever steps were necessary to ensure their legal existence as Lutheran Christians
in a church separate from the so-called “Evangelical Church of Prussia.” Among
them, three important Breslau residents assumed leadership. They were Prof.
Henrich Steffens and Prof. Eduard Huschke, both colleagues of Scheibel in the
University of Breslau, and Gustav Adolf Eduard von Haugwitz, an assessor of
the high territorial court for the Province of Silesia. As early as June 27, they and
eight other Lutheran leaders signed a petition addressed to the king, asking that
their group be granted recognition as a Lutheran congregation outside the Union.
They declared that they had found the faith of their Lutheran fathers to bring
them peace, comfort, confidence in God, and great joy both in life and in death
and a bulwark against false doctrine. They rejoiced that God had sent them a
faithful teacher, and divine services were marked by prayer and preaching, song,
and Sacrament according to the old Lutheran manner. They affirmed their pastor’s position concerning the new agenda, stating that the doctrine of the Lord’s
Supper was not adequately expressed in the new liturgy, and they preferred their
old liturgy which was marked by its clarity. They respectfully asked that their
pastor and teacher be restored to them and that he be permitted again to minister
among them as he had in the past. No response came from Berlin. Their request
fell on ears closed to their petition.907
After almost a month, they wrote again on July 26. They lamented that their
pastor and teacher was still under suspension, and again stated that they had no
desire to be a part of the Union Church. They desired only to remain steadfast
in the Augsburg Confession and all of its articles and to be permitted to worship
according to a pure Lutheran divine service. They did not want this to be understood to say that to be a member of the Reformed Church or a Union Evangelical Church was bereft of God’s blessings, however, they were themselves not
Reformed or Greek, or Roman Catholic, or united, and they wished to continue
firm in their Lutheran confession. That confession was not adequately or correctly expressed in the new agenda. The true Lutheran doctrine was expressed
in the Augsburg Confession, its Apology, the Schmalkald Articles, and the Formula of
Concord in which a line is clearly drawn between secular and spiritual authority
as well as between the proper authority and power of bishops and the misuse of
their authority. Furthermore, the new agenda was an important sign or identifying mark of the Union Church, and therefore, it was not usable by those who were
constrained by conscience to remain outside the Union. They repeated again that
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the Communion service in the new agenda did not properly support the church’s
scriptural doctrine of the Sacrament of the Altar, and they again respectfully
requested that freedom to worship, which the Prussian Law Code had always
guaranteed them, be granted. They noted particularly that the king had not used
the language of a forceful command or required an obligatory acceptance of the
agenda in his 1798 cabinet order and the April 19, 1829, preface to the agenda. In
the same way, he had always spoken of participation in the Union as thoroughly
voluntary. Again, Potsdam was silent.908
They sent a third letter to the king on August 30, this time a much shorter letter, stating that they had now waited for eight weeks every day hoping that word
would come from his majesty. The king must understand that this was an important matter and that there were over 1,000 people who wished to worship together
with an acceptable Lutheran agenda in a true Evangelical Lutheran congregation.
They noted that since the introduction of the new agenda in St. Elisabeth Church,
weekly Communion attendance has dropped from more than 100 communicants
to less than thirty or forty per Sunday. The pastor at St. Mary Magdalene Church
found it necessary to bemoan from the pulpit the previous Sunday that church
attendance was so poor. They wondered whether this might not be a result of
the weakening of faith which was the inevitable result when living worship was
replaced by empty lip-service and the Sacrament of the Altar was turned into a
mere outward ceremony? Once again no reply came from the king.909
Yet again on November 1, another petition was addressed by the Breslau Lutherans to the king. This one was more strongly worded and concerned matters
which were liturgical, sacramental, and deeply theological. The writers described
themselves as Christians who like other Christians put their faith in the eternal
word which assumed human flesh and dwelled among men. They described
themselves as a congregation which is the body of Christ not in some mere figurative or symbolical sense but essentially and literally, just as is plainly taught
in the Scriptures. In their divine service, as in every liturgical act, they desired
to be made ready and to draw near to the highest blessedness which man can
receive upon the earth, for in the Lord’s Supper the Lord prepares for himself
a priestly people and feeds them with his very body and gives them to drink
of his blood that they might partake of mysteries which are full of grace. They
went on to say that they desired to be made ready for blessing through baptism,
prayer, and sound doctrine. In such matters, there could be no room for doubts
and doctrinal error; here there must be certainty concerning what the Lord gives
and for what purpose he gives it. This had been the Lutheran confession since
the earliest days of the Reformation. Now this confession was being assailed by
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the errors of the present age, by unbelief and misbelief, by mysticism, fanaticism,
and pious sensibilities, none of which could serve as the foundation stone upon
which faith is built. Now they were being pushed away from their Lutheran altars. Parents were concerned about their children. They wanted them to receive
an unaltered baptism, such as their fathers had received. They wanted their children to be baptized by a pastor who had remained Lutheran. According to the
king’s cabinet order of February 23, 1802, newborn children should be baptized
within six weeks, and yet in Breslau, Lutherans were forced to wait far longer. So
too, bridal couples continued to wait for their pastor to speak over them the word
which would bless their nuptial union. All this was denied them; yet, all they
were asking was that the non-Union Church of the Augsburg Confession should be
allowed to stand freely beside the Union Evangelical Church so that the people
could hear from their own pastor their own confession and worship according to
the old Lutheran order. They asked that in the name of the Triune God the king
would grant them this mercy that they might receive the blessings for which they
longed.910 Again, the king remained silent.

15.1.5 Dis cip lin ary M eas ures A g a in s t Dis s id e n t C le rg y
and Par is h ion ers
The Breslau congregation of confessional Lutherans now had no altar, no pulpit, no font. Scheibel’s suspension continued in force despite his many pleas and
petitions. The Breslau consistory and government officials were concentrating
their attention on pastors in the city and most particularly on Pastor Scheibel
and Pastor Thiel911 who like Scheibel was suspended. However, the consistory
managed somehow to overlook the fact that some pastors in the rural congregations were no more compliant than their city brethren were. They too rejected the
Union and the new agenda.
In nearby Hermannsdorf, only 1,5 German miles from Breslau, Pastor Karl
Ferdinand Berger and his congregation paid no attention to the legislation concerning the agenda.912 For a time at least, Breslau Lutherans could travel on Sunday to Hermannsdorf for the gospel and the sacraments, however, in September a
cholera epidemic in Breslau made travel outside the city impossible. The Breslau
Lutherans had to make do with lay baptisms and private divine services. Even
under such circumstances, the congregation continued to grow rapidly, and by
the end of 1830, there were 2,000 members in it. In some cases, when government
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and church officials were made aware of these exceptional baptisms, the parents
were coerced to present their children in the Union Church for rebaptism.913
In January 1831, Pastor Berger too was summoned to Breslau to answer why
he had not made his congregation aware of the new agenda. He could answer
that the superintendent himself was at least partially to blame. His zeal for the
Union was so strong that Berger had taken the position that it was best not to
say anything to the congregation but instead, at some point in time, to introduce
the breaking of the bread and the agenda quietly. High President Merckel, the
president of the consistory, pointed out to him that he must follow the directives
of his monarch and introduce the agenda into use in his congregation. Berger
would not comply, and in August 1830, he was informed that if he did not do so
immediately, he would be penalized. He stood his ground. Later attempts were
made to persuade members of his congregation to sign a petition for a new agenda, but only few were convinced. 914
Other pastors who stood firm against the Union and agenda included
Pastor Adolf Friedrich Hirschfeld of Freistadt, Pastor Friedrich Froböss of
Giessmannsdorf, Pastor Gustav Friedrich Wilhelm Suckow of Grünhartau, and
Pastor Eduard Gustav Kellner of Hönigern.915 When Pastor Hirschfeld died in
1833, his successor, Pastor Biehler of Kaulwitz, carried on his resolve not to use the
new agenda. In 1833, Kellner’s unwillingness to use the new agenda was brought
to the attention of the superintendent. When visitation was ordered, Kellner responded to the superintendent on November 9, 1833, that the superintendent of
the Union Church had no authority to conduct the visitation in his church because
his church was Lutheran and therefore independent of the Union Church. By
1831, Lutherans who refused to accept the agenda and the Union began to gather
in conventicles. In Schönbrunn, the government leveled fines against them: in the
first instance one thaler, in the second – two, in the third – four. Where people
refused to pay, goods were confiscated equivalent to the fees and fines.916

15.1.6 Scheibel’s C on tin ued Ap p e a ls to S e cu la r
and Eccl esi as tical Auth orities
Scheibel still harbored some hope that the king would give attention to the
concerns of his faithful Lutheran subjects. He decided that he must attempt to arrange a personal meeting with the king, and for this purpose, he traveled to Berlin
on September 7, 1830, in the company of Pastor Thiel and Huschke. He was per913
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mitted to meet with Bishop Neander and Bishop Eylert, but he was not allowed
an audience with the king. On September 19 and November 15, he again wrote
to the king to present his case. In neither instance did he receive a response.917
On December 19, he presented his concerns in a letter addressed to Minister
Altenstein in which he complained that the suspension of Lutheran pastors was
a scandal and compared it to the inquisition and ban of excommunication. It was
unevangelical that they, Christians, should be forbidden to print their evangelical
writings and that this, too, was reminiscent of the banning and burning of books
by the inquisition. Now his poor congregation had been for more than six months
deposed from its church building and for what great transgression, he wondered.
Five times the congregation had written to the king and had never received as
much as a single word in response.918
Finally, on December 24, a response came from Altenstein via the Silesian
consistory. It was addressed to Steffens, Huschke, and von Haugwitz. In it was
an early citation of the phrase “separatists,” used to describe the “so-called OldLutherans” (Germ. “sogenannte altlutherische”). Altenstein reminded them that the
agenda and Union were separate matters and that the introduction of the new
rite of the Union Church involved absolutely no change in doctrine whatsoever.
He wondered how the “separatists” could assert that they alone were right when
7,750 congregations had already freely and willingly accepted the new agenda
and were now worshiping according to its provisions. The consistories have
wholeheartedly endorsed the new agenda and approved its use for all pastoral
acts as completely in accord with the church’s faith. Their own separatist attitude
was completely unevangelical and was unacceptable. They seemed to imagine
that they alone were the true church and that all others had fallen into error and
had been grossly misled by the agenda and the Union. This hostile spirit was unacceptable and misled simple people to distrust church authorities.919
Scheibel himself was summoned to appear before the magistrate on January 5.
He again stated his position that he was a Lutheran pastor in a Lutheran Church
with legal standing in the land, a church which held the Reformed Church to be
in error with regard to Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. He insisted that it was not
possible for these two contrary confessions to enter into church fellowship. He
further stated that his suspension went beyond the bounds of Prussian law and
was not legal. He had done nothing that was against the law. However, the suspension was not lifted, and he was not permitted to exercise any pastoral office
with the exception of catechetical instruction.920
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On January 9, 1831, he again wrote to the minister, and on March 30, 1831, he
addressed the fourth letter to the king. In April, barely six months after his first
attempt to meet personally with the king, he attempted to do it once again, and
once again he was unsuccessful. However, he was able to meet again with Bishop
Neander and Bishop Eylert, and in a meeting with Altenstein he was told that the
congregation should present its requests in writing.921
The result was the presentation by the congregation on May 1, 1831, of the
seven statements of desire along with an explanatory letter to the minister from
Scheibel. (1) According to God’s word, the Union Church is a separate entity from
the Lutheran Church. (2) On this basis, the independent Lutheran congregation is
to be governed in accordance with the New Testament by a presbyterial form of
church government. (3) The election and maintenance of the teachers and clergy
of the church is to be taken by the congregation which is also responsible for the
maintenance of church property. (4) The particular divine service of the Lutheran
Church is in its integrity according to the Wittenberg agenda. (5) The congregation’s doctrine is based upon the divine word and the Lutheran confessional writings. It maintains supervision over the doctrine, worship, and constitution of the
church. (6) It is understandable that like any other societal group, which is under
the legal state supervision, the congregation should also enjoy the legal protection of the state. (7) Since the members of the church are not strangers who have
migrated to Prussia, they hope that they will be granted the right, as in earlier
times, to have their own church buildings and acreage and funeral fees regulated
in a matter comparable to other parishes.922
The response from Altenstein came on July 13. He stated that he did not see
even the slightest possibility that the request that an independent Lutheran
Church with its own administration and constitution would be allowed to organize in Breslau. He went on to say that he would strongly advise Scheibel to depart
from this path upon which he had stumbled because it would take him nowhere
and would cause the greatest offense both to the king and to many evangelical
Christians in Breslau.
On August 13, 1831, the independent Breslau Lutheran congregation again
petitioned the king for the recognition of their legal existence. They received no
reply.923
On January 12, 1832, Scheibel wrote to Altenstein concerning the final disposition of his case. He reminded him that he had been a pastor for twenty-two years,
that he was a professor and doctor of theology recognized throughout the king921
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dom. He had been suspended for asserting that he must follow pure Lutheran
doctrine and that to this doctrine his conscience was bound.
Altenstein responded on February 28. The suspension was not lifted for reasons already well known. Indeed the suspension would soon become more comprehensive. On March 9, 1832, he was forbidden by the magistrates even to instruct confirmands. He was to exercise no pastoral ministry at all.924
At this point, Scheibel was weary of the fruitless struggle in which he had been
engaged. On March 14, 1832, he wrote to Minister Altenstein his last letter from
Silesia. In it, he asked that he be relieved of his duties as an academic because,
as he said, it was no longer possible for him to continue to teach on behalf of the
Lutheran Church which in Prussia was no longer permitted to exist. Therefore,
it was with great sorrow that he was taking his leave of a state and a monarch
whom he had faithfully served for twenty-three years as a pastor and more than
twenty years as a professor, experiences which he would never forget. The same
day he wrote a very respectful letter to the king, taking his leave and expressing his regret that there would no longer be an independent Lutheran Church in
Prussia. He assured the king under whose protection he had so long dwelt of his
highest regard for him and looked forward to the day when he would again find
it possible to serve under the Prussian monarchy. Altenstein in turn communicated to the king on March 17 that Scheibel now was suffering the loss of his office
as archdeacon because of his continued disobedience.
Only one day earlier, on March 16, Scheibel announced by letter to the Silesian
consistory that he was leaving the country. On that same day, he wrote to the
magistrate in Breslau who had so recently sealed his fate by suspending him even
from instructing catechumens. He likened his suspension to the verdict of the
Sanhedrin against the apostles when they were commanded to speak no more
doctrine of the truth. He stated that like them he must obey God rather than men.
As a doctor of theology, it was his responsibility to defend the truth, and as the
apostle indicated in 1 Corinthians 6:7, it ought not to have been necessary to invoke legal authority against him.925
As Scheibel indicated, there was no reason for him to remain in Breslau. On
April 15, he left the city for Dresden in the Kingdom of Saxony. There, he was
asked to preach at the annual observance of the festival of Reformation. He
preached in such bold terms against the Union that the Saxon government withdrew his permission to preach and within a short time informed him that he must
leave Dresden. From there, he moved to Hermsdorf, and after three years, he
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went to Glauchau where he remained until 1839 when he moved to Nürnberg in
Bavaria.926
Scheibel did not leave pen and paper behind when he left. He soon produced
a detailed two-volume history of the imposition of the Union on the Reformed
and Lutheran Churches and the introduction of the Prussian Union agenda. It
was printed in 1834 in Leipzig by Friedrich Fleischer under the title: Actenmäßige
Geschichte der neuesten Unternehmung einer Union zwischen der reformirten und lutherischen Kirche vorzüglich durch gemeinschaftliche Agende in Deutschland und besonders in dem preußischen Staate (Documented History of the Latest Undertaking of a Union
Between the Reformed and Lutheran Church, Especially Through a Common Agenda in
Germany and Particularly in the Prussian State). It included all the correspondence
which had passed between him and the officials of both state and church.927
In 1836, on the three-hundredth anniversary of the 1536 Wittenberg Concord,
Scheibel published a comparative study of the means by which Luther suggested
public worship should be ordered and the way Friedrich Wilhelm III had demanded that worship be ordered. The book was written to demonstrate that the
king’s invocation of Luther in his 1827 book Luther in relation to the Prussian Church
Agenda was a fabrication unsupported by the facts. He published his study in Berlin
under the title: Luthers Agende und die neue Preussische. Genaue Vergleichung Beider,
nebst ausführlichen Erörterungen der Geschichte der lutherischen Agenden in Deutschland
und der Wittenberger Concordie vo 1536, als Prüfung der Schrift: “Luther in Beziehung
auf die evangelische Kirchen-Agende in der königl. preuss. Lande, 2. Aufl. Berlin 1834.”
(Luther’s Agenda and the New Prussian One. A Genuine Comparison of Both, along with
Detailed Discussions of the History of Lutheran Agendas in Germany and the Wittenberg
Concord of 1536, as an Examination of the Writing “Luther in Relation to the Evangelical
Church Agenda of Royal Prussian Lands, Second Edition, Berlin 1834”).928

15.1.7 A t t emp ts by th e G overn me n t to S ile n ce th e
C onf essi onal Movemen t
Scheibel’s departure from Prussia may have led Altenstein to believe that he
could now breathe a sigh of relief since the chief troublemaker was now leaving
the country. Whatever relief he may have felt proved to be premature. The departure of Scheibel did not mean the end of opposition to the agenda and the Union
in Silesia. There were still pastors who would boldly oppose the acceptance of the
Union and the use of its agenda – men who would never break the bread in the
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Eucharist, if only on principle. It was unclear to state and church officials how to
move against them effectively. Those left
without a Lutheran pastor, who would
stand on the basis of the Lutheran Confessions and who had not failed to take
a stand against the new agenda, would
not accept the ministrations of the Evangelical state church clergy or the Union
agenda. They would rather go underground and hold private meetings or
conventicles in the homes of like-minded
congregation members. Occasionally, an
acceptable Lutheran pastor would visit
to preach, celebrate the Sacrament, and
perform whatever pastoral acts were
needed. This might be done early in the
Karl Sigmund Franz Freiherr vom
Stein zum Altenstein (Österreichische
morning or even under cover of darkness
Nationalbibliothek).
when prying eyes were not so apt to see.
In 1832-33, the government was
alarmed to discover conventicles also in
other parts of the country. Altenstein himself was becoming aware that the Lutheran confessional movement was not dissolving but rather growing and that
no argument could persuasively convince the confessionists to accept the new
agenda, even if that were kept completely apart from the Union. He issued a report to the king on November 2, 1833, about separatism and its growth. He had
counted no less than thirteen parishes in Silesia which were affected and stated
that in the Brandenburg district of Züllichau (Pol. Sulechów) there were 290 separatist families involved. He put it down to Pietism. It was his erroneous opinion
that the Old Lutherans had earlier been Pietists and that the call to separation was
in their blood. It was now being reinforced by traveling pastors, conventicles, and
tracts. He saw in it the danger that this originally religious movement might turn
political since these separatists, like the revolutionaries, seemed to have had great
disdain for authority and distaste for the established order. He adjudged that
fanaticisms was characteristic of both movements.
What was needed to bring them into line, according to Altenstein, was an iron
fist – the imposition of legal measures. (A) It was necessary, he stated, to make it
clear that the agenda and the Union were two completely unrelated matters. (B)
He stated also that it was necessary that the legal status of conventicles be made
clear, namely, conventicles must be approved by the consistory in advance. (C)
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The government must take an official position concerning the legal restrictions to
be placed on mission societies for the conversion of the heathen as well as mission societies for the conversion of the Jews in places where they were living. (D)
With regard to devotional literature, he suggested the following controls be initiated: only such foreign tracts be allowed as have been accepted by the consistory,
and for the next three years domestics tracts may be distributed only through
the district clergy. (E) Specific controls need to be exercised over the Evangelische
Kirchenzeitung of Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg. (F) Outside of these general regulations, the following special regulations must be directed against the Lutheran
separatists: (1) appropriate fines must be levied against laymen who engage in
pastoral acts; (2) an enforcement of the duty of parents to induce their children to
attend school and confirmation classes must be undertaken and execution of fines
for truancy cases must be strengthened; (3) in some exceptional cases, clergy may
be allowed to celebrate the Lord’s Supper and administer Communion to the sick
using the old rite. Pastors Berger in Hermannsdorf and Hirschfeld in Freistadt
were to be removed from office by retirement. “Public hostility to the agenda is
centered in these two men,” Altenstein declared. “By their word and deed, they
not only, together with members of their congregations, oppose the use of the
agenda and its individual parts… but also mislead and strengthen people and
other parishes in their separatist direction.” He further stated that “the behavior
of two other clergymen, namely Pastor Kellner at Hönigern in the Namslau district and Pastor Froböss at Giessmannsdorf in the Löwenberg district, is in many
ways very similar to that of Pastors Berger and Hirschfeld, especially with regard
to their stubborn resistance to the use of the agenda,” and therefore, decisive action was also to be taken against them.929

1 5 . 2 F e b r uary 28, 1834, Cab i net O rder – t h e Un ion is
V olu n ta r y , A ge nd a i s Mand atory
The king decided to follow the plan suggested by Altenstein, and on February
28, 1834, he issued a cabinet order concerning the essence and object of the Union
and of the agenda. First, he boldly declared that those who refused to follow his
directions with reference to the agenda were enemies of the peace of the church
who were misleading others by fostering misconceptions and spreading incorrect
views. He stated that it was incorrect to say that the agenda and the Union were
inexorably bound together. This was absolutely untrue, the king declared, and he
was much displeased that this view had been mischievously spread abroad by
929

Altenstein’s November 2, 1833, report is printed in Acta Borussica NF 2, I, 2.2 2010, 493-514;
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Friedrich Wilhelm III’s February 28, 1834, decree on Agenda and Union
(Elliger, Delius, Söhngen 1967).

“separatists.” It was his hope that this cabinet order would bring people to their
senses so that they would no longer be deceived by false views and that their
views would no longer be clouded by scruples.
“It can not but excite my just displeasure that the attempt has been made by
some opponents of ecclesiastical peace to mislead others by the misconceptions
and incorrect views into which they themselves have fallen with regard to the
essence and purpose of the Union and the agenda. It certainly may be hoped that
the power of truth, and the sound judgment of the multitude of well-informed
persons, will prevent this mischievous attempt from meeting with any general success and that your scrupulous fulfillment of the commands, which I have
issued in my order of this day for the purpose of eliminating of separatists disorders, will result in bringing back the few from their errors who have allowed
themselves to be deceived by false representations. In order, however, to assist
those whose objections arise from scruples of conscience to form a correct judg-
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ment on the subject in question, it will be
advisable to repeat in this connection the
main principles in accordance with which
I have on repeated occasions enjoined you
to promote the introduction of the agenda
and the spread of the Union.
The Union does not signify or aim
at any surrender of the existing creeds,
nor does it derogate the authority of the
confessional writings of the two evangelical confessions that they have hitherto
possessed. In acceding to it, nothing is
expressed but that spirit of charity and
moderation, which no longer allows that Allegorical portrayal of the Prussian
the difference on certain doctrinal points Union as a mother in the image of an angel
of the other confession to be the suffi- with the Lutheran and Reformed peoples
cient ground for denying it of external in her arms. Sketch of the Reformation
medal by Karl Friedrich Schinkel,
ecclesiastical fellowship. The joining of 1817 (Geheimes Staatsarchiv Preußischer
the Union is a matter of free choice, and Kulturbesitz (GStA), Geheimes Zivilkabinett,
2.2.1., Nr. 22728, Bl. 6).
the opinion is, therefore, erroneous that
the introduction of the renewed agenda is
necessarily linked to the accession of the
Union or that it indirectly aims by it. The latter rests on orders given by me; the
former, as has been said, is a matter left to the voluntary decision of each person.
The agenda is only so far connected with the Union that the order of divine service prescribed in it, and the formularies set forth for the pastoral acts, inasmuch
as they are according to Scripture, may be used to the common furthering of
Christian piety and fear of God in those congregations which are composed of
members of both related confessions without causing offense and objection. Further, the agenda is by no means intended as a substitute for the confessional writings in the Evangelical Church or to be associated with them in the same capacity,
but its sole purpose is to provide against all injurious arbitrariness and confusion
and to establish an order for public worship and the official acts of the clergy that
corresponds to the spirit of the symbolical books and is based on the authority of
the evangelical agendas from the early days of the Reformation; consequently the
request of those who from aversion to the Union also resist the introduction of
the agenda is to be rejected most earnestly and decidedly as inadmissible. Even in
those churches which have not joined the Union, the use of the territorial agenda
must take place with the modifications allowed to each province in particular, but
least of all – because it would be most unchristian – should it be permitted to the
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enemies of the Union, in contradistinction to its friends, to constitute themselves
as a separate religious body.
I commission you to make this decree public by means of the government
gazettes.”930
This cabinet order made the matter clear. No liturgy would be allowed but
the Prussian Union agenda, and no Lutheran confessional church body would be
given legal standing or tolerated.
In addition, most of Altenstein’s suggestions were put into effect by the king.
On March 9, he issued a declaration setting sharp limitations on conventicles.
This was followed a day later, March 10, by a regulation concerning limits to the
activity of mission societies. On that same day, regulations were set down concerning tractates and the censorship of the Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg Evangelische Kirchenzeitung. Publications dealing with the agenda, the Union, and the constitution of the church must conform to the government’s position. In addition,
on March 9, royal directives concerning unauthorized administration of pastoral
acts were published along with a strengthening of the fines against those parents
who absented their children from school. This measure was taken because some
parents kept their children out of school in order that they might avoid religious
instruction in the state-controlled schools.931
The February 28, 1834, cabinet order meant that Lutheran pastors faced two
alternatives. Either they must give in and accept the new agenda or they must
leave the ministry altogether. The laity also had to make a choice. If they took it
upon themselves to hold a divine service or perform pastoral acts, they faced a
fine of fifty thalers or six months in prison. Attendance at such divine service held
a one thaler fine.932
Now the administrative measures, which led ultimately to the prosecution of
the offenders, were beginning in earnest. Police measures, pastoral suspensions,
and prison terms were enacted against those suspended who continued to violate
the law and exercised pastoral ministry. For some of the clergy, it was not a difficult choice to make. They would remain true to their faith.

930
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Friedrich Wilhelm III’s cabinet order of February 28, 1834, concerning the essence and
purpose of the Union and the agenda. To the State Minister, Baron von Altenstein. Berlin,
the 28th of February, 1834. Original English translation, slightly modified by the present
author, is published in Bunsen 1856, 429-430; Wangemann II 1859, 34-36; Lührs 1868, 46-47.
Wangemann II 1859, 33-34.
Wangemann II 1859, 52; Sasse 2001, 166.
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1 5 . 3 D ete r mi ne d Re j e cti o n o f th e U n ion Agen da by
C on f es s i on al Cl e rgy

15.3.1 Gove rn men tal Ac tion s Again s t th e H e rma n n s d o rf
C ongr egat i on an d Its Pas tor
When the people of Breslau were denied the ministry of Pastors Scheibel and
Thiel, they turned to Pastor Berger in Hermannsdorf. He, too, had maintained a
strong confessional position against the Union and the new agenda, and for this
reason, he soon came to the attention of ecclesiastical and civil authorities. On
May 9, 1834, the consistory in Breslau called him to appear before them to answer charges raised against him. He was asked whether he had accepted the new
agenda with its recently introduced modifications. He stated that he had not. He
was then asked if he had engaged in polemics against the Union. He stated that
he was no friend of polemics but could not desist from it if it was necessary. They,
finally, asked whether he had demanded the usual dismissory letters from those
who came to him from outside his parish. The Breslau consistory insisted that
he must correct his misbehavior in these matters as of the first day of Pentecost.
If he did not do so, he would be penalized and suspended. Berger declared that
he could not follow this order and would continue to use the old agenda. The
Hermannsdorf congregation declared that they would not recognize his suspension, and Berger himself turned to the king to make his appeal.
For his part, on May 15, President Merckel reminded Berger that it was required of pastors who did not support the Union that they must nevertheless
make use of the formularies of the Union agenda, that they must not minister to
members of other parishes without the proper documents from their own pastors, and that they must not engage in polemics against the Union. Berger was not
to think that he was somehow excepted from these requirements.933
On June 25, a commission consisting of the General Superintendent Friedrich
Ribbeck, von Terpitz, a representative of the supreme territorial council, Superintendent Jacoby from Neumark, and Count Königsmark came to Hermannsdorf
to assess the situation. The twenty deputies from the ten villages and a hundred
parishioners came to support their pastor. Berger reminded his parishioners of
the words from 2 Timothy 1:7: “God has not given us a spirit of fear and timidity,
but of power, love, and self-discipline.” The meeting took place in the house of
the parish organist. Berger stated that he did not recognize the authority of this
commission because he had already appealed the matter to the king. The commis933

Lührs 1868, 33-35.
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sion treated both the pastor and the deputies of the congregation as fanatics and
declared that Berger was suspended. A bailiff handed the pastor a written order
stating his suspension. Berger and deputies and many members of the congregation lodged a protest against this decision.
Two days later, June 27, the commission again appeared with three bailiffs to
physically remove the pastor from the rectory and take control of the church keys
and property. The congregation stood by stunned. Berger left Hermannsdorf for
Breslau where he continued to violate the law by ministering to the confessional
Lutherans of that city. He was put under close police supervision, and when that
proved to be insufficient, he was imprisoned to curb his activities.934

15.3.2 I ntroduction of th e Age n d a by Coe rciv e M e a s u re s

Eduard Gustav Kellner (Froböß 1905).

934
935

936

Another pastor who boldly insisted
that he and his congregation would remain Lutheran and use the old rite was
Pastor Kellner of Hönigern. On April 25,
1830, he had asked five of his ten elders
whether or not the new agenda should be
introduced in their congregation. They declared against it. When the use of the new
agenda became mandatory, Kellner stated
that his parish had used the old Oels agenda since the days of the Reformation and
would not permit any changes to be made
to it.935 Furthermore, liturgical uniformity
was not a mark of the church. On July 11,
1830, the superintendent informed him
that the grace period had now ended and
the agenda must be introduced. Kellner
stated that he could not and would not do
so. He received no official response and
continued to use the Oels agenda for the
next three years.936

Wangemann II 1859, 59-66; Grote 1867, 233-234; Nagel 1868, 58-63.
The pastor probably used the 1686 Oels agenda and its 1715 Polish edition since the
1804/1819 Oels agenda was influenced by neological thought. Agenda 1686; Agenda 1715;
Agenda 1804; Agenda 1819.
Wangemann II 1859, 18.
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On June 17, 1833, he was summoned to appear before General Superintendent Ribbeck. The conversation centered around three points. He was told that he
must cease to offer a Polish divine service every fourth Sunday. He protested that
over a thousand of his parishioners knew no German and understood only Polish
and that it had been only 10 years since a German school had been organized in
the community. Ribbeck also informed him that with reference to Bible study
hours, which he held on Saturdays and Mondays, these were not to be held without the express permission of the consistory. If no permission was granted, these
Bible hours must be dropped. With regard to the agenda, Kellner declared that
he held to the doctrinal standard of the Lutheran Church as it was stated in the
symbolical books, and the acceptance and use of the new agenda was unacceptable because it was the liturgical book of the Union Church which was not of his
confession. He went on to say that this agenda was also used by the Reformed
congregations, and on the basis of 2 Corinthians 6:14, he must reject it. The general superintendent stated that the position of the Lutheran Confessions was at
least in part based on mere human opinion concerning the content of Scripture.
If Kellner could not with a good conscience follow the directives of the church in
specific matters, then he should leave the ministry.
Kellner was not surprised when on September 11, 1834, a commission arrived
to examine the situation in Hönigern. He had been expecting them for weeks
and wondered why they had not come earlier. The commission consisted of the
district magistrate Ernst von Ohlen, the Superintendent Keltsch, the district secretary Wirlisch, and councilor Riebel. They were escorted by the police. They had
come to insist that Kellner begin to use the approved Prussian Union agenda
for Silesia. The congregation for its part was behind its pastor. During the previous two months, attendance at church services had swelled to overflowing.
The parish had 2,000 communicants, and in the previous two months 2,930 had
registered and received Communion. People from surrounding villages were also
attending. It was clear to governmental authorities that this situation had to be
taken in hand. Before his congregation, Kellner was asked by the superintendent whether he was prepared to accept the new agenda and implement its use
in the parish. Kellner stated that he was not prepared to do so, and the superintendent immediately announced that he was suspended. Kellner replied that
he did not recognize his suspension and disputed the power of the superintendent to suspend him since they were no longer even members of the same church
body. He was a Lutheran pastor, and the superintendent represented the Union
Church. The district council representative demanded that he turn over the keys
of the church. Kellner replied that he did not have them and that he had long
since turned them over to faithful Lutheran members of the parish who would
keep them on behalf of the congregation. The representatives of the congregation
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stated clearly that they would not recognize the suspension of their pastor, nor
would they recognize the appointment of a new pastor, nor would they turn over
the keys. The commission left.
On the next Sunday, September 14, the divine service culminated with the
Communion of over 500 of the members. After the service, the church was locked.
This was the last time that Pastor Kellner officiated. On Tuesday, he was arrested.
He was taken to Breslau and put under house arrest with the understanding that
he was not to leave the city without permission, that he was not to exercise any
pastoral functions, and that he was not to use any occasion to warn his previous
congregation that they should continue to resist the authorities. Finally, he was
told that he would not be permitted any contact with Breslau Lutherans faithful
to their confession. He soon declared that he had no intention of fulfilling these
requirements, and as a result, he was put in the police jail.937
The congregation continued to resist the state authorities. Several attempts of
local authorities to take the church building by surprise were unsuccessful because the members banded together to protect the building. As cold weather approached, the parishioners built sheds on the two sides of the church, Germans
on the one side and the Poles on the other, and on Sundays they sang hymns
together and read the Sunday pericopes and the general prayer of the church and
collected funds for members of families who had been punished because of their
“illegal” worship activities.
Minister Altenstein was determined to break the resistance. In an immediate report to the king on October 11, 1834, he was outraged about the behavior
of the parishioners and asked for military help. He stated that the resistance of
Hönigern Lutherans might “evoke similar actions with ecclesiastical and political
tendencies” in other confessional Lutheran congregations if “the premeditated
and audacious rebellion against the steps of the authorities were not curbed by
a vigorous, decisive intervention.”938 The king initially hesitated, but when a few
months later Altenstein announced that the resistance remained just as determined, he finally agreed that it was necessary to send the Breslau chief of police
to Hönigern with military support. In a cabinet order to the parish, dated December 12, 1834, the king reprimanded their “unfounded” resistance to the orders of
the ecclesiastical authorities and called for obedience, informing that everything
necessary to restore order had been prepared.
“Although your continued resistance to the orders of the authorities has
aroused my greatest displeasure, out of paternal gentleness towards those who
have been misled I want to request you to return to obedience. You conspired to
937
938

Wangemann II 1859, 68-79; Nagel 1868, 63-66.
Acta Borussica NF 2, II, 12 2017, 16.

506

15. Opposition to the Union and Its Agenda by Confessional Lutherans in Silesia

prevent your superiors from entering the church. This criminal disturbance of
public order must not be tolerated under any circumstances.
The Christian faith, as your fathers always confessed it, teaches subjection to
authority. It is all the more outrageous to attempt to seduce you, under the fictitious pretense that your faith is being attacked, to resist official orders. Following
the example of my pious ancestors during the Reformation, in order to control
the arbitrary innovations in public divine service, I restored the use of the old
liturgical forms, for the most part already in use at the time of Luther, through
the general introduction of the renewed agenda. It is, therefore, wrong to teach
you that the Lutheran faith would be endangered by this agenda and that a new,
non-biblical doctrine would be introduced. The symbolical books of the Lutheran
Church remain, as I have repeatedly publicly stated, in their full authority, and
every preacher assigned to you must, according to my general regulations, be
expressly committed to the Augsburg Confession as soon as the congregation so
desires. Consequently, you can have no doubts that you are wrong in resisting
the orders of your authorities to which you have been induced in a highly punishable manner. I expect, therefore, you to return immediately to obedience and
order which, moreover, must be restored with the legal means of enforcement for
which all the prerequisites are already in place.”939
The Ministry of Spiritual Affairs in Berlin could not allow this situation to
continue. The parish continued to resist, and this was considered an insult to the
king. All other means had failed. Now the army must step in. On December 22,
another commission arrived and initiated a fatal attempt to take over the church,
and the next day, the military assembled outside the town. It consisted in four
hundred infantrymen, fifty dragoons, fifty hussars, and two cannons. Concerned
villagers were told not to worry. The soldiers were simply passing through the region. However, the soldiers were themselves concerned. They had been told that
the people of Hönigern were a wild-eyed mob of fanatics and Polish rebels who
were defending their church with pikes and pitchforks in their hands. When they
asked whether this was true, they were told that the only weapons the people
held in their hands were hymnbooks.
On the first day, the soldiers were friendly, but in the darkness, at 4:30 AM
in the morning, they attacked surrounding the church hemming in the people
and forcing them to retreat. Twice the major gave them five minutes to consider
the warning that they must leave. They answered by singing hymns in Polish
and German. Then the major ordered the soldiers to load their guns. One gun
went off, sending a bullet through a church window and into the northern wall of
the church. Now the soldiers advanced against the people, using the butt end of
939
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their guns to strike them and drive them
away. Swords too were drawn and many
people, young and old alike, were struck
with heavy blows by their flat edges.
Many were beaten unmercifully, and one
elderly woman was confined to her bed
for many days. Two people were trampled by horses. Eight persons were imprisoned as leaders of the agitation. One
was arrested and imprisoned simply for
stating that she could not imagine how
the king would respond if he saw how his
people were being treated. The soldiers
were billeted by force in the homes of the
people, and the major and his adjutant
took over the vacated parsonage.940
It was announced that the new agenda
would be introduced on Christmas Day.
The soldiers came to church on parade
carrying their hymnbooks and their arms.
Evangelical church in Hönigern before
Three pastors officiated at the service:
WWII (Alte Postkarte).
August Hahn, the member of the consistory, Superintendent Keltsch, and Pastor
Carl Friedrich Bauch, the new locum tenens, who also served a neighboring congregation. Hahn took the agenda from the altar and placed it in the hands of
Pastor Bauch as a symbolic gesture, indicating that this book was now to be used
in the services of this parish. Hahn spoke from the altar not so much about the
birth of Christ as about insisting upon his own Lutheran orthodoxy. Pastor Bauch
used the occasion of his sermon to bemoan that the congregation had shown little
love for him and spoke evil of him. The wrong of which he was supposed to be
guilty was that he followed the commands of his beloved king. Not many parishioners attended the service, but when it was made clear that the soldiers had no
intention of leaving but would soon eat the parishioners out of house and home
unless they started to attend church again, the response was an upturn in attendance which lasted only until the soldiers left. The consistory constantly assured
them that although they were bound to use the Union agenda, they could still be
Lutherans and hear the Lutheran sermons and receive Baptism and the Lord’s
Supper according to the old Lutheran forms. These were verbal assurances, and
940
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the passing of time brought with it many changes. In the course of time, the community settled down. Many parishioners began to attend church again, but a few
continued to stand firm. They would rather suffer the loss of their possessions
than deny their faith and its free confession.941
Altenstein received a report of the events in Hönigern, dated Christmas Day,
December 25, 1834. This report from August Hahn stated that happily not a drop
of blood had been shed and that the secular commissioners and the chief of police, along with the district magistrate and others, had acted in a most exemplary
manner and “all was well.”942 “The orders given to us regarding the return of
the Hönigern parish to obedience were carried out precisely and with the happiest success,” declared the same day the police chief, Ferdinand Heinke, and the
Namslau district administrator, Ernst von Ohlen, in their immediate report.943
The consistory and governmental agents went after disobedient clergy one
by one. The day after the unsuccessful visit to Hönigern, September 11, the same
commission arrived in Kaulwitz, just 3,5 miles away. Here the pastor was Pastor
Biehler. He had earlier adopted the new agenda, but the more familiar he became
with it, the less pleased he was with it. He was too Lutheran for it, and finally, he
decided that he could use it no longer. The commission, which arrived that September morning, September 12, immediately addressed him and put the question
to him whether he would reintroduce the new agenda or not. He stated that he
would not, and he was informed by the superintendent that for that reason he
was suspended from office. Then the commission demanded that he turn over
the keys of the church to them. The pastor replied that the congregation had the
keys. The parishioners declared that they could not in good conscience turn them
over to the commissioners. It was only after some time that the bailiffs were able
to physically force the parish clerk to surrender them. When the bailiffs tried to
open the doors, they found that the keys did not fit into the locks. Some of the
women had poured wax into the keyholes to block them. Several members of the
commission tried their hand, but none were able to force the keys into the locks.
Finally, the local tax collector, a less than popular man in the community known
for his heavy drinking, announced that he knew how to get into the church. He
simply broke a window and climbed through it. Several others followed him in,
and they were able to open the doors from the inside. Then the pastor was forced
to turn over the church records and the sacramental vessels. The crowning insult
came when the despised new agenda was once again placed on the altar. Biehler
was kept isolated from his parishioners in the parsonage. A policeman was placed
in his house, to whom he had to pay not only for daily food but also a daily fee of
941
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one gulden. Still, he was able in February and March 1835 to administer baptisms
and the Lord’s Supper to those who came to the parsonage. In April, he was sent
to Breslau where he remained under police custody.944
Although the consistories were quick to send new pastors to replace those put
under discipline, parishioners were not anxious to receive them. For the most
part, they were willing to wait until confessional Lutheran pastors would come
through town who were willing to administer the sacraments according to old
agendas that had long been used in these parishes.
On some occasions, support came from nobility who were willing to open their
manor houses for divine services and provide other support. One such strong lay
patron was nobleman Józef Joachim Leszczyc de Pierzno Koszutski (Koschütsky)
of Gross-Tschunkawe (Pol. Wziąchowo Wielkie) and Schwiebedawe. He had been
Roman Catholic and had converted to Lutheranism through the efforts of Pastor
Kellner who had himself once been Roman Catholic. This young Polish nobleman
insisted on the use of the Wittenberg agenda on his estates. More than 400 Lutherans on his estate and those of his neighbors were in desperate need of a confessional pastor. On their behalf, von Koszutski called candidate Friedrich Ehrgott
Krause on February 19, 1835, to serve as their pastor. Shortly after Easter, Pastor
Scheibel ordained him, and he took up his residence in Gross-Tschunkawe.
Because of the danger of police interference, Pastor Krause held divine services very early in the morning or late at night. The services were well attended,
so well attended that on some Sundays he was busy for more than eight hours
conducting services according to the Wittenberg agenda. Before long, his activities came to be publicly noticed, and on June 6, 1835, he was notified that if he
did not immediately cease conducting worship services, he would be severely
fined. At the close of the service, on July 19, he was arrested and taken to Militsch
and quartered in the hotel. On August 22, the court announced that he would be
set free if he promised to abstain from all conduct of public worship and other
aspects of pastoral ministry. He declared that he could not do so with a good
conscience. He, therefore, remained in police custody, lodged in the hotel where
von Koszutski paid his expenses. On October 2, two of his petitions for review
of his case brought the answer that the upper court of justice could not interfere
with the decisions of his majesty’s government. He had already been told that if
he would agree not to perform public worship services or pastoral acts, he would
be set free. Therefore, he could blame no one but himself for his present situation.
He was held in custody in Militsch for a year and eight days, and then was moved
to the prison in Erfurt.945
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Pastors who persisted in their refusal to use the new agenda were singled out
one by one for punishment. In 1835, Pastor Augustus Kavel was told by his superintendent that he must introduce the Union agenda. Together with his congregation, he determined that the new agenda would be used in his church for a trial
period of three months, during which the Sacrament of the Altar would not be celebrated. At the end of that period, a final decision would be made. On May 10, 1835,
he took the new agenda from the altar and laid it aside in the sacristy, declaring that
he would use it no longer and that he was throwing in his lot with the confessionists. He was promptly suspended. Subsequently he rented a farmhouse and held
divine services in it for his congregation.946 Pastor Robert Wehrhan of Wischütz
was suspended on December 19, 1834. His brother Otto Wehrhan, pastor of Kunitz,
was suspended one day later.947 Also suspended and imprisoned were Silesian
Pastors Heinrich Reinsch, Eduard Gaudian, Heinrich Adolph Gessner, Friedrich
August Elias Senckel, and Pastors Friedrich Lasius, Daniel Gotthart Fritsche, and
Carl Wilhelm Ehrenström of Posen Province, all for the crime of refusing to use the
Union agenda which in 1834 had been declared mandatory.948

15.3.3 Conf es s ion al Luth eran O bj e ctio n s
t o t he Uni o n Ag en da
It is generally thought that the chief reason for the rejection of the agenda by
confessional Lutherans was the fact that it was the Union agenda, that is, a book
of worship and pastoral acts to be used by two churches that did not share a common doctrinal position. Confessional Lutherans regarded the Union agenda and
the Union itself as two sides of the same coin. This observation is true as far as it
goes, however, the truth of the matter is that the confessional Lutheran rejection
was both more comprehensive and deeper. Hermann Theodor Wangemann’s
examination of confessional Lutheran liturgical literature of the period indicates
that the Lutheran critique dealt with four aspects of the Union agenda: (1) its origin, (2) its direction or tendencies, (3) its form, and (4) its content.
The Union agenda was not a product of the church’s labor. The church did not
propose it, and no ecclesiastical committee prepared it. None of the procedures
set down in the Prussian Law Code were followed in its preparation or promotion. It was first, last, and always the work of King Friedrich Wilhelm III. As he
himself acknowledged, it was his Prussian agenda. It was he who ordered the
establishment of the Silesian agenda commission in 1828 which took responsibil946
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ity for its adoption and implemented its use. It was not the spirit of the Lutheran
Church, its theology, and its confessional writings that stood behind this work
and breathed through it. Its royal author was a member of the Reformed Church,
and his trusted commissioners, Bishop Eylert, Ehrenberg, Ross, Theremin, and
Wunster, were all leading Reformed clergy.
The king had specific goals in mind when he produced this agenda. He wanted a book of worship to combat rationalism and its liturgical expression. With this
fact, the confessional Lutherans could find no fault. When in 1826 the king issued
a cabinet order, in which he gave churches the choice of following old authorized
forms or his new book, some Silesian pastors gladly continued to use in their congregations the Wittenberg agenda and other orthodox Lutheran agendas used in
Silesia. When the king later withdrew this order and stated that his agenda and
his agenda alone must be used by all, they insisted that his agenda was surely not
superior to the Wittenberg agenda and other old church orders, nor could it be
said that this agenda was more orthodox.
The confessional Lutherans further observed that the king’s insistence that
his agenda would bring greater uniformity in the church was quite misleading.
What it did produce was a higher measure of diversity in liturgical matters, not
least because there were now provincial editions with their own supplements and
prayers, versicles and responses, and other elements to be chosen by the clergy.
In addition, the new agenda equivocated in matters where the Lutheran Confessions took strong positions over against the Reformed. Not the least among these
was in the formulary for the Lord’s Supper. The attempt of the new agenda to
encompass both the Lutheran and Reformed confessions could not be successful because these confessions did not agree on Christology, the sacraments, and
other doctrinal issues. The principle tendency of the book was to create worship
that sought to undergird the Union and to reduce doctrine to mere theological
opinion. What the book intended to do was to serve one territorial church, an
evangelical church, in which all dogmas were reduced to the level of opinions.
The coupling together of the Lutheran Church with the Reformed Church in
a united church with no clear doctrinal position, the confessionists rejected as
heterodoxy.949
The confessional Lutherans were very direct in their criticism of the form of
the new agenda. They compared it to the old Lutheran agendas and labeled it as
inferior. To them, it was a colorful hodgepodge of verses and prayers and liturgical elements, ripped out of their historical places and arbitrarily rearranged. It
was now a “theatrical performance” in which the congregation members were
spectators who were meant to sit quietly and listen to the a cappella choir.
949
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Strong criticisms were raised about the content of the book. (1) A most serious
problem was created by the service of the Lord’s Supper which completely left
aside the Lutheran confession concerning the Sacrament. (2) Indeed, important
questions were raised concerning whether in the agenda the bread and the wine
were ever actually consecrated so that Lutherans could come without doubting
that they were receiving Christ’s body in, with, and under the bread of the Lord’s
Supper. They noted that Lutherans regarded the unity of the sacramental action
to be of great importance. The elements must first be blessed with the Words of
Christ, and then they must be distributed to the communicants and received into
their mouths. Scorn was heaped on the word’s spoken by the officiant before
the Words of Institution in the new agenda: “Kneel down and hear attentively
the Words of Institution.” This admonition turned the consecration into nothing
more than a mere historical recitation of the original event in the Upper Room.
It turned the Lutheran Sacrament into a Calvinist Supper. They also rejected the
formula of distribution as less than acceptable. (3) They noted also that in the order for Holy Baptism it was not the devil who was rejected but only sin and evil.
To say, “Do you reject evil?,” left it uncertain whether one was rejecting Satan or
only a lack of virtue. Furthermore, references to the “spirit of uncleanness,” and
the indicative statement that this spirit was now departing to make way for the
Holy Spirit, was far removed from the formula of exorcism, found in the old Lutheran agendas: “Depart unclean spirit, and make way for the Holy Spirit.” There
should be no room in the church for equivocating statements. God had said: “Let
your ‘Yes’ be ‘Yes,’ and your ‘No’ be ‘No’.” (4) In addition, the alternative Reformed baptismal formula denied original sin. In it, the pastor gave the following
blessing to the unbaptized child: “May God protect you from the power of sin
and preserve you in his truth and fear,” thereby indicating that he was already
in God’s truth and fear without Baptism. (5) Furthermore, the doxological phrase
honoring the Holy Trinity: “Who lives and reigns with you and the Holy Spirit,
one God now and forever,” appeared only one time in the whole book. In the old
Oels agenda, it appeared eleven times. (6) Not-much-of-anything was said in the
new agenda about the devil. Little was said about the Holy Trinity, the divinity
of Christ, or original sin than could be found in any of the old agendas. (7) Two
of the old important festivals of the church were not found at all in the new book:
the feast of the Holy Trinity, exalting the fundamental doctrine of the Christian
Church, and St. Michael’s Day, undergirding Christian faith in the angels of God,
the created spirits which attend and protect God’s people. In line with the spirit
of the age, however, two new feasts appeared in the new book: the “Feast of the
Dead” (Germ. “Totenfest”) and the Day of Remembrance of Peace After the War
of Liberation (Germ. “Gedächtnis des Friedens nach dem Befreiungskriege”). The Day
of the Commemoration of the Departed was to the Silesians reminiscent of the
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Roman Catholic celebration of the All Saints and All Souls days. With regard to
the Day of Remembrance of Peace, it was noted that old agendas never made
room for strictly secular celebrations. After the Peace of Westphalia, no new feast
day commemorating it was introduced into the Lutheran Church. Surely, that
event, which commemorated the end of a thirty year’s struggle for the church
and its successful conclusion, would be far more worthy of remembrance than
the defeat of Napoleon.950
These criticisms, articulated by Kellner, Huschke, Scheibel, Hirschfeld, and
others, reflected the opinions of confessional Lutherans in Silesia. They were outspoken and bold in their rejection of an agenda which they recognized to have
been inspired by the spirit of the age and which was still rationalist in outlook,
despite the king’s claims to the contrary. In their opinion, to put such a book on
the altar would be to desecrate that holy altar.

1 5 . 4 M o ve me nt T o ward the Format ion of an
I n d ep e nd e nt C o nfe s s i o nal Lut h eran C h urc h
The February 28, 1834, cabinet order did not allow for the possibility of any
exceptions. The appeal of the confessional Lutherans for permission to exist as
independent Lutheran body outside the Union was denied. Neither would they
be allowed to use any agenda, excepting that which the king had mandated. The
use of their older agendas was now illegal. The consistories assured them that
none of this in any way affected their being Lutheran and that they might even be
permitted on occasion to use the baptismal and Lord’s Supper rites from their old
Lutheran agendas. These were verbal assurances; little was ever put in writing.
In any case, from the standpoint of the confessional Lutherans, these concessions
had little meaning. The requirement that the agenda be introduced still stood; regardless of assurances to the contrary, they understood that the Union liturgy and
the Union went hand in hand, and they wanted neither of them. They decided
that they must organize themselves into an independent confessional Lutheran
Church with its own constitution and its own liturgy which were thoroughly Lutheran in character and content.
In March 1834, three pastors, Berger, Biehler, and Kellner, together with their
candidates, Friedrich Ehrgott Krause, Heinrich Adolph Gessner, Johann Benjamin Trautmann, met in a synod in Breslau for the purpose of founding an independent Lutheran Church. Forty laymen representing the congregations were
also present. Scheibel was unable to attend in person but sent a letter of encouragement to the assembly. Delegates discussed the legal basis for the organization
950
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of a free-standing Lutheran Church in Prussia. All agreed that the essential nature
of the church was to confess a particular and definite faith and to practice a particular form of worship in a church with its own constitution and administration.
The Union and agenda challenged all these particular points. Their distinctive
Lutheran name had been taken from them, they were no longer allowed to be
Lutheran pastors in an orderly manner, and they were no longer permitted to use
their traditional and distinctly Lutheran agenda.
Two important decisions were made by the synod. The first was the formulation of a petition to the king, asking that their group be granted legal status as a
church. In their petition, they recalled that in the 1817 cabinet order, which had initiated the Union, the king had stated that no one would be pressed into the Union
and that the Lutheran Church would not lose its independence. They asked that
they be allowed to exist as a Lutheran Church and to use the Wittenberg agenda
as their form of worship. They wondered how one could speak of the church as
free when it had no say concerning its form of worship, when it could not require
that its pastors and teachers be educated and ordained and made responsible
to the church’s confession of faith, when it had no say in the instruction of its
young people, when it had no power to watch over the doctrine and confession,
and when it was not allowed to be responsible for the conduct of its own affairs.
The petition to the king was formulated by Huschke and signed by all forty-six
persons present.
The second important decision was the selection of a committee that would
represent the group before the higher authorities. Chosen for membership were
Pastors Berger, Kellner, Biehler, and Grempler, a layman.951
Those who had taken part in this first synod waited in vain for some official
word from the king and his government. Nothing official came, but the unofficial
response of the government was made very evident as governmental controls
tightened and pastors were suspended and in many cases put under house arrest.
Undaunted, the confessional church moved ahead with plans for the constitutive
synod in which they would more formally organize themselves into a church.
This constituting synod was called to gather in two meetings. The first was
comprised of delegates from the right bank of the Oder River. It met in Breslau on
February 19, 1835, under the chairmanship of Pastor Wermelskirch. The second
meeting was for delegates from the left bank of the Oder River; they met in Breslau on March 2, 1835. Pastor Berger was named presiding officer.952
The first meeting took care of the preliminary matters and gave shape to the
organization and its fundamental principles. In attendance, in addition to Silesian pastors Wehrhan of Wischütz, Kellner of Hönigern, Biehler of Kaulwitz,
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and Berger of Hermannsdorf, were Pastor Johann Georg Wermelskirch of Posen
and Pastor Lasius of Prittisch by Meseritz of that same province. Most of these
pastors were by this time under suspension. Also in attendance were Gessner,
Krause, and Kaul as well as twenty-four congregational representatives and Prof.
Huschke. Scheibel and Prof. Guericke of Halle sent letters of support.
The synod dealt with the operation of the congregations and matters pertaining to the divine services. Concerning the liturgy, it was noted that the divine
service in the Lutheran congregations must always include the preaching of the
word and the administration of the Sacrament and that the order of service must,
in general, follow that of the Wittenberg agenda, unless some other old Lutheran
agenda was already in use in the congregation.953
It was decided also that the suspended pastors were still pastors. The Evangelical state church might suspend them but did not have the power to revoke
their ordination. Suspensions ordered by the Union church would not be recognized. Since more pastors were urgently needed, it was agreed that the candidates should be ordained as soon as possible. There was an extended discussion
concerning the status of elders and whether they ought to be ordained. Their
primary responsibility would be to hold ordinary services without the Sacrament
when pastors were not available. This whole matter was referred to the coming
second meeting on March 2 for further discussion.
The establishment of central authority was discussed and implemented. Elected to serve were Pastor Berger, Pastor Kellner, Huschke, laymen Grempler, and
recording secretary Platz. It was decided that the commission appointed in the
1834 synod should continue its work.
The delegates also resolved that a mission institution should be established,
that a prayer hour should regularly be held on Friday evening, and that the old
annual four days of repentance should once again be observed. It was determined
that the exercise of church discipline should be managed according to the church
order of the Breslau congregation. Individual congregations and their pastors
were declared responsible for the conduct of confirmation instruction and Lutheran elementary schools.
Pastor Wermelskirch reminded the delegates that the Union Church is a
heterodox church and that confessional Lutherans should not participate in its
services. Pastor Wehrhan further warned against any participation in the Communion services of the state church. They should partake at Lutheran altars because the Lutheran Church has a clear confessional position while the Evangelical
state church has none.954
953
954

Wangemann II 1859, 120.
Wangemann II 1859, 120-124.

516

15. Opposition to the Union and Its Agenda by Confessional Lutherans in Silesia

The second meeting of the constitutive synod assembled in Breslau on March
2, 1835. It took up the same points as had been discussed at the first meeting, approving, clarifying, or modifying them as necessary. It was decided that at least
for the present, elders should not be ordained. It was to be hoped that the Lord
would graciously send his people more pastors. To clarify the statement concerning Lutheran altars, the synod made it clear that it did not consider its members
to be sectarians but rather members who were in fellowship with other genuine
Lutheran churches in Germany, Denmark, Sweden, and elsewhere.955
Yet another synod, representing Provinces of Silesia and Posen, was held on
September 12, 1835. In attendance were Pastor Berger and Pastor Biehler, who
were now in Breslau, Pastor Daniel Gotthard Fritsche of Turowo in the Province
of Posen, Gessner of Deutmannsdorf by Löwenberg, Lasius from Prittisch by
Meseritz in the Province of Posen, Pastor Reinsch from Vollersdorf by Greifenberg,
Pastor Otto Wehrhan, formerly of Kunitz, now of Liegnitz, Pastor Robert
Wehrhan, formerly of Wischütz, now of Sprottau, and Pastor Wermelskirch of
Posen. Absent were Pastor Kaul, Pastor Krause, Pastor Ehrenström, and Pastor
Kellner who was now in prison. In addition to them, twenty-nine lay delegates
took part in the meeting.
Liturgical matters were again discussed. It was noted that divine service should
always include sermon, hymns, and the Lord’s Supper. However, the other opinion
prevailed that under the present hardships it would be sufficient if the worship services were celebrated in an appropriate ecclesiastical manner and according to the
Wittenberg agenda, and where possible, by the entire congregation. It was noted
that Scheibel volunteered to prepare a new edition of the Wittenberg agenda. The
synod supported the project but reserved the right to revise the final draft. It was
also noted that private confession was an ancient Lutheran institution which like
the pericopal series should once again be taken up into general use.956

1 5 . 5 T h e 1 835 B re s l au Ag e nd a
There is an extant manuscript copy of an agenda for use among the confessional Lutherans in Prussia. The document is cataloged by Fürstenauer Kirchenbibliothek of the SELK Lutherische Theologische Hochschule in Oberursel under
the catalog title: Kirchen-Ordnung der Separirten lutherischen Gemeinden in Preussen (Church Order of Separated Lutheran Congregations in Prussia), dated c. 1835. As
noted above, Scheibel informed the September 1835 meeting of the synod that
he intended to prepare a new edition of the “Breslau agenda.” The manuscript
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in the Oberursel library does not appear
to be in Scheibel’s handwriting, however,
there is no evidence that others took upon
themselves the task of preparing such an
agenda. Therefore, it would appear that
this may be the extant copy of Scheibel’s
work. The manuscript consists of a total
of 113 sheets (226 pages).
The forward set the work into the
line of Saxon agendas, which had begun
with those of Luther himself, and Duke
Heinrich’s 1539 agenda, which is referred
to as the “Wittenberg agenda.” From
this tradition, it spoke particularly of the
Coburg agenda prepared by Erdmann Rudolf Fischer and published in 1740 (sic).957
Church Order of the Old Lutheran
This agenda and its book of collects were
Congregations in Prussia, c. 1835
widely used in the “former Lutheran par(Bibliothek-Lutherische Theologische
ish churches and affiliated congregations
Hochschule Oberursel).
of our city” of Breslau. In 1790, many of
the collects of this book were arbitrarily
altered by the clergy. With the introduction of the Union on June 25, 1830, came
also the imposition of the Union agenda and its collects. “But the Lutheran congregation in Breslau, which the Lord still preserves, has remained faithful to the
divine service and confession of its church, and thus stayed true to the Wittenberg
agenda with all the Lutheran German collects assembled by Fischer.”958 Therefore,
a copy of this document was also included in the current copy. The author intended that this agenda should preserve to the church what had been used in the past
so that the right use of the word and sacraments might continue through the ages.
The manuscript was divided into several major divisions. The first was entitled: “The Order of the Divine Services.” Included were directories of the liturgical services for Sunday, the service of the Lord’s Supper, the service as led by a
layman (Germ. “Laiengottesdienst”), midday prayer, directives for hymns by day
and season (Christmas, Easter, Pentecost, etc.), the Passiontide service, the Good
Friday service, the Day of Repentance, the service for Reformation Day, Christ957
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mas Eve, New Year’s Eve, Apostles’ days, the weekday service, the prayer service
during the week in the morning and afternoon.
The second major division consisted in confession and absolution and the
prayer of the church. The third section included formularies, such as those for
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, Baptism, ordination, and marriage. Section
four contained collects for the entire church year. This made up by far the greater
part of the church order. It was followed by “Schemata” – a concluding section
of typical announcements, intercessions, and thanksgivings for communicants,
married couples, the departed, and other special occasions.959
Details of the directory for the celebration of the Lord’s Supper in section one
indicate that the service was to begin with a morning hymn. This was followed by
the Gloria (“Gloria in excelsis”) intoned by the pastor. Then the congregation sang
“All Glory Be to God on High.” The salutation and response took a very unique
form: “The Lord be with you and with his Spirit (“Und mit seinem Geiste”). This
form was followed consistently throughout the work. It represents a mistranslation of the Latin, “Dominus vobiscum, Et cum spiritu tuo.” Elsewhere in his writings,
Scheibel indicated that this wording was by this day already a firmly planted
tradition in Breslau.960 This was followed by a collect, the epistle, and special
music. Then the salutation and response were repeated to introduce the reading
of the gospel. The gospel was followed by a hymn of the day, the creed, and the
sermon. Confession and absolution immediately followed the sermon, and this
was followed in turn by the general prayer, the Our Father, and the benediction.
A short hymn concluded the pulpit office. Then followed the intonation, “Take
from us, dear Lord,” and the Da Pacem, the collect, the benediction from the altar,
and the closing hymn.
Although this was a Communion service, the author did not state here at what
point the Sacrament was to be consecrated and distributed. The Reformation Day
service indicated that these should precede the intonation, “Take from us, dear
Lord,” and the Da Pacem.
As was the custom, the ordinary for the Lord’s Supper was included in the
formularies. The admonition to the communicants came first of all. It quotes the
Lucan report in Luke 22:7-18:
“Then came the day of Unleavened Bread, on which the Passover lamb had to
be sacrificed, and Jesus sent Peter and John, saying, ‘Go and prepare the Passover
lamb that we may eat it.’ They said to him, ‘Where will you have us prepare it?’
He said to them, ‘Behold, when you have entered the city, a man will meet you
who is carrying a jar of water. Follow him into the house that he enters and say to
the master of the house, ‘The Teacher says to you, where is the guest room, where
959
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I may eat the Passover lamb with my disciples?’ And he will show you a large
upper room furnished; prepare it there.’ And they went and found it as he had
said to them, and they prepared the Passover lamb. And when the hour came,
he reclined there and the twelve apostles with him. And he said to them, ‘I have
earnestly desired to eat this Passover lamb with you before I suffer. For I say to
you that I will not eat it again until it is fulfilled in the kingdom of God.’ And he
took the cup, gave thanks, and said, ‘Take this, and share it together. For I say to
you I will no more drink the fruit of the vine until the kingdom of God comes’.”
At its conclusion, the congregation was to sing the Sanctus and Benedictus qui
venit in German. The Words of Christ were then to be spoken by the officiant over
the bread and wine with the sign of the cross being made over the elements at the
words “this is my body” and “this is my blood.” The officiant was then to invite
the congregation to join him in praying the Our Father. He was then to invite
them to join with him in further prayers:
“Devout and chosen ones, because God has also given you his grace to savor
in a blessed manner the Holy Supper, let us call upon him with mouth and heart
and pray thus:
O Lord, I surely am not worthy that you should enter my heart, but I still am in
great need of your help and am eager to be made pious and blessed. I come now
with no other confidence than in your word, for you yourself invite me to your
table and say to me who am so unworthy that through your body and blood, which
I eat and drink in this Sacrament, I shall have the forgiveness of my sins. O beloved
Lord, I know that your divine promise and your words are true, therefore I do not
doubt but eat and drink thereof. Be it to me according to your word. Amen.
O Lord Jesus, unite yourself to me that I may abide in you and you in me, and
I may not be rent asunder from you here in time and hereafter in eternity.
O Lord Jesus Christ, I eat your holy body; I drink your precious blood; your
bitter sufferings and death strengthen me.
O Lord Jesus Christ, hear me; in your holy wounds I hide myself; let me nevermore be separated from you. Deliver me from the evil foe, preserve me in the true
faith that together with all the elect I may praise and laud you here in time and
hereafter in eternity. Amen.”
Then followed the distribution with these words: “This is the true body, etc.,”
“This is the true blood of our Lord Jesus Christ; this strengthen and preserve you
in the true faith to blessed eternal life.”
During the distribution, the congregation was to sing “Lamb of God, Pure
and Holy.” After all had communed, the pastor was to invite the congregation
to pray, saying the salutation. They respond: “And with his spirit” (“Und mit
seinem Geiste”). He further invited them, saying: “Let us give thanks,” and then he
prayed Luther’s post-Communion collect. The service concluded with the bene-
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diction. Although not noted, this was undoubtedly a reference to the Aaronic
Benediction.961
The preparation of this material in printed form for use by the pastors was
not possible in Prussia. After the first synods, the pastors found themselves hardpressed by governmental scrutiny and persecution. Before long, they would be
arrested and imprisoned.

1 5 . 6 Pe r s ecu ti o n o f the Di s s i d en t s

15.6.1 T he Steadfas tn es s of th e Con fe s s io n a l P a s tors
i n t he Face of Sus p en s ion an d Imp ris o n me n t
The 1834-35 synods set down the foundations upon which the confessional
Lutheran Church in Prussia would be built. The church in Silesia was growing
to such an extent that it was evident to the government that some action needed
to be taken to bring it under control. It would not be difficult to move against the
pastors who had been suspended for rejecting the new agenda but who were illegally continuing to exercise the Christian ministry among like-minded parish
members. In most cases, a fair warning was given, but when it was not heeded,
criminal proceedings necessarily followed.
The first to be arrested and jailed was Pastor Kellner. By May 1835, he was in
prison for a second time. His incarceration in Breslau was not an isolated incident.
Pastor Biehler was arrested in November, and Pastor Berger was likewise jailed in
January 1836. A contemporary writer referred to them as a “prison congregation”
which was able to gather around the word of God and to lay their concerns before
his throne. After his release from prison on March 24, 1838, Breslau sexton (Germ.
“Küster”) Clemens reported:
“On February 10 (1838) at 3 p.m. in the afternoon I went to jail for six weeks at
the local inquisitorium because of the case of the Hönigern Church. On March 24,
I again went out to glorify the Lord. As I sat next to Pastors Berger and Kellner,
I had a great time in spiritual matters, including hours of prayer every evening
from 8 to 9 p.m. and Sunday services from 9 to 11 p.m.”962
Biehler was released from prison in 1837 because he was seriously ill. Pastor
Reinsch was arrested on May 8, 1837, and incarcerated at Nimptsch. On April
24, 1838, Reinsch and Berger were exiled to Marienwerder, where they remained
under strict police control. Pastor Gaudian, who was arrested on September 28,
961
962

Kirchen-Ordnung (Breslau) 1835, “III. Formulare. Abendmahls Formular.”
Nagel 1868, 117 fn *.

521

Darius Petkūnas

1837, remained in prison in Cöslin until September 1839 and was then exiled to
Marienwerder. Pastor Heinrich Adolph Gessner, who was ordained by Scheibel
in 1835, was arrested on January 25, 1836, and spent two years in the Löwenberg
prison and then was exiled to Marienwerder. Pastor Senckel was arrested and
imprisoned in Breslau on October 17, 1838. He was put in solitary confinement
without even light in his cell for four days. On November 28, 1839, he was sent
into exile in Marienwerder. Pastor Krause was imprisoned in Militsch on July
19, 1835. In July 1836, he was sent to Erfurt, where he was placed under police
supervision. Then he left Erfurt against the will of the authorities and emigrated.
Also imprisoned were two brother pastors Otto and Robert Wehrhan. Otto’s first
imprisonment on July 17, 1835, was in Liegnitz, and his brother Robert was incarcerated at the prison at Sprottau. Three strongly confessional pastors in the Province of Posen were also prosecuted or imprisoned. One of them, Pastor Wermelskirch, had been chairman of the 1835 Breslau synod. He was a foreigner and was
expelled from the Prussia as early as December 1835. Pastor Ehrenström served
the Berlin confessional congregation from July to September 1836 where he was
arrested but initially escaped police prosecution. He continued his “illegal activities” and was subsequently arrested again and transferred to Posen. After a brief
imprisonment, he served at Meseritz until February 1837, when he was arrested
again. He was eventually released and subjected to strict police control. Pastor
Lasius was imprisoned in Posen twice in 1834 and 1835, and in April 1836 he was
exiled to Gumbinnen in East Prussia. In September 1837, he was found holding
divine services in Berlin and jailed in the city prison until April 1838. He was temporarily released and then imprisoned again the same year and held in custody
until the beginning of January 1, 1840.963 Many other Lutheran clergy suffered
persecution by suspension, heavy financial fines, and even imprisonment for no
other reason. Their crime was their refusal to use the king’s new agenda, although
they had earlier been promised than they could use some of the formularies and
ceremonies of their old agendas.

15.6.2 Meas ures Again s t Paris h io n e rs o f C on fe s s io n a l
Congr eg ation s
Members of the confessional church also suffered in a variety of ways. Some
suffered the inconvenience of having their worship services disrupted and
broken up by the police; some were forced to pay heavy fines; some were jailed
or imprisoned and treated like common criminals or even worse. Suspended Lutheran pastors were forbidden to baptize, and those who could produce only a
963
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baptismal certificate from a confessional
Lutheran pastor were required to appear before the pastor of the Evangelical
state church for rebaptism. In some cases,
police forcibly removed children from
their parental homes, took them for rebaptism, and treated them as foundlings.
Children, who had been confirmed by a
confessional pastor, were considered not
to have been confirmed at all. They were
judged to be still under the supervision of
the Union schools and were required to
be instructed and confirmed by a Union
clergyman. Fourteen-year-old children,
who had no certificate proving that they
had been confirmed in the Union church, Gustav Adolf von Rochow, Minister of
were required to pay five thalers a month the Interior. Engraving by Albert Schule
for their tuition in the public schools. If after Franz Krüger, 1833 (Rijksmuseum,
Amsterdam).
they could not do so, their property and
goods could be confiscated, and if that
was not a sufficient penalty, they could
be imprisoned. In the case of the solemnization of marriage, even if the banns had
been announced in a public service three Sundays in succession and legal notice
had been put in the newspaper, if it was a confessional Lutheran pastor who
solemnized the marriage, it was ruled that no legal marriage had taken place.964
Indeed, heavy fines were levied for attending confessional Lutheran divine
services or accepting the ministry of a confessional pastor. The Bromberg city officials decreed that any person who allowed his dwelling to be used for such worship was to be fined from three to five thalers, and everyone who attended such
a service was to be fined from one to three thalers. Those who could not pay cash
suffered the loss of property; those with nothing to lose were to be sent to jail.965
Officials directed particular attention to the community of Gross-Tschunkawe,
the estate of Lutheran convert von Koszutski. He himself was required to pay
heavy fines and finally lost his freedom. The people of his lands were poor and
had little more than what was needed to keep them over the winter months. The
few pigs they raised were confiscated by the officials and sold, and when the
amount raised was insufficient to pay their fines, they suffered even further penalties. The level of fines against ten individuals who attended such divine services
964
965
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was 250 thalers. Only one of these ten individuals could pay his fine in cash. The
rest lost pigs, geese, leather, shoes, boots, earthenware, clocks, and watches. All
these were sold to pay their fines. At public worship services in the opening days
of September 1835, the police took the names of the 240 persons and fined each of
them two thalers. At this point, the people of Gross-Tschunkawe had already paid
more than 1,400 thalers for the crime of attending worship services. Von Koszutski
was told by Prince Hatzfeldt that these fines would be forgiven if divine services
were dropped. One old man, by the name of Zoller from Suhlau, was fined four
thalers because he took his sixteen-year-old son to a Lutheran service. He had no
means to pay the fine, so he and his son were put in prison in Militsch – the son
for two days and the father for three. When the king passed through Militsch on
September 22, 1835, several petitions were presented to him asking for the release
of pastor and parishioners and permission to hold Lutheran services. He would
not even consider these requests. In the same region, a congregation elder named
Hubsch was imprisoned and went without food for four days. It is said that he
would have starved, had not a common thief in the same cell shared his meager
rations with him. This happened in direct contravention of the Prussian Law Code
which required that any prison official who left a prisoner without food for three
days was to be fired. Hubsch’s complaint fell on deaf ears, as the magistrates often
said that a confessional Lutheran was worse than a highwayman. Sattler, an elder
in Guhre, a leading member of the community, an army officer, a knight of the
Iron Cross and a knight of the Cross of Christ, was jailed for frequently attending
divine services. His horse, cow, and thirteen hogs worth seventy-nine thaler were
confiscated, and he was imprisoned for nine weeks. While he was in prison, officials told him that all he had to do was to promise to have nothing more with such
Lutheran divine services and he would get everything back.966
Despite all legal repressive measures, confessional Lutherans continued to
conduct their worship services. On August 25, 1835, the government in Breslau
reported to Altenstein and Minister of the Interior, Gustav Adolf von Rochow, on
such activity in the region, stating that the “prohibition of extra-church services”
was completely ignored by the “separatists” and that their divine services and
pastoral ministrations were conducted by “non-clergymen.”
“Not only are the fines against these persons fruitless, but they also expressly
declared, after having been threatened with arrest if they continued their activity,
that they would not stop it and would not obey the governmental orders. Under
these circumstances, there was nothing left to ensure compliance with the laws
by the authorities than to have these people arrested and at the same time to
apply to the Royal Higher Regional Courts here and at Glogau for the initiation of
966
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criminal investigations because they explicitly declared and demonstrated with
actions that they would not obey the orders of the authorities and made the most
perverted and hateful statements, such as that one should obey God more than
men, as if persecutions were taking place because of religion.”967
The Evangelical state church had by this time become so completely subservient to the king and his officials that it had no greater desire or program than to
do his bidding. They quickly adopted his attitude that those who rejected the
agenda were rebels against the crown, sectarians, schismatics, and even heretics.
The confessional Lutheran congregations had all lost their property, and now
their parishioners worshiped in forests or after dark. Spies were sent and were
promised great rewards for ferreting out dissident pastors and worshipers. A
contemporary observer claimed that while blasphemy, atheism, and frivolity in
the schools and universities were tolerated, the very church upon which Prussia
was founded was no longer tolerated but persecuted. The king who tried to give
the outward appearance of being compassionate and tolerant was completely intolerant and without compassion with regard to confessional Lutheranism and
treated its adherents barbarically. He had become so possessed by his dreams
concerning his agenda that he could no longer see reason.968
The Peace of Westphalia of 1648 had allowed that those, who for the sake of
their religious conscience felt compelled to do so, should be permitted to migrate
to a friendlier locale. Prussia had always insisted that this provision be included
in that treaty, but now it was Prussia which refused to permit the confessional Lutherans to exercise this option. The state officials reasoned that if they allowed them to leave, they would be admitting that there was no freedom of faith
and conscience in Prussia, and this, of course, they were unwilling to do. They
sought to hide Prussia’s disgraceful intolerance from the world, but of course,
the world was already well aware of it. Although Prussia still insisted that it was
a tolerant, moderate, and kindly country, the rest of the world knew better. The
English offered free passage and support to any Prussian Lutherans who wanted
to migrate to Australia. Pastor Augustus Kavel went to London in 1836 to make
arrangements for emigration with the South Australian Company. The company
chartered a vessel to transport them, and Kavel’s congregation met in Frankfurt
(Oder) to travel together to Hamburg and journey to Australia. However, the
Prussian government announced that they would not be given passports and that
they were not permitted to leave. There was nothing that people could do but
return to their homes. Two years later, in 1838, they were told that they could
967
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now leave, but by this time the South Australian Company had withdrawn its offer. Through the aid of the British businessman, who had first provided funds to
Pastor Kavel during this two year wait, the 600 parishioners were able to sail for
Australia. This was the first emigration of Prussian Lutherans, and it marked the
establishment of a Lutheran Church in Australia.969
The steadfastness of the confessional pastors and congregations in the face of
opposition and adversity moved others to consider their plight and the manner of
their response. What had started with Scheibel in Breslau soon spread elsewhere
in Silesia and Posen, and finally, elsewhere in some other Prussian provinces as
well. Here and there, pastors began to look critically at the new agenda and to
realize that its use on Lutheran altars was inappropriate and unsupportable. In
the Province of Saxony, a small confessional congregation was established in Halle
in the home of Heinrich Ernst Ferdinand Guericke, a close friend and associate of
Scheibel. Guericke, who on November 5, 1834, had been dismissed from the faculty
of the university and on November 19 was secretly ordained as a pastor of the Old
Lutheran congregation in Halle.970 In addition to the congregation in Halle, congregations were established also in Erfurt and Magdeburg. So too in Pomerania,
a small congregation was established in Cammin, so also in Colzow, Holm by
Treptow, Gollnow, Hackenwalde, and other places. Congregations were also organized in Wusterhausen, Pritzwalk, Jerichow, Fehrbellin, Neuruppin, and Berlin
in the Province of Brandenburg. In West Prussia, Lutheran congregations were established in Danzig and Marienwerder. Not even the stringent measures employed
by the government were sufficient to discourage the spread of confessional Lutheranism and the establishment of new congregations in other provinces even in the
face of the open hostility of the Evangelical state church and government.971
As early as 1836, Altenstein was beginning to realize that all the measures
taken since March 1834 had been unable to stem the tide or stunt the growth of
confessional congregations and preaching stations. Alarming statistics indicated
that now there were more than 500 places in which the confessional Lutherans
were meeting, and it was obvious that new measures must be taken. It seemed
to him that the best way to handle the situation was to put it in the hands of the
police. This he would do by taking it away from the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs
and handing it instead to the Ministry of the Interior. He shared this plan with
von Rochow, the minister of the Interior, on November 28, 1836.972
Rochow was supportive of Altenstein’s plan, but the king was not enthusiastic about it. He made known his own will in the matter in a cabinet order, dated
969
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January 2, 1837, in which he stated that this was a religious matter, and it was
the responsibility of the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs to deal with it. Furthermore,
three new regulations must now be followed, all of which were meant to ensure
that the Prussian confessional Lutherans would be dealt with somewhat more
fairly and humanely. (1) No new prosecutions of the confessional Lutherans were
to be undertaken without the specific consent of the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs.
(2) Cases now pending must be brought to a conclusion and judgments rendered.
However, no sentences were to be carried out until they had been delivered to
the Minister of Spiritual Affairs in order that he might determine the appropriateness of the sentence and whether that sentence should be modified to some extent. In this matter, Altenstein would need to present his recommendation to the
king for his final decision. (3) Likewise, the king ordered a report concerning the
judgments already rendered, to see whether they ought to stand or be modified.
Finally, taking into account that first opposition took place in Silesia and penal
judgments were adopted there, it would be the prerogative of the Upper Court
of Justice in Breslau to render judgments in the prosecutions of the Lutherans.
However, judgments already rendered ought to stand. On January 24, 1837, a
letter was sent to the affected governmental authorities and consistories, issuing
instructions for the implementation of this cabinet order.973
How the Lutherans should be treated was still a lively topic in government
circles and in the Evangelical state church as well. A cabinet order of April 18,
1837, assigned High Consistory member Gerhard Friedrich Strauss the task of
investigating this situation in the Züllichau area in Brandenburg with the view to
outlining possible avenues of approach. Strauss reported to the king on May 13,
1837, that those who had stirred up this separatist movement were more culpable
than those who had been innocently misled by them. The dissident clergy should
be dealt with more severely than their simple parishioners.974
The king handed this report over to Altenstein and Rochow on May 28, 1837,
and asked for their reactions to it. They made their official reply on August 11.
They were agreed in principle on the possibility of allowing the Lutherans to
emigrate but noted that it was no easy matter to distinguish between those who
had excited separatist notions and the unwary who had been influenced by them.
A further problem was how to deal with those to whom “errant” clergy had ministered – the many children they had baptized and the bridal couples whom they
had illegitimately married. The ministers suggested that pastors who had been
imprisoned for these illegal acts could now be released if they would promise to
desist from such actions in the future. Those who refused to make such a promise
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should continue to be detained. It was consistorial member Strauss who particularly spoke of the importance of leniency.975
The king rejected this suggestion out of hand in a cabinet order on September
2, 1837. He said that what these men had done was disruptive to public order and
peace. They had committed a serious crime and to treat the matter as though it
were not a crime would run counter to the fundamental principles of law and order, and furthermore, the necessity of police action and appropriate punishment
were fundamental to the stability of society. Von Rochow for his part indicated on
September 11, 1837, that the separatist leaders ought to be released from detention. Altenstein, of course, could not agree. He thought that this would only make
matters worse since they would continue their illegal activities. The guilty clergy
must pay for their crimes.976
Current measures were not capable of dealing adequately with the “separatist
movement,” as Justice Minister Heinrich Gottlob von Mühler stated. There were
no laws on the books that dealt with such an issue in sufficiently specific terms.
Subsequently, with the consent of the king, state Ministers Altenstein, Rochow,
Kamptz, and Mühler named a commission in March 1838 to examine the matter
and make recommendations. Membership consisted of Privy Chief Justice Councilor Carl Friedrich Göschel, who would serve as chairman, Bishop Neander, privy
councilors Carl Friedrich Frantz, Eduard Peter Friedrich Vosswinkel, and August
Karl von Stein-Kochberg. Their report was completed on July 24, 1838. They proposed a very lenient course of action. For their part, the king and Altenstein were
not very enthusiastic about these proposals, and no immediate action was taken.977
The problem, however, did not go away. It became an increasingly unpleasant
and irritant to the king, his ministers, and officials of the Evangelical state church.
As the king stated to Bishop Eylert, the whole matter annoyed him greatly.
“I do not like to hear about it. I feel uncomfortable. Unheard of in a country
where there is freedom of religion and conscience. But freedom is not a license
which abolishes all order and denies all obedience. True freedom resides in the
law and its prescriptions; whoever observes this is a free person, but whoever follows his fantasies and desires of arbitrariness is a slave without knowing it. I am
sorry it turned out that way; I did not want that. I and the authorities made every
effort to win over the fanatics but they did not want to let themselves be won. Infatuated people call themselves the Old Lutherans! If Luther were still alive, what
would Luther say about this? I am sorry but may they be well!”978
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The king’s determination to implement the agenda by all available administrative means forced him to disregard the loudly proclaimed principles of freedom
of religion and conscience in Prussia. He himself, however, never agreed that the
repressive measures he had taken directly contradicted the principles of religious
tolerance and freedom of conscience. “There has never been any question of a
compulsion to conscience. Only fanatical or malevolent men have been given the
opinion that the introduction of the church agenda had attacked the Evangelical
Lutheran confession of faith,” he wrote in a cabinet order to the Royal Consistory
in Breslau on February 7, 1836.979 In other words, freedom of faith and conscience
in agenda matters should not be used as a cover against the orders of the governmental authorities.
Such an attitude was clearly at odds with the position he had adopted in 1798,
when he rejected Wöllner’s Religious Edict of 1788 on the grounds that no coercive
measures should be imposed on conscience in matters related to religion. Disapproving of the terms of the edict in his cabinet order of January 12, 1798, he stated:
“Personally, I reverence religion and carefully obey its blessed precepts and
would not for worlds rule over a people who had no religion. But I know also
that it is and must remain an affair of the heart, of the feelings, and of individual
conviction and may not be debased into a senseless mummery by methodical
compulsion if it is to further virtue and righteousness.”980
No methodical constraint should be imposed on conscience in religious matters, he declared to Wöllner.
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1 6 . F r i ed r i c h W i l h el m III ’ s
“ L i t u r g i c al T esta m ent ”
Friedrich Wilhelm III determined that
his new agenda should prevail and be
used everywhere regardless of the pain
and suffering this might cause. It was better that those Lutheran clergy who dissented from it should be suspended, if
they dared to use any other agenda but
his, and imprisoned if they continued to
carry out their pastoral ministry to their
parishioners. Historians have usually
described him as a mild-mannered and
compassionate ruler, neglecting to mention that in his closing days he became
absolutely despotic in relation to the
confessing Lutheran Church. He began
by calling himself summus episcopus and
ended by thinking of himself as Pontifex
Maximus with all spiritual and temporal
powers in his hands, a pontiff, ruling the
church without the restrictions imposed
Monument to Friedrich Wilhelm III at
the Hohenzollern Castle in Hechingen,
by a curia or a settled deposit of faith
Baden- Württemberg.
and doctrine.981 “Never had a pope had
power over the Catholic Church like the
Reformed King Friedrich Wilhelm had from 1808 over the Lutheran Church,”
observed Hermann Theodor Wangemann, Prussian Lutheran theologian and
church historian, who himself was a true royalist.982
How precious this agenda was to him is evident from his last will addressed
to his son. It was in fact a “liturgical testament” that Chief Court Marshal von
Schilden was authorized to deliver on after his death to Crown Prince Friedrich
Wilhelm.983 In this testament, he recalled how in the early days of his reign the
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liturgical situation in Prussia could only be described as chaotic. The venerable
agendas, which had been prepared by the Reformers themselves and introduced
into the church by his own ancestors, had now fallen completely into disuse and
had been replaced by arbitrary, innovative, and unworthy orders of worship. In
like manner, the church’s precious teachings had been put in danger. When the
trials and tribulations of the Napoleonic Wars had come to an end, he had been
able with God’s help to turn his attention to the evangelical confessions which
were now growing into an Evangelical Church of the Union. In those same days,
he found that those venerable old agendas of his ancestors were all but unknown,
despite the fact that these scripturally sound agendas far outweighed the more recent productions. He made it his task to prepare an agenda for his Prussian Evangelical Church in the spirit of those fine old agendas, imbued with the spirit of the
Reformers themselves, often examining them word-by-word. In corresponding
terms, the king conveyed to the hereditary prince what seemed to him most important in matters pertaining to his most precious agenda:
“Since, with God’s gracious help, my renewed agenda has now been introduced in most of the churches of my kingdom, so I decree, in order to bring the
same blessings to the descendants, that all kings of my house, whom God will elevate to the throne of Prussia after me, vigorously protect this renewed agenda and
watch out for its observance. I expect this first of all from you, my dear son! Your
piety, your ecclesiastical sense, your love for me – all these give me the assurance,
even without this invitation, that you will steadfastly preserve the agenda.
So I reckon entirely from these attitudes and especially the childlike feeling
that you have always shown me so faithfully.
Following the advice of the reformers, my forefathers in government ordered
church agendas that have long served for general edification. At a later time,
overwhelmed by a desire for innovation, these were so far removed that their
memory was almost extinguished when I ascended the throne.
Not only was the external ecclesiastical order surrendered to arbitrariness, but
the pure divinely revealed teaching also came under threat. Only after difficult
trials, after wars, the blissful end of which was obviously caused by God’s help,
that I was able to immediately focus my attention on the Evangelical Church. At
the same time, God initiated the beginning of a Union of both evangelical confessions in my states and will take it under his gracious protection.
Coincidentally, I found the almost unknown agendas of my government ancestors in a village church. The scriptural, the antiquated, and venerable ones,
as well as the accompanying authority of the reformers, seemed to me quite ap1991, 159 fn. 4. Friedrich Wilhelm III’s last will and testament to Crown Prince Friedrich
Wilhelm. Berlin, March 20, 1828. GStA PK, BPH Rep. 49 E, 29 fol. 285- 290 (20. März 1828),
288r.
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propriate to outweigh the changing liturgical views and propositions of the most
recent times.
In the spirit of those old, truly evangelical agendas, partly taken literally from
them, a renewed agenda emerged, drawn up by me and subsequently examined
by distinguished clergymen.
Its continuation, therefore, not only provides the necessary integral unity in
the external worship of God by the Evangelical Church but at the same time also
promotes the maintenance of the pure, revealed religion of Jesus Christ.
And so, I hereby hand over this agenda to the conscience and religiosity of my
heir to the throne. By obeying my will, you will increase your own salvation as
well as that of your subjects in this and the world to come and thereby inherit my
own blessing and the blessing of the people temporarily and forever.”984
It was the king’s determined will and purpose that the heir to the Prussian
throne would commit himself to preserving and protecting his precious liturgical
heritage.
Friedrich Wilhelm III passed away on June 14, 1840. He will live in history
as the creator of the Prussian Union and as a monarch who outwardly unified
Lutheran and Reformed Churches within the framework of a single liturgy. He
was convinced that the value of his agenda was equal to that of the agendas of the
Reformation, and for this reason, the book was fundamental to maintaining the
“pure and revealed religion of Jesus Christ.”
However, by forcing the introduction of the agenda into congregations, the king
crossed the line between the spiritual and the secular. Indeed, after the defection
of Elector Johann Sigismund to Calvinism in 1613, Brandenburg Hohenzollerns
frequently intervened in the internal affairs of the church but not to such an extent that the secular authorities prescribed liturgical forms according to which
the church should conduct its external worship of God. Even Bishop Eylert, a
leading member of the Reformed Church in Prussia, admitted that “during the
last twenty-five years of his reign, he [Friedrich Wilhelm III] conducted the affairs of the Church absolutely; for all that has happened with respect thereto, was
considered, arranged, and ordered by him. The question of the liturgy, agenda,
and Union was entirely his work.”985 Eylert, nevertheless, tried to ease the whole
situation, claiming that by interfering in ecclesiastical realm the king was acting
out of fear of God and only out of pious intentions.
“He treated religious matters not as affairs of state which conferred, resolved,
and dealt with are no longer disturbed unless there is a new case pertinent to
them. No! For him, the fear of God was the only great condition under which all
that is good of whatever name can flourish; hence, it was the soul of his private
984
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as of his public life. As he will live in history, he cannot be designated by a more
appropriate, complete, and true name
than Friedrich Wilhelm III the Pious.”986
The British and Foreign Review of
1838, assessing the religious situation in
Prussia at a time when criminal proceedings against confessional Lutherans were
still pending, was not as lenient as Bishop
Eylert. According to the British, Friedrich
Wilhelm III arrogated his authority over
the spiritual matters and elevated himself
to the patron of the churches, ruling them
both with a charitable cross and a sword
at the same time. The magazine quoted
German poet Heinrich Heine, who allegorically likened the forced imposition
of the agenda to the Prussian eagle – a Rulemann Friedrich Eylert with the
Order of the Red Eagle 3rd Class under
symbol of Prussian military power prom- the beffchen above the pectoral cross.
inently displayed on the cross of the Or- Engraving by Johann Georg Nordheim
(Rijksmuseum, Amsterdam).
der of the Red Eagle 3rd Class, flying
from one church tower to another with
the king’s agenda on the wings.
“The sword and Red Eagle 3rd Class – these were the apostles the king sent
out to preach his evangelical doctrine. He who resisted was converted with the
sword, and the clergymen who submitted, received the Red Eagle. Thence, the
well-known passage of Heine: ‘And the king’s agenda, borne upon the wings of
the Red Eagle 3rd Class, flies from church steeple to church steeple’.”987
In those regions where the agenda was warmly received, church leaders, including Reformed Bishops Friedrich Samuel Gottfried Sack and Rulemann Friedrich Eylert, were awarded with the Order of the Red Eagle. The disobedient, on
the other hand, were corrected with the sword.988
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A ppend i c es

A p p e n d i x I . L i tu rgy fo r the Court an d G arrison
C on g r e g ati o n i n P o ts d am an d t h e Garrison Ch urc h in
B er l i n , 1816.
(Several chords on the organ mark the
beginning of the divine service.)

Choir:

Let everything that has breath and
lives praise the Lord with a festal song!
To him be praise and thanks!989 Alleluia!

The Pastor at the altar:

Beloved in the Lord Jesus Christ! Let
us humble ourselves before the face of
God and call upon him from the depths
of our hearts:990
Merciful, faithful God, eternal Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ, who govern with
your Son and the Holy Spirit forever! We
praise and thank you for all your benefactions that we have received without ceasing from your loving kindness, for proLiturgy for the Court and Garrison
tecting us so graciously throughout our
Congregation in Potsdam and the Garrison
lives and also last night, and for allowing
Church in Berlin, 1816.
us to experience this day in good health. In
particular, we thank you for driving away
the terrible darkness of superstition and allowing to shine the bright light of the
Gospel in which we may come to know you and your will and learn how we should
live as Christians and die blessedly. We implore you, gracious God and Father, to
keep the light of the grace of your Gospel for us and our descendants; forgive us all
989
990

The choir chants will change from time to time.
The congregation stands while the pastor says prayers at the altar and when, after the
hymn, he gives a short opening prayer from the pulpit before his sermon, and it sits down
again when the sermon is read.
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our sins and iniquities for the sake of your dear Son, our Savior Jesus Christ so that
we can be and remain your people, and sanctify us evermore by your Holy Spirit
that we reject the world and all worldly desires with all our hearts and seek our joy
and delight in serving you in holiness and righteousness that is pleasing to you.
And since we are gathered here at your command to celebrate the Sabbath, open
our ears and hearts so that we can hear your holy word, consider it diligently, and
keep it in a pure heart, confidently invoke you, and not only this day but also every
day of our short life celebrate by abstaining of all evil deeds until we, finally, reach
the eternal Sabbath when we with angelic tongues and hearts will praise and laud
your great deeds with all the chosen angels and people for all eternity, Amen!
Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come, thy
will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And
forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead
us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For thine is the kingdom, and the
power, and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
May the God of peace sanctify you through and through and may your whole
spirit, soul, and body be preserved blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesus
Christ. He who calls you is faithful; he will surely do it. Amen.

Choir:

Alleluia!

Pastor:

Let us also pray together and bring our requests and petitions to God:
Almighty, eternal God! Merciful Father in Jesus Christ! We humbly implore
you that your mercy be great for the person of our most gracious king and lord.
Grant him a blessed government that we may long live a peaceful and quiet life in
all godliness and honor under his protection and shield. Bless the crown prince,
the royal princes and princesses, the whole royal household and all who are related to and attached to it. Grant them length of days that they may be a constant
blessing and pattern in Christian living. Take the royal army and all loyal servants of the king and the fatherland under your fatherly protection. Teach them
all to always bear in mind the oath they have taken so dearly that they diligently
and obediently fulfill it, as is due to Christians, and let their service be a blessing
to your glory and the good of the fatherland. Bless, O loving God, us and all royal
lands. Help each according to his need and have mercy on all who seek your help;
be the Savior of all men, and most especially of your faithful. Protect us from an
evil and sudden death; prepare us more and more for a blessed end and bring us
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all at length into your eternal heavenly kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord
and Savior to whom with you and the Holy Spirit be laud and praise and glory,
now and forever. Amen!
Grant us, O Lord, steadfastness and daily growth in the only true and genuine
Christian faith that we confess and upon which we base the hope of our salvation:
I believe in God the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth.
And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the Holy
Spirit, born of the virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, died,
and was buried. He descended to hell. The third day he rose again from the dead.
He ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty.
From there he will come to judge the living and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy universal Christian Church, the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life
everlasting. Amen.991
Receive now the blessing of the Lord:
The Lord bless you and keep you!
The Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious unto you!
The Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace. Amen.

Choir:

Rejoice, you righteous!
Rejoice greatly in the Lord!
For his grace is never far from you. Alleluia!
Hymn of the congregation.
Sermon.
Hymn of the congregation.

991

Whether biblical readings, either generally accepted gospels and epistles or other portions
of the Holy Scriptures pertaining to the sermon, are to be each time excluded from this
liturgy will be determined later.
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A p p e n d ix II. L i tu rgy fo r the Sun day Div in e Serv ic e at
th e C our t a nd Cathe d ral Chu r c h in Berlin , 1817.
Hymn of the Congregation
(By the pastor’s choice)

The Pastor, standing in front of the
altar, says:
The Lord be with you!

Choir:

And with your spirit!

Pastor:

Beloved in the Lord Jesus Christ! Let
us humble ourselves before the face of
God and call upon him from the depths
of our hearts:
(The congregation stands up and prays.)
Merciful, faithful God, eternal Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ, who govern with
your Son and the Holy Spirit forever! We
praise and thank you for all your benefactions that we have received without
Liturgy for the Sunday Divine Service at the
ceasing from your loving kindness, for
Court and Cathedral Church in Berlin, 1817.
protecting us so graciously throughout
our lives and also last night, and for allowing us to experience this day in good health. In particular, we thank you for
allowing to shine the bright light of the Gospel in which we may come to know
you and your will and learn how we should live as Christians and die blessedly.
We implore you, gracious God and Father, to govern your Christian Church with
all its teachers and servants by your Holy Spirit so that they remain steadfast in
the pure and genuine doctrine of your word here and everywhere so that thereby
your kingdom increase among us and in all the world, that true faith in us may be
awakened and strengthened, and that also love toward all mankind in us grow
up and increase. Hear us, O Lord!

Choir:

Lord, hear us!
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Pastor:

Omniscient, holy God! we acknowledge and confess before you our sinful corruption and our multiple and heavy debts. Look down on us with compassion and
graciously accept our repentance and resolution of amendment. Forgive us all of
our sins and iniquities for the sake of your dear Son, our Savior Jesus Christ, and
sanctify us the longer the more through your Holy Spirit so that we reject the world
and all worldly desires with all our hearts and seek our joy in you, that we serve
you in holiness and righteousness that pleases you. And since we are gathered here
in your name to celebrate the Lord’s day, open our ears and hearts so that we can
hear your holy word, consider it diligently, and keep it in a pure heart, call on you
confidently, and for all the remaining days of our short life prepare ourselves for
the salvation, when we with angelic tongues and hearts will praise and laud your
great deeds with all the chosen angels and people for all eternity. Amen.

Choir:

Amen.

Pastor:

Let us listen with devotion to the voice of the divine word.
(Biblical reading: either the Sunday Gospel or the Epistle.)

Choir:

Alleluia!

Pastor:

Let us also pray:
Almighty, eternal God and Father! We humbly implore you, let your grace rest
mightily upon the king, our Lord, on the crown prince, and all who are related and attached to the royal household. Give them long life so that they may be a constant blessing and Christian example to your people. Grant, O Lord, our king wise heart, royal
thoughts, salutary counsel, righteous deeds, a strong arm, wise and faithful councilors,
brave, victorious army, conscientious servants and loyal subjects so that we may lead
a quiet life under his enduring protection and shelter, in all piety and honor.

Choir:

Hear us, O Lord!

Pastor:

Take the royal army and all loyal servants of the king and the fatherland under
your fatherly protection. Teach them all to always bear in mind the oath they have
taken so dearly that they diligently and obediently fulfill it, as is due to Christians,
and let their service be a blessing to your glory and the good of the fatherland.
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(At the patriotic festivals, which are celebrated annually to commemorate the
great events of our time on October 18, March 30, and June 18, the following is
added on the Sundays that follow them:)
(You made the remembrance of your miracles among us, gracious and merciful Lord, and children’s children will praise what you have done great for us
and the peoples of the earth. Fill, O all-bountiful God, with the spirit of wisdom,
advice, and unity, all Christian rulers of Europe. Bless, protect the Holy Alliance
they made, believing in you and your Son, the Savior of the world, to govern and
make their people happy. Let their holy cause flourish to praise your great name
and to promote the common good so that peace, order, and justice may reign
everywhere that our later descendants may gratefully enjoy your blessings.)
Bless, O loving God, us and all royal lands, Christian parenting, all fair trades on
water and on land. Help each one in his need and have mercy on all who seek your
help. Keep us in your love and let us serve all in the world for the best. Turn away
from us with grace all the plagues of the earth and punishments deserved by our
sins. Give healthy, fertile weather and peaceful times; be the Savior of all men, and
most especially of your faithful. Protect us from an evil, impenitent death; prepare
us more and more for a blessed end, and bring us all at length into your eternal
heavenly kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord and Savior to whom with you
and the Holy Spirit be laud and praise and glory, now and forever. Amen!

(On Good Friday, the Day of Repentance, and the day of the annual Commemoration of the Departed, after the words: “prepare us more and more for a blessed end,”
the prayer should continue:)
But especially in the last hour of death, drive from us all temptations, and increase
our faith in your Son Jesus, that we may overcome all the terrors of death. When our ears
can hear no more, let your Spirit bear witness with our spirit that as your children and
co-heirs with Christ, we shall shortly be together with Jesus in your heavenly presence.
When our eyes can see no more, open the eyes of our faith that we may then see your
heaven open before us and the Lord Jesus at the right hand of his Father that we, too,
may be where he is! When our tongue can speak no more, let your Spirit make intercession for us with unutterable groanings and teach each one of us to cry in his heart: “Dear
Father! – Father, into your hands I commend my spirit!” O most faithful God, grant that
we may live in your fear, die in your favor, depart hence in your peace, rest in the grave
under your protection, and rise again by your power, and so inherit the blessed hope of
everlasting life, for the sake of your dear Son, Jesus Christ our Lord, to whom with you
and the Holy Spirit be laud and praise, honor and glory, now and forever. Amen.
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Choir:

Amen.

Pastor:

Grant us, O Lord, steadfastness and daily growth in our Christian faith that we
confess and upon which we base the hope of our salvation:
I believe in God the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth.
And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the Holy
Spirit, born of the virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, died,
and was buried. He descended to hell. The third day he rose again from the dead.
He ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty.
From there he will come to judge the living and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy universal Christian Church, the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life
everlasting. Amen.992

Choir:

Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit!

Pastor:

Make us worthy, Lord, that we may call upon you with trust and innocence, and say:
(Here follows the Lord’s Prayer.)

Choir:

Amen.

Pastor:

The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God, and the communion of the
Holy Spirit be with you all, now and forever. Amen.

Choir:

Holy, holy, holy is the Lord, and all lands are full of his glory.!

Hymn of the Day.
Sermon.
Blessing:

The Lord bless you and keep you!
The Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious unto you!
The Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace. Amen.

The final hymn of the congregation.
992

Whether biblical readings, either generally accepted gospels and epistles or other portions
of the Holy Scriptures pertaining to the sermon, are to be each time excluded from this
liturgy will be determined later.
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A p p e n d ix III . A ge nd a fo r the Court an d Cat h edral
C h u r c h i n B e rl i n. Se co nd e d i tion , 1824.
Preface
The illustrious ancestors of his presently reigning Royal Majesty, namely,
Elector Joachim II, Johann Georg, Duke
Albrecht of Prussia, etc., had published
church orders in 1540, 1572, and 1558
which, along with several church-related
matters, also contained liturgies derived
from the fullness of the divine Gospel,
based on the ancient forms of the Christian church, and purified by the Reformation, which were simultaneously adopted
and introduced in almost all evangelical territories. By presenting the eternal
truths of Christianity in accordance with
their own words of the Holy Scriptures,
in noble simplicity and powerful brevity,
these liturgies established and promotThird edition of the Agenda for the Court
and Cathedral Church in Berlin, 1824, aded the unity of faith in the Evangelical
vertized as published in 1822.
Church, and were the beautiful linking
bond of all evangelical congregations.
Beyond any change of time, these glorious liturgies are just as edifying and
uplifting as they were then for our pious ancestors. Despite this, the prescribed
forms have become more and more distant, and old venerable customs have
been replaced by arbitrariness. In its teaching and order, however, the Evangelical Church should base the fellowship of Christian faith on the unchanging and
eternal truths of Christianity, and even if the forms of church customs do not in
themselves constitute an essential part of the worship of God, they must, nevertheless, be based on their uniformity, and not only on common belief but also on
serene peace of mind and godly confidence which produce appealing thoughts
that these are the same praises, thanksgivings, petitions, intercessions, and pledges that our Christian ancestors have prayed for centuries and that our children
after us, God willing, will pray.
Guided by these insights, the Royal Majesty found it necessary to commend
this agenda, which is an improved version of those previously introduced ones,
based on the aforementioned church orders and arranged according to the needs
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of the circumstances, first prescribed for use at divine service in the Court and
Cathedral Church, so that with God’s help, Christian fear of God, true virtue, and
faithful love for the fatherland may be promoted!

Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service on Sundays and Feast Days and
the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper.
Hymn of the congregation.
The clergyman [during the hymn in priestly vestments approaches the altar and

says a silent preparatory prayer. At the end of it, he turns towards the congregation,
which is standing993 and continues to stand with due respect until the altar prayers
and chorales are completed, i. e., until the Our Father, and says]:
In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.
Our help is in the name of the Lord, who made heaven and earth.
Most merciful God and Father, in deepest humility we acknowledge and confess before you our multiple sins and transgressions. Have mercy on us and forgive us, repentant [sinners], all our sins for the merit of your dear Son, our Savior
Jesus Christ. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. [See Music Appendix No. 1.]

Clergyman.

Where is there a God so great as our God? You are the God who does wondrous things. You have shown your power to the peoples. To you, O Lord, I have
lifted up my voice. I have lifted up my voice to my God, and he has heard me.

Choir.

Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit, as it was in the
beginning, is now, and ever shall be. Amen. [See Music Appendix No. 8.]
Kyrie eleison! Christe eleison! Kyrie eleison! [See Music Appendix No. 2.]

Clergyman.

Glory be to God on high and on earth peace and good will toward men.
We praise you, we bless you, we worship you, we glorify you, we give thanks
to you for your glory, Lord, heavenly King, the Father Almighty. Lord! You onlybegotten Son Jesus Christ; Lord! You Lamb of God, Son of the Father, you take
away the sin of the world, have mercy on us, receive our prayer! You who sit at
993

It is self-evident that there is an exception to this rule for the old, sick, or weak.
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the right hand of the Father, have mercy on us, for you only are holy, you alone
are the Lord! You alone, O Christ, with the Holy Spirit, are the most high in the
glory of God the Father.994 Amen.
The Lord be with you!

Choir.

And with your spirit. [See Music Appendix No. 4.]

Clergyman.

Lord God, dear Father, we implore you to govern and guide us by your Holy
Spirit so that we may hear and receive your word with our whole heart and
thereby be sanctified and place all our trust and hope in Jesus Christ your Son,
improve our lives according to your Word, and be forever blessed through Jesus
Christ our Lord. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. [As above.]

Clergyman.

The Epistle is written:
[Reading of the same.]
The Lord preserves all them that love him, but all the wicked will he destroy.
He will fulfill the desire of them that fear him, he also will hear their cry and will
save them. We know that all things work together for good to those who love
God. Alleluia!

Choir.

Alleluia. [See Music Appendix No. 5.]

Clergyman.

The Holy Gospel is written:
[Reading of the same.]
Praise to you, O Christ. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. [As above.]

Clergyman.

I believe in God the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth.
And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the Holy
Spirit, born of the virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, died,
994

The section of the prayer that begins with the words: “We praise you, etc.,” to the end and
the words: “… in the glory of God the Father,” is ordinarily used only at church festivals.
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and was buried. He descended to hell. The third day he rose again from the dead.
He ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty.
From there he will come to judge the living and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy universal Christian Church, the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life
everlasting. Amen.995

Choir.

Amen.

Clergyman.

May God, even our own God, bless us, may he bless us and be feared until the
end of the world.
Lift up your hearts and let us give thanks to the Lord our God.
It is truly right, worthy, and salutary to give thanks to you, Almighty, at all
times and in all places, through Jesus Christ our Lord, and especially that you
have spared us, forgiven our sins, and promised eternal salvation, and with all
angels and archangels and the whole company of heaven we sing to you and your
unending glory a hymn of praise:

Choir.

Holy, holy, holy is the Lord of Sabaoth! All lands are full of his glory.
Hosanna in the highest! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord! Hosanna in the highest! [See Music Appendix No. 10.]

Clergyman.

Lord God, heavenly Father! We implore you to govern your Christian Church
with all its teachers and servants by your Holy Spirit so that they remain steadfast in the pure doctrine of your word, that true faith in us may be awakened and
strengthened, and that also love toward all mankind in us grow up and increase.
O Lord, let your grace rest mightily upon the king, our Lord, the crown prince,
and the whole royal household and all who are related to and attached to it. Grant
them length of days among us that they may be a constant blessing and pattern in
Christian living. Grant our king a long and blessed reign. Preserve the royal army
and all loyal servants of the king and fatherland. Teach them to bear in mind the
oath they have taken, as is due to Christians, and let their service be a blessing to
your glory and the good of the fatherland. Bless us and all the royal lands. Help
each according to his need and be the Savior of all men, and most especially of your
faithful. Preserve us from a wicked and impenitent death, and bring us all at length
into your eternal heavenly kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.
995

In place of the Apostles’ Creed, the congregation may also sing the hymn: “We All Believe
in One True God.”
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Choir.

Amen. [As above.]

Clergyman.

Our Father,996 who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come,
thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And
forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead
us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For thine is the kingdom, and the
power, and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen. [See Music Appendix No. 12.]
[The clergyman leaves the altar.]

Hymn of the congregation.
[The clergyman enters the pulpit.]

The sermon.
[While standing, the congregation listens to a short opening prayer and the text
for the sermon that follows, just as it stands for the blessing that is spoken at the end
of the sermon.]

Clergyman.

The Lord bless you and keep you!
The Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious unto you!
The Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace. X Amen.

Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen. [See Music Appendix No. 12.]

Hymn of the congregation.
[If there is no Communion, the divine service ends now; however, when Communion is celebrated, the clergyman appointed to officiate at the Lord’s Supper approaches the altar during the hymn and says:]
Beloved in the Lord, since we are now minded to observe the remembrance meal of
our Lord Jesus Christ, which was instituted by him for the strengthening and confirmation of our faith, so let each one examine himself as the Apostle Paul exhorts us to do, for
this Holy Sacrament is given for the strengthening and comfort of troubled consciences
996

The invocation “Unser Vater,” not “Vater unser,” is literally in Luther’s translation. The
Gospel according to St. Matthew 6:9.
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who confess their sins, fear God, and desire salvation, while at the same making earnest resolutions to amend themselves, flee from sins, and live a righteous life. Because
we must now acknowledge ourselves to be sinful, guilty, and unable to help ourselves,
Christ, the Son of God, our dear Lord, has had mercy upon us, and for the sake of us,
sinners, was made man that he might fulfill for us the law and will of God and for our
redemption endure death and all that we by our sins have deserved. To confirm this, he
established his Holy Supper so that everyone who eats of this bread and drinks of this
cup may believe the spoken words and receive the signs of Jesus Christ so that he may
dwell in Lord Christ and Christ in him and live forever. To this end, we are to remember him and proclaim his death, namely, that he died for our sins and rose again for
our justification. Giving him thanks for this inexpressible mercy, each one should take
up his cross and follow him, and according to his commandments, love one another as
he has loved us, for we are all one body, even as we all partake of one bread and drink
from one cup. But whoever eats of this bread and drinks of this cup unworthily, that
is, with an impenitent heart, without faith in the promise of God, without being reconciled, and without resolution of amendment, he is guilty of the body and blood of the
Lord and reaps damnation from which may God graciously protect us all.
Let us pray:
Lord, who through your death gave life to the world, deliver us from all our
sins and all evil; grant us the strength of will always to remain faithful to your
commandments and grant that nothing may ever separate us from you, who with
the Father and the Holy Spirit reigns in eternity. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. [As above.]

Clergyman.

Kneel down and hear attentively the Words of Institution:
[The clergyman now turns to the altar and performs the consecration. The congregation listens to the Words of Institution on their knees and only stands up again
when the choir sings Amen.]
Lord Jesus in the night when he was betrayed, he took the bread, gave thanks,
broke it, gave it to his disciples, and said: “Take it and eat, this is my body X,
which is given for you; do this in remembrance of me.”
In the same way, he took the cup after supper, gave thanks, and said: “Take it
and drink from it all of you, this cup is the New Testament in my blood X, which
is shed for you and for many for the forgiveness of sins; do this, as often as you
drink it, in remembrance of me.”
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[After the consecration, the clergyman turns again to the congregation and says:]
The peace of the Lord be with you all. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. [As above.]
O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, redeem us, Lord God.
O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, hear us, Lord God.
O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, bestow on us your peace
and blessing. [See Music Appendix No.13.]

[While the foregoing chorale is being sung, the distribution of the Lord’s Supper begins.
Other appropriate congregational hymns may continue until the end of Communion.]

Clergyman.

[At the distribution of the bread:]
Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: “This is my body which is given for
you; do this in remembrance of me.”
[At the distribution of the cup:]
Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: “This cup is the New Testament in my
blood which is shed for you; do this in remembrance of me.”
[After Communion, the clergyman says:]
Let us pray:
Almighty, eternal God, we give you fervent thanks for the inexpressible grace
by which we have become partakers of your Holy Supper. We humbly implore
you to make us, who have now received your Holy Sacrament, sure of the effects of
your Holy Spirit so that we may share your divine grace, forgiveness of sins, oneness with Christ, and eternal life, as it is promised to us all, cling to it with steadfast
faith and preserve it forever. We thank you also, Almighty, that you have refreshed
us through your divine grace and beseech you that your mercy would lead us in
a steadfast faith toward you and brotherly love towards all people and grow us in
godliness and in and all Christian virtues, through our Lord Jesus Christ, who in
union with you and the Holy Spirit reigns forever. Amen.
The Lord bless you and keep you!
The Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious unto you!
The Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace. X Amen.

Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen. [See Music Appendix No. 12.]

Hymn of the congregation.
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General Regulations and Explanations Concerning the Liturgy
Configuration of the Altar.

a. The crucifix.
b. The candlesticks with burning wax candles.
c. The large Bible.
d. The place for the liturgist.
The chief divine service on Sundays and feast days should not exceed one hour;
of this, half an hour is given for the liturgy with the congregational singing between
it and the sermon and half an hour for the sermon. The opening and closing hymns
fall outside this time frame, and here, unless the congregation should very explicitly
declare itself against it, a short hymn of some stanzas is always preferable to a longer
one. Notifications pertaining to the divine service should take place before the blessing at the end of the sermon. All other notifications, banns, announcements, and
the like are to be read out between the Benediction and the closing hymn or to be
assigned to the afternoon service.
The chorales are usually sung by the church choristers without organ accompaniment; they are four-part settings and must be performed by at least eight persons.
The hymns of the congregation are accompanied by an organ and are also sung by
the choristers. For those choirs for which the music of the chorales as specified in
the liturgy is likely to be too difficult, there are some easier chants in the appendix,
which, for their brevity, may also be chosen on days when the epistles and gospels
are long or when the liturgy is extended through specially included prayers, such as
on Good Friday, the day of repentance, and the day of the commemoration of the
departed, etc.
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On church feasts, in place of the verse after the confession of sins, prayer before
the epistle, and the verses before alleluia and after the creed which are provided in
the liturgy, the clergyman must read the verses and prayers pertaining to the special
festival included in the appendix; the verses and prayers in the appendix are usually
arranged in such a way that the clergyman can easily find what is required for a particular church occasion. The selection of prayers before the Gospel, the “Holy! Holy!
Holy!,” along with confessions of sins, verses, prayers, and insertions for alternative
use on ordinary Sundays, which can be found in the appendix from p. 28 to p. 44, is
completely left to the discretion of the clergyman.
There can be two cases in which one might deviate from the order of the liturgy
prescribed here. The one, when the liturgy of the divine service is conducted without
a sermon. In this case, the threefold Amen that the choir sings after the Our Father
should be omitted; instead, the clergyman gives the Benediction immediately after
the Our Father, and only then the choir sings the threefold Amen.
Another case is when Communion takes place on a day when the sermon is not
ordinarily preached (e.g. on Maundy Thursday) and the preparatory service with confession of sins has already taken place the day before.
In this case, when the sermon is left out, the address or admonition before Communion immediately follows the Our Father with the choral threefold Amen omitted;
everything else then follows as prescribed when Communion is celebrated.
With well-trained choirs, as was common practice in the evangelical churches of
old, the following parts of the liturgy can also be sung by the choir rather than spoken
by the clergyman:
1) The verse after the confession of sins.
2) “Glory Be to God on High, etc.”
3) The alleluia verse after the epistle.
4) The creed.
5) The verse after it. [See the Appendix of Prayers, Verses, etc., p. 40. No.2., and
Music Appendix No.7.]
6) The Prayer of Thanksgiving [Vere dignum] before “Holy! Holy! Holy!”997
However, in order not to prolong the divine service, this may only take place on
rare occasions and must then replace the individual chant settings. Hence, when one
of these [six] parts is sung, the singing of “Glory to the Father, etc.,” should be discarded and the text simply read out by the clergyman. Prayers and forms for those
church festivals that are not mentioned in the agenda but that in some churches have
been observed since ancient times according to the older agendas, until the rules
were adopted, may be continuously observed, just like the chanting of the “Our Father,” the Words of Institution, etc., are permitted where this was heretofore common.
997

The music for the aforementioned parts will be sent to the choirs.

549

Darius Petkūnas

If until now other biblical readings (such as the Ten Commandments, etc.) have
been used in addition to the pericopes, they can still be retained but should take
place at the beginning of the divine service before the opening hymn.
In churches where it is customary to combine the confession of sins in preparation for the Lord’s Supper, found on page 30, with the liturgy itself, along with the
forgiveness of sins (e. g., as in the Saxon Agenda), this may also take place but [the
absolution] then should be given in the following words:
“Upon this your confession, I, by the command of our Lord Jesus Christ, announce
to you, who heartily bewail your sins, believe in Jesus Christ, and have a good, earnest resolve to amend your sinful life through the help of God and the Holy Spirit, the
grace of God and the forgiveness of sins, in the name of the Father and the Son and
the Holy Spirit. Amen.”
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The Preparation for the Lord’s Supper
[This order takes place either in the afternoon of the day before Communion or
on Communion day itself before the liturgy. In the first case, the service begins with
the singing of a hymn by the congregation (2-3 stanzas). Meanwhile, the clergyman
enters the pulpit, and at the end of the hymn pronounces the words:]
In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.

[Then follows a confessional address in preparation for the Lord’s Supper of such
general content:]
All people are sinners; it is only through the redemption of Jesus Christ that
the penitent obtains grace when he trusts in the merits of Christ.
[At the end of the confessional address, the clergyman says the following confession of sins and absolution:]

Clergyman.

Beloved in Christ! Because we all gathered here in the name of the most high
God and have listened to his holy, only saving word, let us humble ourselves before him and from the bottom of our hearts confess all our sins, saying together:
Almighty God, merciful Father, I, a poor, miserable, and sinful man, confess
to you all my sins and iniquities which I have committed in thoughts, words, and
deeds and with which I have ever offended you and merited your temporal and
eternal punishment. But I am heartily sorry for them and bewail them greatly,
and I pray you of your boundless mercy and for the sake of the innocent, bitter
sufferings and death of your dear Son Jesus Christ that you would be gracious
and merciful to me, a poor sinful man, grant me the power of your Spirit to my
improvement, and forgive me all my sins. Amen.
If this is your earnest desire, and if you firmly and sincerely resolve to better
yourselves, then answer: Yes.

Congregation.
Yes.

Clergyman.

Upon this your confession, I announce to you all, who earnestly bewail your
sins and comfort yourselves with true faith in the merit of Jesus Christ, by the
power of my office as a called and ordained servant of the word, the grace of God
and the forgiveness of your sins in the name of God the Father, of the Son, and of
the Holy Spirit X. Amen.
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If there should be any persons found among us who are oppressed by pangs of
conscience and who may desire our special counsel and comfort, we are by virtue
of our office and according to our best ability prepared to offer them such.

[This announcement is read out whenever the clergyman announces the Lord’s
Supper to be held in one of the following days.]
[The Our Father and the Benediction conclude the rite, after which the congregation still sings a hymn stanza. Otherwise [if the preparatory confessional service
takes place before the chief divine service with the Lord’s Supper], the divine service
begins with the singing of a hymn stanza by the congregation. In the meantime, the
clergyman enters the pulpit, says the entrance blessing [Triune Invocation], and delivers the confessional address, etc. – everything as referred to in the beginning until
the absolution. Then he leaves the pulpit, the congregation sings a hymn stanza, and
the liturgy begins in which no sermon is given.]
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A p p e n d ix IV . Ag e nd a fo r the Ev an gelic al C h urc h in
th e R oy a l Pru s s i an L and s . Wi th Spec ial Prov ision s an d
A d d i ti on s fo r the P ro vi nce o f Bran den burg, 1829.
We, Friedrich Wilhelm, by the grace of
God King of Prussia, etc., proclaim and
make known. Our ancestors, together
with all princes, who during the time of
the great Reformation of the Church accepted the restored pure evangelical doctrine, soon perceived the urgent need of
introducing into their dominions such
church orders and agendas which, without restricting the dearly achieved freedom of faith and conscience, might bring
about a wholesome unanimity in worship
practices, and put a stop to the progress
of arbitrariness that quickly intervened
contrary to the intention of the reformers. It was mainly these church agendas,
composed by respected clergymen, who
Agenda for the Province of Brandenburg,
for the most part acted under the special
1829.
counsel and advice, or at least in the spirit, of the reformers, introduced as a result
of sovereign sanction and authority, inasmuch as they all were drafted according
to the same principles, that an almost complete uniformity was brought about
in the usages and customs of worship in the evangelical church, especially in
Germany. For centuries, these excellent church orders were preserved in their
original form and blessed use but when unsound views on ecclesiastical affairs,
the eagerness for innovation, lukewarmness, and indifference became more and
more prevalent, they gradually fell into disuse and oblivion to such an extent that
in most places scarce even a traditional memory of them. All, therefore, who entertained a deep concern for the inner peace and solid cohesion of the evangelical
church, have long felt the urgent need of putting an end to the disorder and arbitrariness that emerged and became widely spread almost everywhere. There was
only one way to achieve this, and this was, first of all, to try to wrest from oblivion those truly Christian orders that existed in the evangelical church and bring
them back to life, and at the same time to take into consideration the necessary
and acceptable requirements of the present age. This consideration provided the
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basis for the agenda of the cathedral church in Berlin, which appeared at the end
of 1821 and was later expanded and improved. The applause that this agenda,
which had been drafted according to the above-mentioned principles by several
clergymen of good reputation and respect, who were well informed of our views
and intentions, obtained on all hands occasioned the often expressed wish that its
general use might be no longer delayed. To initiate this, shortly thereafter, a preliminary survey of the clergy in each province, approved by us, was conducted,
after which they were asked to declare themselves either in favor of or against
its acceptance. Notwithstanding the harsh and unjust attacks of the adversaries
of the agenda, the result nevertheless may be said to have been in the highest
degree favorable in that the far greater majority of the evangelical congregations
declared themselves in its favor in a very short time. However, there were various concerns and wishes, often of a very contradicting nature since in the circumstances it could not be otherwise, which were based partly on local conditions,
partly on adherence to the familiar usages and other motives, and which were
joined by the most diverse reasons in order to justify the non-acceptance of the
agenda. So that we might act in this matter with greatest possible deference, compatible with our desires and principles, and at the same time in accordance with
the provincial customs that have been the subject of many such requests, and that
these would not remain as something unapproved, we endeavored that those
concerns and proposals were collected and sorted by the provincial consistories
so that they might then be brought into order according to established principles
for careful consideration and consultation by a special commission, consisting of
the ecclesiastical councilors of the provincial consistory and several of the most
worthy clergy in the province, and we might be informed of the results of these
examinations through the Ministry of Spiritual Affairs. After this had already
been accomplished with regard to the Province of Brandenburg, we directed that
what had been consented to and proposed by the clergy of the province should
be summarized in a special appendix to the agenda – a task which has now been
completed by the clergy of this province. Along with this appendix, we published
this new, even more complete, edition of the agenda so that now the whole volume may appear in a better and more appropriate form. Everything that was
based only on one-sided views and desires and could not be considered suitable
for common use, has been deemed inadmissible so that the fundamental principle
of the agenda, its fitting for greatest possible use, might not be disrupted. The
provincial consistory, for its part, has been given special instructions and authority to give utmost possible attention to all such points. After all that has accordingly been done in this important matter, we now expect with certainty and firm
confidence that all the clergy of the province, in the grateful acknowledgment for
our fatherly intentions and untiring care for the internal and external welfare of
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the evangelical territorial church, will apply themselves willingly and obediently,
as is due to loyal subjects, to promote this our matter, and at the same time be diligent in influencing their congregations in order to eliminate any erroneous views
and misunderstandings that may still exist so that this improved church agenda,
approved by us and issued on our orders, may be introduced everywhere and
everywhere maintained unchanged in its continual use.
May God take this work in his gracious and almighty protection, bless it, and
preserve it to us and our descendants to the end of time for the promotion of the
true fear of God and all Christian virtues.
Berlin, April 19, 1829.
Friedrich Wilhelm.
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Preface
The need of a firmly established order for the celebration of public divine service and the administration of ecclesiastical acts has always been regarded as a
fundamental principle in the Christian church, and the continual effort to bring
about such an order through all ages, to maintain or reestablish it, serves as proof
that a sense of necessity, inherent in the nature of the matter, has been manifested
here. It is noticeable also how much the very agreement concerning the forms of
divine service contributes to maintaining and strengthening the sense of Christian communion, and how desirable it must be for Christians in seeking edification to encounter everywhere that which is preserved pure and sound, and as it
were, to find the homeland again.
The agenda for the Evangelical Church in the Royal Prussian Lands originated from the intention to follow up this agreement, the gradual disappearance
of which has recently often been perceived with sorrow, and to secure the church
usages to a firm basis of the evangelical doctrine, thus protecting them from the
changeability of human views and ways of treatment, without excluding a certain
degree of variety or creating obstacles for free action.
In preparing for divine service, care was taken at the same time for that element, the need of which has manifested itself in many ways, which would enable
the congregation itself to further express its common confession and worship,
without depriving the divine word of the right of its proclamation.
Since the more recent attempts in the field of liturgy have given us sufficient
warning by their failure that the mode of speech commonly used in the presentday affairs is less appropriate to the solemn tone and expression of congregational adoration and common confession exhibited by ancient forms, and moreover,
since established order of public worship and pastoral ministrations must testify
to the unity of the present-day church with the church of the past, it seemed urgently necessary to us to return to the age of the Reformation and from the reformers themselves, or at least from agendas written in their spirit, characterized
as having a powerful and dignified language and sanctioned by the sovereigns,
to put together what was suitable for use at all times.
When these agendas adopt some forms from earlier times, it has been done
reliably with full caution, and never with even the slightest deviation from evangelical doctrine or by sacrificing a form essential to the nature of the Evangelical
Church so that in no way should it cause discontent to genuine evangelical Christians, but on the contrary, they should be delighted in realizing that the Christian
Church at all times has adhered to what is universally valid, and this has been
sufficiently demonstrated by the inclusion in the agenda of the creeds which the
church has always confessed.
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The Agenda, which first appeared in 1821, has proven to be so beneficial to use
that its general introduction should seem to be desirable.
The present new edition, specially designed for the Province of Brandenburg,
has been given even greater value because when it was prepared, his majesty the
king, our most gracious Lord, in his faithful care for the well-being of the Evangelical Church, as far as was possible, had taken into account the wishes that on
his order were presented to him as a result of the consultations held by the consistory of the Province of Brandenburg with the help of some of the province’s most
respected clergy, who were aimed in particular at preserving the long-established
provincial liturgical peculiarities. The agenda now offers a rich variety that gives
the clergy the opportunity to choose according to the needs of their congregations.
After we, the undersigned, have allowed ourselves to make the above statement, we feel obliged, as ordained and called servants of the word, to declare
that in our firm conviction, the agenda in all its parts is fully consistent with the
teachings of Holy Scriptures, which are the sole norm of faith of our Evangelical Church as well as with its doctrinal principles, and we do not doubt that all
the clergy of the province will seriously participate in the implementation of this
agenda, which is confirmed by his Majesty, and will hold to it in unchanged use,
as is due for the genuine Christian edification of their congregations.
May God in his grace bless this work, as it is filled in all its parts with the
fundamental doctrine of Christendom: “Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and
today, and forever,” “who of God is made unto us wisdom, and righteousness,
and sanctification, and redemption” (Hebrews 13:8; 1 Corinthians 1:30); may it be
given to serve to the honor of his glorious name, to the promotion of his kingdom
upon earth, and to the continuous blessing of those who in Christ Jesus are called
unto everlasting life.
Berlin, May 26, 1829.

The Clergy Members of the Royal Ministry of Spiritual, etc., Affairs
and the Royal Consistory of the Province of Brandenburg.
Dr. Eylert, evangelical bishop, the preacher in the Court and Garrison Church
in Potsdam.
Dr. Ehrenberg, senior member of the High Consistory, the first preacher of the
Court and Cathedral Church.
Dr. Neander, senior member of the High Consistory, first general superintendent of the Province of Brandenburg, provost at Cölln-an-der-Spree, and pastor of
St. Peter’s Church.
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Ross, senior member of the High Consistory, second general superintendent
of the Province of Brandenburg, provost at Berlin, and pastor of St. Nicholas and
St. Mary’s Church.
Dr. Theremin, member of the High Consistory and second pastor of the Court
and Cathedral Church.
Gillet, member of the consistory and pastor of the Friedrichswerder Church.
Dr. Nicolai, member of the consistory and pastor of St. Nicholas Church.
Dr. Brescius, member of the consistory.
Palmié, member of the consistory and the French-language pastor.
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Liturgy for the Chief Divine Service on Sundays and Feast Days and
the Celebration of the Lord’s Supper.
Hymn of the congregation [The entrance hymn].998
The clergyman [during the hymn in priestly vestments approaches the altar and

says a silent preparatory prayer. At the end of it, he turns towards the congregation,
which is standing999 and continues to stand with due respect until the altar prayers
and chorales are completed, and says]:
In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.1000
Our help is in the name of the Lord, who made heaven and earth.
[Here follows one of the confessions of sins to be chosen by the clergyman.]
[Insert from page 59]
(No. 1.) Beloved in Christ! Let us in deep humility before the Lord confess
our unworthiness and our sins, and let us say with one another:
I, a poor sinful man, confess before you, Almighty God, that I have often
and greatly sinned in thoughts, words, and deed; I acknowledge my guilt, all
my guilt, but I regret it from the bottom of my heart, and under the bestowal of
your grace, firmly resolve to steadfastly amend myself and to sin no more.
Almighty God has mercy upon you and forgives all your sins! May he
strengthen and confirm you through his Spirit in all goodness and bring you
into his everlasting kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. [See Music Appendix.]

Clergyman.

[Here follows one of the verses after the confession of sins to be said by the
clergyman according to his own choice.]1001
998

999
1000

1001

Or a short organ prelude, if it is preferred that the congregation sing only after the confession
of sins. If this takes place, or if hymns of the congregation are mostly included in the liturgy
itself, the clergyman can either return to the sacristy or sit down near the altar. In the latter
case, a chair is placed against the wall on the right side of the altar so that the clergyman
may have his face always turned to it.
It is self-evident that there is an exception to this rule for the old, sick, or weak.
Or: “Blessed be the kingdom of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, now and
ever, and to the ages of ages. Amen.”
If the hymn of the congregation (entrance hymn) follows the confession of sins, this verse is
omitted, along with the following chorale [Gloria Patri]; instead, the clergyman says: “Laud
and praise be to God the Father, etc.” Then follows the Kyrie, sung by the choir.
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[Insert from page 61]
(No.1.) Lord, you are our refuge and our help, our protection and our
consolation, our souls await only you, for you alone are our hope, with you is
our salvation and our trust.

Choir.

Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit, as it was in the
beginning, is now, and ever shall be. Amen. [See Music Appendix.]
Kyrie eleison!
Christe eleison!
Kyrie eleison! [See Music Appendix.]1002

Clergyman.

Glory be to God on high.

Choir.

And on earth peace and good will toward men.1003
We praise you, we bless you, we worship you, we glorify you, we give thanks to
you for the sake of your glorious great honor,1004 Lord, heavenly King, the Father Almighty. Lord! You only-begotten Son Jesus Christ; Lord! You Lamb of God, Son of the
Father, you take away the sin of the world, have mercy on us, receive our prayer! You
who sit at the right hand of the Father, have mercy on us, for you only are holy, you
alone are the Lord! You alone, O Christ, with the Holy Spirit, are the most high in the
glory of God the Father. Amen. Amen. Amen.1005 [See Music Appendix.]

Clergyman.

The Lord be with you!1006

Choir.

And with your spirit. [See Music Appendix.]
1002

1003
1004
1005

1006

The Kyrie may also be sung in German:
“Lord, have mercy upon us!
Christ, have mercy upon us!
Lord, have mercy upon us!”
If the following part [Et in terra and Laudamus] is omitted, the choir sings: “Amen. Amen. Amen.”
Or: “for the sake of your great glory.”
The choral part that begins with the words: “We praise you, etc.,” to the end and the words: “…
in the glory of God the Father,” is used at the discretion of the clergyman, and in any case only
at church festivals. This hymn of praise, already common in the earliest times of the Christian
Church, can be found among others in Spangenberg’s 1545 collection of Latin and German
evangelical hymns. Instead of the above-mentioned part, the congregation may also sing: “All
Glory Be to God on High, etc.,” or a similar hymn. In this case, however, the entrance hymn of
the congregation must be sung before the words: “In the name of the Father, etc.”
Or: “Peace be with you!”
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Clergyman.

[Here follows one of the prayers (collects) before the Epistle to be read by the
clergyman according to his own choice.]
[Insert from page 66]
(No.1.) Almighty God, who through your Holy Spirit hallows and rules all
Christendom, hear our prayer and graciously grant that through your grace she with all
her members may serve you in true faith, through Jesus Christ your Son our Lord. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. [As above.]1007

Clergyman.

The Epistle is written: [Reading of the same.]1008
[Here follows one of the verses to be said by the clergyman before the Alleluia.]

[Insert from page 80]
(No.1.) O Lord, of great goodness and grace, deal with us according to your
infinite mercy, be our strong castle and refuge, our help, our shelter and shield
so that not a single distress, no matter how big it is, falls on us! Do not take your
Holy Spirit from us, comfort us with your help, and keep us so that we may
laud and praise you from now on and forever. Alleluia.

Choir.

Alleluia. [See Music Appendix.]1009

Clergyman.

The Holy Gospel is written: [Reading of the same.]
Praise to you, O Christ. Amen.1010

Choir.

Amen. [As above.]

Clergyman.

I believe in God the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth.
1007
1008

1009

1010

This and the following two choral Amen may be omitted.
When the clergyman is going to preach upon the ordinary pericope, he may announce it in
the following way: “The Holy Gospel (the Epistle), which we intend to take as the ground
for our following meditation, is written, etc.” The pericope is not then to be read again from
the pulpit. Or the clergyman may only announce the chapter and the verses of the Gospel
or the Epistle and read it entirely from the pulpit at the beginning of the sermon.
Where there is an old custom, e. g., on high feasts, to insert hymn verses or a congregational
hymn after the alleluia, this practice can continue.
Or: “Glory to you, O Lord, glory to you.” Or the choir sings: “Glory to you, Lord.” [See
Music Appendix.] The Amen is then omitted.
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And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the Holy
Spirit, born of the virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, died,
and was buried. He descended to hell. The third day he rose again from the dead.
He ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty.
From there he will come to judge the living and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy universal Christian Church, the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life
everlasting. Amen.1011

Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen.

Clergyman.

[Here follows one of the verses to be read after the Creed according to the clergyman’s choice.]
[Insert from page 84]
(No.1.) Yours are the heavens, yours is the earth. You created the world and
everything that is in it. Justice and gentleness are the pillars of your throne.
Lift up your hearts and let us give thanks to the Lord our God.1012
It is truly right, worthy, and salutary to give thanks to you, Almighty, at all
times and in all places, through Jesus Christ our Lord, and especially that you
have spared us, forgiven our sins, and promised eternal salvation, and with all
angels and archangels and the whole company of heaven we sing to you and your
unending glory a hymn of praise.

Choir.

Holy, holy, holy is (God) the Lord of Sabaoth! All lands are full of his glory!1013
Hosanna in the highest! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord! Hosanna in the highest! [See Music Appendix.]
In place of the Apostles’ Creed, the congregation may also sing the hymn: “We All Believe
in One True God.”
1012
Or: 		
“The Lord be with you!”
Choir. 		
“And with your spirit.”
Clergyman.
“Lift up your hearts.”
Choir. 		
“We lift them to the Lord.”
Clergyman.
“Let us thank the Lord our God!”
Choir. 		
“It is right and worthy.” [See Music Appendix.]
Clergyman.
“It is truly right, worthy, and salutary, etc.”
1013
Or in place of “All lands…” – “Heaven and earth…”
1011

562

Appendices

Clergyman.

Lord God, heavenly Father! We implore you to govern your Christian Church
with all its teachers and servants by your Holy Spirit so that they remain steadfast in the pure doctrine of your word, that true faith in us may be awakened and
strengthened, and that also love toward all mankind in us grow up and increase.
O Lord, let your grace rest mightily upon the king, our Lord, the crown prince,
and the whole royal household and all who are related to and attached to it. Grant
them length of days among us that they may be a constant blessing and pattern in
Christian living. Grant our king a long and blessed reign. Preserve the royal army
and all loyal servants of the king and fatherland. Teach them to bear in mind the
oath they have taken, as is due to Christians, and let their service be a blessing to
your glory and the good of the fatherland. Bless us and all the royal lands. Help
each according to his need and be the Savior of all men, and most especially of your
faithful. Preserve us from a wicked and impenitent death, and bring us all at length
into your eternal heavenly kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.1014

Choir.

Amen. [As above.]

Clergyman.

Our Father,1015 who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come,
thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And
forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead
us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For thine is the kingdom, and the
power, and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.

The Benediction.
Clergyman.

The Lord bless you and keep you!
The Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious unto you!
The Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace. X Amen.

Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen. [See Music Appendix.]
1014

1015

In those churches where it is customary to include the intercession for the church patron in
the general prayer, this practice ought to be further preserved. It should take place after the
words: “… to your glory and the good of our fatherland.”
The invocation “Unser Vater,” not “Vater unser,” is literally in Luther’s translation. The
Gospel according to St. Matthew 6:9.
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[The sermon follows either the Creed or the Our Father. In the first case, the hymn
of the congregation (sermon hymn) begins after the choral threefold Amen that concludes the Creed and is followed by the sermon. After that and a short hymn, the
clergyman, again standing in front of the altar, begins with the verse after the creed
(from the liturgy) and continues until the final Benediction which may be followed by
a short congregational hymn.1016
In the second case, the choir sings the threefold Amen after the Our Father, which
is followed by a congregational hymn and the sermon along with the Benediction and
the final hymn.
The sermon is introduced with the blessing: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the
love of God the Father and the communion of the Holy Spirit be with you all, Amen;” after
a short opening prayer, the text for the sermon may be read out both of which the congregation listens while standing, just as it stands up for the blessing that is spoken at the end
of the sermon. When the blessing is given from the altar, one of the collects may be said
or chanted prior to it (pp. 66-79), depending on the circumstances.
If there is no Communion, the divine service ends with the final hymn that follows
the Benediction, but when Communion is celebrated, the clergyman officiating at
the Lord’s Supper approaches the altar during the hymn and says:]
Beloved in the Lord, since we are now minded to observe the remembrance
meal of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was instituted by him for the strengthening
and confirmation of our faith, so let each one examine himself as the Apostle
Paul exhorts us to do, for this Holy Sacrament is given for the strengthening and
comfort of troubled consciences who confess their sins, fear God, and desire salvation, while at the same making earnest resolutions to amend themselves, flee
from sins, and live a righteous life. Because we must now acknowledge ourselves
to be sinful, guilty, and unable to help ourselves, Christ, the Son of God, our dear
Lord, has had mercy upon us, and for the sake of us sinners was made man that
he might fulfill for us the law and will of God and for our redemption endure
death and all that we by our sins have deserved. To confirm this, he established
his Holy Supper so that everyone who eats of this bread and drinks of this cup
may believe the spoken words [and receive the signs]1017 of Jesus Christ so that he
may dwell in Lord Christ and Christ in him and live forever. To this end, we are
to remember him and proclaim his death, namely, that he died for our sins and
rose again for our justification. Giving him thanks for this inexpressible mercy,
each one should take up his cross and follow him, and according to his commandments, love one another as he has loved us, for we are all one body, even as we all
1016

1017

If due to local conditions there are significant obstacles to complete the closing liturgy in front
of the altar, the clergyman may proceed, at this point and at the introduction of Communion,
according to the instructions from the abbreviated liturgy with choral settings on pages 31 and 32.
The words in brackets may be omitted.
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partake of one bread and drink from one cup. But whoever eats of this bread and
drinks of this cup unworthily, that is, with an impenitent heart, without faith in
the promise of God, without being reconciled, and without resolution of amendment, is guilty of the body and blood of the Lord and reaps damnation from
which may God graciously protect us all.1018

Clergyman.

Kneel down and hear attentively the Words of Institution:
[The clergyman now turns towards the altar and announces the Words of Institution. The congregation listens to them on their knees and only stands again after the
blessing: “The peace of the Lord, etc.”]
Our Lord Jesus Christ in the night when he was betrayed, took the bread, gave
thanks, broke it, gave it to his disciples, and said: “Take it and eat, this is my body
X, which is given for you; do this in remembrance of me.”
In the same way, he took the cup after supper, gave thanks, and said: “Take it
and drink from it all of you, this cup is the New Testament in my blood X, which
is shed for you and for many for the forgiveness of sins; do this, as often as you
drink it, in remembrance of me.”

[Hereupon, the clergyman turns again to the congregation and says:]
The peace of the Lord be with you all.1019 Amen.
Let us pray:
Lord, who through your death gave life to the world, deliver us from all our
sins and all evil; grant us the strength of will always to remain faithful to your
commandments and grant that nothing may ever separate us from you, who with
the Father and the Holy Spirit reigns in eternity. Amen.1020

Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen. [As above.]1021
O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, redeem us, Lord God.
O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, hear us, Lord God.
O Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world, bestow on us your peace
and blessing.1022 [See Music Appendix.]
1018

1019
1020
1021

1022

In place of this address, the one on page 89 may also be used. The clergyman is also free to
pray the Our Father immediately before or after the Words of Institution.
The choir may answer: “And with your spirit.”
This prayer may also be said in its original form, found in Part Two, page 75 No. 2.
Before the communicants draw near, the clergyman may use one of the verses listed in Part
Two, page 76.
In place of this choral, the congregation can sing the hymn: “Lamb of God, Pure and Holy,
etc.,” or if it is not in their hymnal, another suitable Communion hymn may be sung.
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[The distribution of the Lord’s Supper begins with the singing of the preceding
chorale. The congregation may sing other appropriate hymns until the end of Communion.]

Clergyman.

[At the distribution of the bread.]
“Take it and eat,” says our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, “this is my body
which is given for you. Do this in remembrance of me.”
[At the distribution of the cup.]
“Take it and drink of it all of you,” says our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, “this
cup is the New Testament in my blood, which is shed for you. Do this in remembrance of me.”
[After Communion, the clergyman says:]
Almighty, eternal God, we give you fervent thanks for the inexpressible grace
by which we have become partakers of your Holy Supper. We humbly implore
you to make us, who have now received your Holy Sacrament, sure of the effects
of your Holy Spirit so that we may share your divine grace, forgiveness of sins,
oneness with Christ, and eternal life, as it is promised to us all, cling to it with
steadfast faith and preserve it forever. We thank you also, Almighty, that you
have refreshed us through your divine grace and beseech you that your mercy
would lead us in a steadfast faith toward you and brotherly love towards all
people and grow us in godliness and in and all Christian virtues, through our
Lord Jesus Christ, who in union with you and the Holy Spirit reigns forever.
Amen.1023
The Lord bless you and keep you!
The Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious unto you!
The Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace. X Amen.1024

Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen. [See Music Appendix.]

1023
1024

In place of this prayer, the one on page 90 may also be used.
The Benediction may be preceded by the following thanksgiving, read or sung:
“Give thanks and praise the Lord!”
“To the Lord be thanks and praise!”
“Bow down your hearts to God and receive the Benediction.”
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General Regulations and Explanations Concerning the Liturgy

a. The crucifix.
b. The candlesticks with burning wax candles.
c. The large Bible.
d. The place for the liturgist.
The chief divine service on Sundays and feast days should not exceed one hour, or
at most one hour and a half. Exceptions can be permitted only in places where local
conditions should make it necessary to extend it. In this case, the instance must be
presented to the Consistory, which, in accordance with its instructions, has the power
to decide on such and similar matters.
Unless explicitly requested by the congregation, a shorter service shall generally be preferable to a longer one. Notifications pertaining to the divine service should take place before
the blessing at the end of the sermon. The position assigned for other announcements, bans,
etc., in each case must be determined by the consistory in accordance with local conditions.
The chorales are usually sung by the church choristers without organ accompaniment;
they are four-part settings and must be performed by at least eight persons. The hymns of
the congregation are accompanied by an organ and are also sung by the choristers.
Prayers and forms for those church festivals that are not mentioned in the agenda
but that in some churches have been observed since ancient times according to the
older agendas, until the rules were adopted, may be continuously observed in the
congregations, just like the intonations by a clergyman, the chanting of the “Our
Father,” the Words of Institution, etc., are permitted where this was, heretofore,
common. This applies to all ecclesiastical observances, e. g., morning and afternoon
divine services, etc., for which there are no special provisions yet in the agenda.
If other biblical readings (such as the Ten Commandments, etc.) have been used
in addition to the pericopes, they can take their place at the beginning of the divine
service before the opening hymn.
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Extract from the liturgy1025
Hymn of the congregation.
The clergyman says:
In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.
Our help is in the name of the Lord, who made heaven and earth.
[Here follows one of the confessions of sins.]
Lord, have mercy on us (and hear us graciously!)1026
Glory be to God on high and on earth peace and good will toward men. Amen.
The Lord be with you!

[Here follows one of the prayers (collects) before the epistle.]
The Epistle is written: [Reading of the same.]

[Here follows one of the verses before the alleluia.]
The Holy Gospel is written: [Reading of the same.]
Praise to you, O Christ. Amen.
I believe in God the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth.
And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the Holy
Spirit, born of the virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, died,
and was buried. He descended to hell. The third day he rose again from the dead.
He ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty.
From there he will come to judge the living and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy universal Christian Church, the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life
everlasting. Amen.

1025

1026

The alternatives and notifications in the main liturgy also apply to this and the following
extract, insofar as they are relevant to them.
Or, instead, of the words in brackets: “And be gracious to us!”

568

Appendices

Lord God, heavenly Father! We implore you to govern your Christian Church
with all its teachers and servants by your Holy Spirit so that they remain steadfast in the pure doctrine of your word, that true faith in us may be awakened and
strengthened, and that also love toward all mankind in us grow up and increase.
O Lord, let your grace rest mightily upon the king, our Lord, the crown prince,
and the whole royal household and all who are related to and attached to it. Grant
them length of days among us that they may be a constant blessing and pattern in
Christian living. Grant our king a long and blessed reign. Preserve the royal army
and all loyal servants of the king and fatherland. Teach them to bear in mind the
oath they have taken, as is due to Christians, and let their service be a blessing to
your glory and the good of the fatherland. Bless us and all the royal lands. Help
each according to his need and be the Savior of all men, and most especially of your
faithful. Preserve us from a wicked and impenitent death, and bring us all at length
into your eternal heavenly kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.
Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come, thy
will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And
forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead
us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For thine is the kingdom, and the
power, and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
The Lord bless you, etc.

[The sermon follows either the Creed or the Our Father. In the first case, the hymn
of the congregation (sermon hymn) begins immediately after the creed and is followed by the sermon, the general prayer of the church, and Benediction. Finally, a
short hymn by the congregation is sung. In the second case, the Our Father is followed by the sermon hymn, the sermon, etc. The use of this and the following excerpt from the liturgy is optional; it should only be noted that where fine choirs exist
or will be gradually formed, the larger liturgy should, as a rule, apply at least to the
high feasts.
Since these extracts are limited to the very essentials of the liturgy, nothing more
should, in any case, be omitted; on the contrary, the clergyman is at all times free to
make use of the other verses and prayers from the main liturgy as is indicated in the
instructions.]
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Abbreviated Liturgy Performed with Choral Settings According to
the Instructions in the Extract from the Liturgy1027
Clergyman.

In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.
Our help is in the name of the Lord, who made heaven and earth.

[Here follows the confession of sins.]1028

Choir.

Kyrie Eleison!
Christe Eleison!
Kyrie Eleison!1029

Clergyman.

Glory be to God on high!

Choir.

And on earth peace and good will toward men. Amen. Amen. Amen.

Clergyman.

The Lord be with you!

Choir.

And with your spirit!

[Here follows one of the prayers (collects) before the epistle.]
The Epistle is written: [Reading of the same.]

[Here follows one of the verses before the Alleluia.]

Choir.

Alleluia! Alleluia! Alleluia!

Clergyman.

The Holy Gospel is written: [Reading of the same.]
Praise to you, O Christ!
1027

1028

1029

The chorales are to be short and simple so that they could be sung jointly by the congregation
and the choir with an organ accompaniment.
If the opening hymn follows the confession of sins, the clergyman may begin with the
words: “Laud and praise be to God the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, as it was in
the beginning, is now, and ever shall be, world without end. Amen.”
Or: “Kyrie eleison” just once; or: “Lord, have mercy on us!” (three times or just once).
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I believe in God the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth.
And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the Holy
Spirit, born of the virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, died,
and was buried. He descended to hell. The third day he rose again from the dead.
He ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty.
From there he will come to judge the living and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy universal Christian Church, the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life
everlasting. Amen.

Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen.

Clergyman.

Lord God, heavenly Father! We implore you to govern your Christian Church
with all its teachers and servants by your Holy Spirit so that they remain steadfast in the pure doctrine of your word, that true faith in us may be awakened and
strengthened, and that also love toward all mankind in us grow up and increase.
O Lord, let your grace rest mightily upon the king, our Lord, the crown prince,
and the whole royal household and all who are related to and attached to it. Grant
them length of days among us that they may be a constant blessing and pattern in
Christian living. Grant our king a long and blessed reign. Preserve the royal army
and all loyal servants of the king and fatherland. Teach them to bear in mind the
oath they have taken, as is due to Christians, and let their service be a blessing to
your glory and the good of the fatherland. Bless us and all the royal lands. Help
each according to his need and be the Savior of all men, and most especially of
your faithful. Preserve us from a wicked and impenitent death, and bring us all
at length into your eternal heavenly kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen.
Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come, thy
will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And
forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead
us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For thine is the kingdom, and the
power, and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
The Lord bless you, etc.
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Choir.

Amen. Amen. Amen.

[The sermon follows either the Creed or the Our Father. In the first case, the hymn
of the congregation (sermon hymn) begins after the choral threefold Amen that concludes the Creed and is followed by the sermon, the general prayer of the church, the
Lord’s Prayer, and the Benediction with the threefold Amen. Finally, a short hymn by
the congregation is sung.
In the second case, the choir sings the threefold Amen after the Our Father, which
is followed by the congregational hymn, the sermon, the Benediction, and the final
hymn.
When the Lord’s Supper is celebrated, the non-communicants are dismissed with
the above-mentioned Benediction. The clergyman officiating at the Lord’s Supper
approaches the altar during the congregational hymn, and at the end of it, reads one
of the verses after the creed from the agenda, most appropriately:
“May God bless us, etc.,”
or: “The grace of our Lord, etc.”
Then follows the prayer of thanksgiving: “Lift up your hearts, etc.” with its choral
setting and the admonition to the communicants, etc.]
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The preparation for the Lord’s Supper
[This order takes place either on the day before Communion or on Communion
day itself before the liturgy. The service begins with the singing of a hymn by the congregation. Meanwhile, the clergyman approaches the altar or enters the pulpit, and
at the end of the hymn pronounces the words:]
In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.

[Then follows the confessional address. This address, which ought not to last more
than half an hour, should present the common corruption of our human nature by
sin and its consequences; just as all blessedness is forfeited by deviation from God,
so the grace is offered and communicated on to all penitent sinners by virtue of the
precious reconciliation of Jesus. This admonition ought also to clearly and unequivocally testify to the nature of true improvement and living faith as well as clearly indicate that without these qualities it is impossible to receive forgiveness of sins and
participate in the work of Jesus. On the other hand, when the heart is repentant and
confident in the merits of Jesus, mercy and forgiveness return to us.
At the end of the confessional address, the clergyman says the following confession of sins and absolution:]

Clergyman.

Beloved in Christ! Because we all gathered here in the name of the most high
God and have listened to his holy, only saving word, let us humble ourselves before him and from the bottom of our hearts confess all our sins, saying together:
Almighty God, merciful Father, I, a poor, miserable, and sinful man, confess
to you all my sins and iniquities (which I have committed in thoughts, words,
and deeds), with which I have ever offended you and merited your temporal and
eternal punishment. But I am heartily sorry for them and bewail them greatly,
and I pray you of your boundless mercy and for the sake of the innocent, bitter
sufferings and death of your dear Son Jesus Christ that you would be gracious
and merciful to me, a poor sinful man (grant me the power of your Spirit to my
improvement and forgive me all my sins). Amen.
If this is your earnest desire, and if you firmly and sincerely resolve to better
your sinful life, then answer: Yes.
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Congregation.
Yes.

Clergyman.

Upon this your confession, I announce to you all, who earnestly bewail your
sins and comfort yourselves with true faith in the merit of Jesus Christ, by the
power of my office as a called and ordained servant of the word, the grace of God
and the forgiveness of your sins in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the
Holy Spirit. X Amen.
If there should be any persons found among us who are oppressed by pangs of
conscience and who may desire our special counsel and comfort, we are by virtue
of our office and according to our best ability prepared to offer them such.

[This announcement is read out whenever the clergyman announces the Lord’s
Supper to be held in one of the following days. Private Confession and Absolution,
where it is practiced with benefit, may also be retained.
The Our Father and the Benediction conclude the rite, after which the congregation still sings a hymn stanza.]
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A p p e n d ix V . L i tu rgy fo r the R oyal Prussian Embassy
C h a pe l in Ro me .
King Friedrich Wilhelm III authorized in 1828 the publication of a special edition of the altar book to be used in the chapel of the Prussian embassy in Rome.
Compared to the 1822/24 agenda for Berlin Cathedral, which the king had requested to put to use in all Prussian Lutheran and Reformed congregations, this
edition contained significant changes in form and content. Considering the king’s
negative reaction to the slightest changes in his liturgy, the decision to sanction
such alterations for the evangelical congregation in Rome makes this altar book
unique and deserves special attention. Since this decision was facilitated by the
negotiating skills of an experienced diplomat, Prussian ambassador to Rome,
Karl Josias Baron von Bunsen, it is also worth looking at his liturgical theology
and the arguments on which he based his innovative liturgical proposals.
The 1828 altar book was called the “Capitoline Liturgy” because it had been
adapted for use at the Prussian evangelical chapel which since February 1823 was
situated on the Capitoline Hill, the smallest but most significant of the seven hills
of Rome.

1. T he 1822 Prus s ian Un ion Ag end a in th e Ca p itolin e
C ongr egat i on
The decision to establish a Prussian evangelical congregation in the home city
of the pope in 1819 was made by Friedrich Wilhelm III on the basis of reports
from Ambassador Barthold Georg Niebuhr about the conversion of Protestants to
Catholicism. To prevent this “propensity to conversion,” he established the office
of embassy chaplain, and in June 1819, he appointed to this position a young Lutheran theological candidate from Wittenberg, Heinrich Schmieder. It was a significant Protestant outpost because even the Anglicans, whose influence through
missions spread widely, had no official permanent chaplain in Rome until 1828.
Schmieder celebrated divine service1030 from June 27, 1819, according to a very
simple order: Introductory address – Entrance hymn – Opening liturgy – Sermon – Prayer – Closing hymn: “Now Thank We All Our God” (“Nun Danket Alle
1030

The first Prussian evangelical service in Rome took place on the occasion of the tercentenary
of the Reformation on November 9, 1817, at Palazzo Astalli in the apartment of Prussian
embassy secretary, Christian Carl Josias von Bunsen, who was himself appointed a
Prussian envoy in 1823. About forty people attended the festal service, including German
and Dutch envoys as well as several artists residing in Rome. Since there was no clergyman,
Bunsen himself conducted the entire divine service. This celebration eventually led to the
establishment of the Prussian evangelical congregation in Rome. Meyer-Blanck 2013, 59.
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Gott”).1031 Soon the liturgy was somewhat enriched and conducted in the following order: Opening hymn – Salutation – Epistle – Sung creed (or a hymn praising
the Holy Trinity) – Sermon – Prayer of the Church – Our Father – Closing hymn –
Benediction.1032
In November 1822, the king himself visited the Prussian embassy in Rome,
and on this occasion presented a newly published gold-imprinted copy of the
1822 agenda. The Prussian Union liturgy was celebrated in the embassy chapel
six days later, the Second Advent, on December 1, in the presence of the monarch. “The large majority of the congregation followed this order satisfied, no
one spoke out against it,” attested an entry in the annals of the congregation for
1822/23.1033 The overall positive opinion of the Berlin agenda was probably due
to the king’s personal visit and his cordial attention to the evangelical community
in Rome.
The introduction of the Berlin agenda, according to which the liturgy was to
be held between the liturgist and the a cappella choir, prompted the congregation
to form a choir. There is an extant manuscript document, a large-format choir
book, which provides another important record of the order of divine service of
the Prussian congregation.
The liturgical order of the choir book largely follows the divine service of the
Berlin agenda, but there are still minor deviations at certain points. Notable changes have been introduced in the prayer of the church. In addition to intercessions
for Prussia, its monarch, and royal household, the prayer includes petitions for all
of Germany and for the Roman sovereign – the pope, that this small evangelical
community may continuously pray in peace and harmony.
“Bless us and all the royal lands. Bless the whole of the German Fatherland!
Bless also this land where we are strangers and its venerable Ruler. Instill in him
and all his subordinates sentiments of love and peace towards us.”1034
The members of the choir probably deviated from the king’s order of singing a cappella and performed choral parts to the accompaniment of a positive organ (Germ. “Orgelpositiv”). The painter and illustrator, Ludwig Richter, recounts
the divine service in his memoirs of 1825: “A choir of singers, mainly composed
of artists, was grouped around the organ, with Julius Schnorr von Carolsfeld at
the head as a quasi-cantor, and Hoff, von Hempel, and Koopmann standing at
his side with their excellent vocals.”1035 The activity of the choir declined in 1825
when most of its members left Rome.1036 It was finally dissolved in 1827 when its
1031
1032
1033
1034
1035
1036

Meyer-Blanck 2013, 61.
Schubert 1930, 294.
Meyer-Blanck 2013, 65-66.
Meyer-Blanck 2013, 72-73.
Richter 2017, 126.
Schubert 1930, 50.
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“Liturgy for the Choir” in the Choir Book of the Capitoline congregation (Archives of the
Evangelical Lutheran Congregation in Rome).

“cantor,” artist Schnorr, was assigned to the Academy of Fine Arts in München.
It was organized again in 1828 when the Capitoline liturgy was introduced to the
congregation.1037
The 1822 agenda, which Friedrich Wilhelm III presented with his personal inscription: “F. W. III. The Evangelical Church in Rome. 1822. No. 7,” contained
thirty-two blank pages at the end. Chaplain Heinrich Schmieder added an additional liturgical form which he called the “Domestic Divine Service.”1038 In his
memoirs of the early history of the Prussian evangelical congregation in Rome,
Ernst Schubert wrote that “in the last months of his Roman ministry,” Schmieder
held divine service on Sundays in the house of Princess Katharina Friederike of
Württemberg, wife of the former King of Westphalia, Jérôme Bonaparte.1039 The
order of the service, recorded probably in the summer of 1823, was different from
the 1822 book.1040 The salutation, traditionally pronounced before the collect, was
1037
1038
1039
1040

Meyer-Blanck 2013, 63.
Meyer-Blanck 2013, 65, 69.
Schubert 1930, 33.
The liturgy of the “Domestic Divine Service” included the following order: P: Solemn
declaration and salutation: “Blessed be the Kingdom of the Father.” “The Lord be with
you.” – C: “And with your spirit.” – P: Adjutorium nostrum and Confiteor – C: Kyrie: “Lord,
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said after the opening invocation (“Blessed be the kingdom of the Father…”). The
king’s agenda directed that the Gloria in excelsis with Laudamus was to be recited
by the liturgist, while in the “domestic divine service” the pastor read the Laudamus te, and only then the worshipers responded with the introductory phrase:
“Glory to God on high and peace on earth…” The Apostolicum was recited by the
pastor and the worshipers together, while the king prescribed the creed to be read
by the pastor alone. It is noteworthy that the pastor introduced the Lord’s Prayer
with the Lutheran “Vater unser,” and not with the Reformed “Unser Vater” as was
ordered in the 1822 book.

2. I nf l u e n ce of th e Book of Co mmon P ra y e r o n th e L itu rg ica l
T hou ght of K arl Jos ias von Bun s e n
Whatever minor changes Pastor Schmieder or the choir introduced in the
chief divine service at that early time, they had probably been made under the
influence of ambassador secretary, Karl Josias von Bunsen, Prussian envoy to the
papal court since 1823.
Bunsen, a Lutheran1041 lay theologian, who was well informed in liturgical
matters, held a mediating confessional position between Wittenberg and Geneva.

1041

have mercy upon us…” – “Introitus:” P: “Where is there a God so great as our God?... C:
“And my spirit rejoices in God my Savior!” – Gloria in excelsis: P: Laudamus. C: “Glory be
to God on high…” – Collect – Epistle – Alleluia verse: P: “Lord, let our souls live in your
word…;” C: “Alleluia.” – P: Gospel: P: Gospel reading, “Praise to you, O Christ. Amen.” C:
“Amen.” – P & C: Apostles’ Creed – Gloria Patri: P: “Glory be to the Father…” C: “As it was
in the beginning…” – Preface: P: “Lift up your hearts and let us give thanks to the Lord our
God.” C: “It is right and worthy.” P: “It is indeed right, worthy, and salutary…” – P & C:
Sanctus, Hosanna, Benedictus qui venit – P: Prayer of the church: “Lord God, heavenly Father!
We implore you to govern your Christian Church with all its teachers and servants by your
Holy Spirit so that they remain steadfast in the pure doctrine of your word, that true faith
in us may be awakened and strengthened, and that also love toward all mankind grow up
and increase. May your grace rest mightily upon this house and make it a blessing forever.
Gracefully avert any disaster so that we all, rulers and servants, parents and children, may
always praise you with a cheerful voice. Whenever we appear before you, stay close with
your Holy Spirit and let us feel the healing power of your Gospel in our hearts. Help each
according to his need and be the Savior of all men. Preserve us from a wicked and impenitent
death, and bring us all at length, together with all true believers and perfected righteous
ones, into your eternal heavenly kingdom, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.” Lord’s
Prayer (“Vater unser”) – C: “Amen.” – [P: Pulpit office: opening prayer, reading, sermon,
silent prayer, blessing] – P: Aaronic Benediction. The complete order of divine service is
published in Meyer-Blanck 2013, 69-70.
Bunsen was baptized and confirmed in St. Kilian’s Lutheran church at Corbach. A Memoir of
Baron Bunsen 1868, 5, 9. As a unionist, Bunsen saw no obstacles to receiving Holy Communion
in the Calvinist way, but, at least at the beginning of his career, he was prevented from doing
so due to a lack of knowledge about proper preparation for its reception in the Reformed
Church. In a letter to his wife, dated January 28, 1828, he noted: “I was glad this morning
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His wife described him as a theologian
whose “whole mental and spiritual life
at that period rested on the basis of…
evangelical orthodoxy, the expression of
which he then still found in the confessions of the Protestant Church, and in the
Lutheran system of doctrine.”1042
Like Friedrich Wilhelm III, Bunsen believed that the liturgy was the appropriate
means to achieve consensus between Lutherans and Reformed. As a supporter of
the Prussian Union, he was concerned about
the fragmentary nature of the religious situation in Germany, where Christianity was
divided not only between Roman Catholicism and Protestantism, but also between
Lutherans and Calvinists. In the liturgy, he
saw a potential means of restoring unity beChristian Karl Josias von Bunsen by John
Henry
Robinson. Engraving after George
tween the main Protestant denominations,
Richmond, 1847
and more specifically in the Anglican lit(Österreichische Nationalbibliothek).
urgy which he considered to be capable of
drawing together different religious views
and theological positions into a single church.
Bunsen became familiar with the English liturgy in 1817 through his marriage
to Frances Waddington. The wedding ceremony was conducted by an English
clergyman in Rome according to the Anglican rite. He was much impressed by
its liturgical forms and ceremonial, and soon became convinced of the superiority of the English rite over the liturgical orders of any continental Lutheran or
Reformed church.1043 In his letter to Friedrich Schleiermacher’s student, Friedrich
Lücke, on July 1, 1818, he stated:

1042
1043

when the great crowd which filled Trinity Church [in Berlin] had left it to me, with fifteen
communicants, and about as many more devout non-participators. The solemnity began
with the chorale, ‘Christ, Thou Lamb of God;’ then followed an address, according to the
liturgy of the Reformed Church… I had a great longing after the Lord’s table; but it was not
clear to me that one could rightfully disregard the accustomed order of preparation, and I
participated only in spirit.” A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 307-308.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 272.
Bunsen was deeply impressed by the English ceremonial. He wrote to his sister Christiane
on July 12, 1817: “The English ritual for the celebration of marriage (as also those of baptism
and burial) is the finest, the most simple and elevating that I have ever known. I was deeply
affected by the whole, and it required a strong effort to conceal my emotion.” A Memoir of
Baron Bunsen 1868, 119.
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“Now I maintain that the English liturgy was constructed from a grand point
of view, and adapted, with much wisdom, to the wants and the people of that
time, and that it represents Christian worship far more thoroughly than anything
that I have seen in Germany, Holland, or Denmark.”1044
By studying the Anglican liturgy in the Book of Common Prayer, he discovered
many liturgical elements that were preserved from the medieval liturgy but lost
by the continental Protestant churches, including Lutheran churches in Germany.
Gradually, he became convinced that the English liturgy was an instrument that
would remedy “the nakedness, scantiness, and fragmentary nature” of Lutheran
and Reformed worship.
“… notwithstanding all her defects, the English liturgy is preeminently rich,
especially as regards the spirit of dignified propriety and order, the spirit of nationality, and the principle of the active cooperation of the people in the public
worship. The copiousness of her liturgical elements is particularly adapted for
remedying the nakedness, scantiness, and fragmentary nature of the other Protestant liturgies, and for establishing the universal idea of divine service as one of
worship and adoration.”1045
As early as 1819, Bunsen began to seriously study the Book of Common Prayer, and
he did so not only with intention of deepening his liturgical knowledge but also for
practical purposes.1046 He did not intend to adopt it as “one ready-made,” as Lücke
1044
1045
1046

A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 145.
Bunsen 1854, 209.
Bunsen occasionally performed funeral services at the Cimitero acattolico in Rome near
the pyramid of Cestius, using a German translation of the funeral form from the Book of
Common Prayer. Wallraff 1997, 93. The archives of the Lutheran congregation in Rome also
contain a form of baptism that includes a combination of elements of the Lutheran and
Anglican rites. In addition to the Lutheran prayers and ceremonial, which he most likely
took from the 1812 Saxon agenda, brought to Rome by Pastor Schmieder, Bunsen borrowed
the prayer for the consecration of water at baptism from the Book of Common Prayer. This
early Christian observance had been lost throughout the Western Church in the Middle
Ages. Traditionally, the consecration of water for baptism in the ancient church was carried
out by the bishop during the Easter vigil, but when baptisms began to be performed by
priests at different times, the ceremony of blessing of water was separated from the rite
itself. In the Latin Church, the consecration of water continued to be observed only in
the liturgy of baptism during the Easter Vigil. Consecration was revived in the sixteenth
century by the Church of England. Bunsen paraphrased the consecratory prayer from
the Book of Common Prayer, putting stronger emphasis on the Third Question, Part IV, of
Luther’s Small Catechism, highlighting the bath of rebirth and renewal by the Holy Spirit:
“Almighty eternal God, your only begotten Son caused water and blood flow from his
precious side to wash away our sins and commanded his disciples, saying: ‘Go into all the
world and teach all peoples and baptize them in the name of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Spirit.’ We therefore implore you, hear our prayer in the name of Jesus, that this
water also be consecrated for the bath of rebirth and renewal of the Holy Spirit and grant
that this child may now be sanctified through Baptism and be accepted into the number
of believers and elect forever through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.” Wallraff 1994, 54; The
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initially thought was his goal, but to take what was most appropriate for the Prussian
evangelical church. At that time, he already paid particular attention to the order of
confession, absolution, thanksgiving, and prayer, and he probably did so in order to
adapt it to the liturgical services of the evangelical congregation in Rome.1047
“My idea is this, that we should take cognizance, in this matter as in every
other, of all the really good productions of former times in use among the people,
and make them known at a time which has lost the principal ideas of Christianity
and of Christian worship.”1048
During his visit to Rome in 1822, King Friedrich Wilhelm III was impressed
by Bunsen’s liturgical ideas. Like he, Bunsen saw the liturgy as the best way to
achieve union between the two main Protestant confessions in Prussia. He summarized such thoughts in a lengthy essay that he submitted on December 18,
1822, to the king’s adjutant general, Job von Witzleben, who accompanied the
monarch on his visit to Rome. The article was entitled: Über das Verhältniß der
neuen Unionsliturgie zu der Ausarbeitung und Einführung einer definitiven evangelischen Liturgie, aus dem Gesichtspunkt der gegenwärtigen Bedürfnisse der Kirche und
der Geschichte der englischen Liturgie (On the Relation of the New Liturgy of Union to
the Elaboration and Introduction of a Definitive Evangelical Liturgy, from the Perspective of the Present Needs of the Church and the History of English Liturgy).1049
In his article, Bunsen praised the Anglican liturgy as the only great and comprehensive work of its kind since the Reformation and believed that, just as the
Book of Common Prayer succeeded in bringing out the consensus of different theological positions in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, so too, this liturgical
masterpiece could serve as an example on the way to the unification of the two
Protestant churches in Prussia.
“The liturgy of the Church of England ... is the only great and perfect work
of the sort since the Reformation; its history stands clearly before our eyes; it is
recognized even by its opponents to be an extremely worthy and unique work;
and as in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it successfully brought forth
the union between Lutherans and Calvinists and to a certain extent the union
of Catholics and Puritans. Likewise, this truly blessed book is still the living tie
of millions of people who adore and praise God with its words, in worship in
Church, at home, and individually, and who receive the blessing of the Church in
the solemn moments of human life. And although this liturgy appears so deeply

1047

1048
1049

Book of Common Prayer 1807, “The Ministration of Baptism to such as Are of Riper Years, and
Able to Answer for Themselves.”
“I am much busied in spare hours with a comparative view of various rituals: as to what
concerns our own, I have not yet found any, that formed a whole: confession, absolution,
thanksgiving and prayer.” A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 145.
Quoted from Wallraff 1997, 94.
Some excerpts of the article are published in Wallraff 1997, 96-99.
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affecting already in its present form, further knowledge of its history and gradual
development is absolutely indispensable for our understanding.”1050
On the other hand, Bunsen was probably aware of the unsuccessful efforts
of Court Preacher Daniel Ernst Jablonski to adapt the use of the Book of Common
Prayer in Prussia in the early decades of the eighteenth century. Therefore, despite
his admiration for Anglican rites, he insisted that the situation in Prussia was to
be treated with great caution. The new liturgy would differ significantly from the
English book in form and content.
“But I wish to declare explicitly and firmly: if a worthy German liturgy, related
to the English, should be able to establish and sustain an equally blessed work of
unification and love for our Church, our people and our century as the English
did in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it would have to be significantly
different from it in form and structure.”1051
Bunsen gave an overview of the history of the Book of Common Prayer and in six
theses outlined the implications for the contemporary situation. His article, however, had no direct impact on the king and liturgical developments in Prussia. It
is not known whether he even read Bunsen’s article at that time. The king himself was well aware of the importance of Anglican liturgy even without Bunsen’s
theses. In 1814, he visited England, and as Bunsen himself admitted, experienced
an uplifting spirit of Anglican worship. “In the English liturgy he found a service
animated by a spirit of piety, and calculated to exert a living influence over its
hearers, while it effectually accomplished the object of assigning to prayer its due
share in public worship.”1052 The king used the Book of Common Prayer as one of
the sources when drafting his agenda.

3. A l t ern ative Divin e Servic e to th e 1 8 2 2 U n io n A g e n d a
In the fall of 1823, Bunsen was appointed Prussian envoy to Rome. Together
with Richard Rothe, who succeeded Heinrich Schmieder as the legation chaplain
in January 1824, they began to consider the idea of a new liturgy for the Capitoline
congregation. The Book of Common Prayer was for Bunsen an example of the most
appropriate liturgy because, among all other advantages, it was a book of the
nation (Germ. “geistliches Volksbuch”) in the literal sense of the word. “In the consciousness of this need, I took it upon myself to modify the king’s liturgy for the
chapel of the Roman Legation, after the pattern of the English liturgy,”1053 he later
wrote in a letter to his friend, British educator and historian Thomas Arnold.
1050
1051
1052
1053

Wallraff 1997, 96.
Wallraff 1997, 97.
Bunsen 1856, 308.
April 7, 1828, Bunsen’s letter to Thomas Arnold. A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 317.
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There were also several practical reasons why the king’s liturgy met with growing skepticism in the Capitoline congregation. The king instructed the worshipers to
stand all the time until the sermon, while many visitors were already tired after the
long walk from the Pincio or the Spanish Steps to the Capitol.1054 Furthermore, by early
summer of 1825, the liturgical choir had dwindled in membership, making it difficult
to conduct the liturgy as prescribed in the agenda. Rothe made his observation in the
chronicle of the congregation for the year 1825. In his opinion, the Capitoline liturgy
was “for the most part developed without any specific intention, simply following
the urgency of external circumstances.”1055 Bunsen, on the other hand, saw the need to
reform the liturgy not only for practical but also for theological reasons.
The newly prepared liturgy was first introduced for congregational worship
on the Nativity of John the Baptist, June 24, 1825. At the end of the service, parishioners were asked for their opinion. As might be expected, there were some
misjudgments and misunderstandings, Rothe observed, but this was expected,
knowing with what “emphasis the new liturgy was intended to uplift the full
solemnity of Christian worship.”1056 Conversations with the congregation as a
whole, as well as with its individual members appeased the opposition. By the
fall of 1826, the Capitoline liturgy had acquired its final form.

4. A l t ar Book for th e Prus s ian Ev a n g e lica l C h a p e l in R o me
By preparing a modified order for divine service, Bunsen infringed the will of
the king who had constantly insisted that his liturgy should be celebrated without any arbitrariness. In fact, one of the main objectives set by the king in preparing the agenda was to put “an end to the disorder and arbitrariness that emerged
and became widely spread almost everywhere.”1057
The Capitoline book departed in form and content from the 1822 agenda. In order to put it to official use, it was necessary to obtain the king’s approval. Bunsen
was well aware of the sensitivity with which the king reacted to any proposal
to authorize changes in his liturgical forms. “My friends here were startled at
this piece of daring.”1058 Despite this, he was determined to appeal for the official
sanction of the Capitoline book.
In January 1828, Bunsen presented the king with a draft of his liturgy, along
with an essay describing the unique position of the evangelical congregation in
Rome which necessitated a different liturgical order. In a letter to his wife, he
1054
1055
1056
1057
1058

Schubert 1930, 32.
Meyer-Blanck 2013, 75.
Meyer-Blanck 2013, 75.
Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, IV.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 317.
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called the event “the most important step
that I ever publicly took in my life.” He
was rather confident that the king would
give due attention to his work. “The king
has now in his hands, perhaps is at this
moment reading, what has taken place
among the Christians of the Capitol – all
that relates to public worship.”1059
The king’s first reaction was lukewarm. “What I had done had given displeasure” to the monarch, Bunsen told to
his wife on February 15, 1828. “The king
had slightly and impatiently turned over
the leaves, with the observation, that ‘he
could not see why so much alteration
should have been made. Alterations
serve to little or no purpose’.” The positive news, however, was the king’s words
to Witzleben. “It was true, that the conEvangelical Chapel of the Royal Prussian
gregation there, at Rome, was peculiar,”
Embassy in Rome prior to 1915 (Archives of
the Evangelical Lutheran Congregation in Rome).
the monarch told his adjutant-general,
admitting that “he could not issue commands under the circumstances.”1060
A few days later, Friedrich Wilhelm III himself raised the issue of the Capitoline
liturgy before Witzleben. Bunsen described the king’s reaction in the following
words:
“[He] read my explanatory essay, which, written from my very heart, made its
way to his feelings. On many points he expressed approbation: and having gone
through the whole, and marked it with his pencil, he said – ‘Here, and in general,
I could make no use of this; but the thing is good, and altogether answers to my
own original intention.’ He then desired Witzleben to speak to me upon one or
two points; but added at last, ‘I shall speak to him myself’.”1061
Bunsen interpreted this as an encouraging message. “You may imagine what I
felt,” he wrote to his wife. “God be thanked!”
In a conversation with Bunsen, the king clarified his position concerning the
Capitoline liturgy and the explanatory essay.
1059

1060
1061

January 28, 1828, letter of Bunsen to his wife, Frances Waddington. A Memoir of Baron
Bunsen 1868, 306.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 309-310.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 310.
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“You have sent me an essay, which, I tell you plainly, at first greatly displeased
me, and I was about to send it back and decline taking further notice of the matter; but at length I read it from beginning to end, and perceived that it was a different thing to any other plan of alteration that has been brought before me.”1062
The king indicated that he was inclined to grant exemptions to Bunsen’s proposals. The situation of the Capitoline congregation was exceptional. It was outside Prussia and its membership included also Protestants from other German
states. For this reason, he was reluctant to extend his legal decisions to the territory of the pope. Accordingly, he made a number of comments and finally approved the whole project. The monarch summarized his position in these terms:
“I am willing to admit what has been done: I pretend not to extend my jurisdiction as far as Rome, and will not issue commands… I do the fullest justice not
only to your sentiments, but also to your manner of proceeding: I have not experienced anything like this before; there is a right mind in the whole.”1063
On February 28, 1828, Witzleben informed Bunsen that the king had resolved
to have his “liturgical arrangement for the chapel at Rome printed, with his own
expressed sanction, and with a preface by his own hand.” Bunsen himself was to
oversee the printing. On March 4, Bunsen received the fair copy with the king’s
pencil marks and the preface. Regarding the chief divine service, the king noted
“that this was only an enlargement of the general form of public devotion, long
since introduced by himself.”1064
On April 9, Bunsen sent a message to his wife that the printing was completed.
“I had myself the joy of taking to the king the first copies of the Capitoline
liturgy, of which he gave me one in quarto as his gift to the congregation, and
one of the octavo edition for myself. Then he again repeated to me the gracious
expressions used before, regarding myself and Rothe: after which he gave me, for
the first time, his royal right hand.”1065
The work was published as Liturgie, wie sie als Nachtrag zur Kirchen-Agende
des Jahres 1822 zum Gebrauch für die königlich preußische evangelische GesandschaftsKapelle zu Rom bewilligt worden ist (Liturgy, as It Was Approved as a Supplement to the
Church Agenda of the Year 1822 for Use in the Evangelical Chapel of the Royal Prussian
Embassy in Rome).
The book consisted in three parts and the musical supplement. The first part
included the “Liturgy of the Sunday and Festal Chief Divine Service” and the
“Appendix to the liturgy,” consisting of (1) verses of adoration, (2) verses of confession, (3) hymns of thanksgiving after absolution: (a) five psalms of thanks1062
1063
1064
1065

A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 310.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 310.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 312.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 319.
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giving with appropriate hymns, (b) three
New Testament canticles and two Old
Testament canticles with hymns, (4) five
altar hymns, (5) insertion into the prayer
of the church on the day of the commemoration of the departed, (6) the proper
Eucharistic prefaces, (7) the harmonized
passion of Christ according to the four
evangelists, and (8) the order of the divine service on Good Friday. The second
part consisted of the Book of the Gospels
which included propers for feast days and
Sundays, arranged according to the order
of the church year. It contained “prophetic verses” to be used after the salutation,
the epistle and gospel verses, the collects,
and the pericopes. The liturgical material
for free use at the weekly church services
constituted the third part of the book. Included were (A) the liturgical reading of
Liturgy for the evangelical chapel of the
the Ten Commandments,1066 (B) the litany
Royal Prussian Embassy in Rome, 1828.
or general intercessory prayer recited liturgically, (C) short intercessory prayers,
(D) morning and evening verses and psalms selected for the daily morning and
evening divine services.
Appended was the musical supplement, consisting of choral settings for the
hymns: (1) “I Sing to You with Heart and Mouth” (“Ich singe Dir mit Herz und
Mund”) and (2) “Immanuel, We Sing Thy Praise” (“Wir singen Dir Immanuel”)
by Paul Gerhardt, first published in 1653; (3) “Thee Will I Love, My Strength”
(“Ich will Dich lieben meine Stärke”) by Johann Scheffler (Angelus Silesius), 1657;
(4) “In You Is Gladness Amid All Sadness” (“In Dir ist Freude, in allem Leide”) by
Johann Lindemann, 1591; (5) “Lord God, Thy Praise We Sing” (“Herr Gott, dich
1066

The form of the liturgical reading of the Ten Commandments (Calvinist numbering) in
the Capitoline book follows the order in the Book of Common Prayer. Bunsen included the
Decalogue in the section: “Liturgical Parts. For free Use at the Weekly Church Service,”
because in the Anglican Book it was read at the beginning of the Holy Communion rite,
and in the Capitoline liturgy this place was reserved for the confession of the sins. The
Capitoline book also included a litany corresponding in many respects to the litany in the
Book of Common Prayer. Liturgie 1828, 129-136; The Book of Common Prayer 1807, “The Order
for the Administration of the Lord’s Supper or Holy Communion,” “Morning Prayer (the
Litany).”
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Personal inscription of the king in Bunsen’s 1828 Agenda: “To the Royal Prussian Evangelical
Embassy Chapel in Rome for the promotion of Christian fear of God and virtue in the
congregation. Berlin, Easter Day 1828. Friedrich Wilhelm”
(Archives of the Evangelical Lutheran Congregation in Rome).

loben wir”) – German Te Deum laudamus, (6) “Praise the Lord, All who Honour
Him” (“Lobet den Herren, alle die ihn ehren”), a morning hymn by Paul Gerhardt,
1653; (7) “Lord Jesus, who Our Souls to Save” (“Der Du Herr Jesu Ruh und Rast”)
by Georg Werner (1589-1643).
Although the Capitoline book was quite comprehensive and covered 226
pages, it was not an independent agenda but simply a supplement to the 1822
Berlin book. It could not be called an agenda because it lacked the pastoral acts
that were an integral part of such church orders. The Capitoline book included
only of the ordinarium and the propria, so that the publication was only an altar
book, as was indicated by its modest title: “Supplement to the Church Agenda of
the Year 1822.” The official liturgical book of the Prussian evangelical congregation in Rome remained the king’s Berlin agenda.
As Bunsen noted in his correspondence of February 15, 1828, a preface to the
book was written by the king in “his own hand.”1067 He repeated this assertion
several decades later, recalling that “the preface to the ‘Liturgy for the Evangelical Chapel in Rome,’ proceeds from the king’s own hand, who examined for
himself the order of worship laid before him, in all its details, with the greatest
earnestness.”1068 The unsigned preface stated that by authorizing this publication,
the king had taken “into account the prevailing special circumstances” of this
1067
1068

A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 312.
Bunsen 1856, 316.
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evangelical congregation. The liturgy in no way impeded the use of the Berlin
agenda. On the contrary, it aimed at the “wider development in sense and spirit”
of the Union liturgy. Moreover, the Capitoline book, like the evangelical congregation in Rome, covered some ecumenical features, therefore, by authorizing the
work the king had hoped that the liturgy “would foster unity and the Christian
spirit.” In view of this, the king sanctioned the use of this altar book as an addendum to the Berlin agenda.1069

5. T he Mis s a C atechu men oru m
In its structure, the Capitoline liturgy followed the form of the chief divine
service in the Berlin agenda, that is, it was built on the Mass-type Missa catechumenorum, but was also considerably enriched in a section on the confession of
sins and enlarged with variable additional liturgical elements. Whereas the Berlin
liturgy consisted of a relatively small number of collects, alleluia and other variable verses, the Gospel Book of the Capitoline liturgy included these and other
variable elements for each Sunday and feast of the liturgical year. Thus, compared to the divine service of the Berlin book, this liturgy was more elaborate and
augmented. Moreover, it eliminated one of the main shortcomings that caused
discontent in all Prussian ecclesiastical provinces. The liturgy ceased to be a dialogue between the clergyman and the choir but was performed together by the
pastor and the congregation. The choir was no longer assigned an independent
role but was expected to contribute to the singing of the congregation.
Table 1: The Liturgy Without the Lord’s Supper1070
Liturgy of the Sunday and Festal Chief Divine Service
C:

Hymn of the Congregation
[Office of Confession]

P:

(During the hymn, the clergyman in priestly vestments approaches the altar and says
a silent preparatory prayer, after which he turns towards the congregation and says:)
“In the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.”
“The Lord is in his holy temple. Let all the world keep silence before him.”
Variable Adoration Verse (e.g., Ps 43, Ps 50, Ps 63, etc.) with Adjutorium nostrum (“Our
help is in the name of the Lord…”) or “This is the day the Lord has made. Let us rejoice
and be glad in it.”

C:

“O Lord, save us! O Lord, grant us success!”

1069
1070

Liturgie 1828, 3-4.
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P:

“The blessing of the Lord be upon you! Amen.”
“So now listen what the word of the Lord says to those who appear before him to
worship him:”

P:

Confession Verse (e.g., Ex 34, Ps 14, Prov 28, etc.).

P:

The Address or Exhortation to the Penitents:
“O come, let us worship and bow down: let us kneel before the Lord our maker” or:
“Beloved in the Lord! You have heard from the word of God why we are gathered here
in the name of Jesus Christ…”

C:

General Confession of Sins (all say together on their knees).
“Almighty God, merciful Father, I, a poor, miserable sinful man, confess…” (or one of
the confessions of sins from the agenda).
Silent Prayer.

P:

(The clergyman rises and pronounces a declaration of God’s grace or:)
The Absolution
“Almighty God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who has no pleasure in the death
of the ungodly…”

C:

Lord’s Prayer (“Unser Vater”).

P:

Alternating Verses (everyone stands up):
“Lord, open our lips”

C:

“And our mouths shall show forth your praise.”

P:

“Come here and let us rejoice”

C:

“And shout to the stronghold of our salvation.”

P:

“Let us come before his face with thanksgiving”

C:

“And shout out unto him with Psalms.”

C:

Psalm of Thanksgiving (spoken alternately by the clergy and the congregation, or one
of the verses after the confession of sins from the agenda; five psalms of thanksgiving
with appropriate hymns are given for the five Sundays from Advent to Pentecost: Ps
23, Ps 32, Ps 34, Ps 103, Ps 145), in accordance with the liturgical calendar).

P:

“Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit,”

C:

“As it was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be. Amen.”
“Kyrie eleison! Christe eleison! Kyrie eleison!” or:

P:

“Lord, have mercy on us”

C:

“And hear us graciously!”

P:

“Glory be to God on high and on earth peace…” (as in the agenda) or:

C:

The Hymn of Thanksgiving with its variable verse.
(“All Glory Be to God on High” or a similar hymn, sung according to the clergyman’s
choice or the instructions in the Appendix III).1069

1069		

Gloria in excelsis in the manuscript version was placed at the end of the chief divine service,
before the Aaronic Benediction. Bunsen clarified: “This is its position in the English liturgy
[The Book of Common Prayer] as well.” Wallraff 1997, 100.
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[Office of the Gospel]
P:

Salutation: “The Lord be with you.”

C:

“And with your spirit.”

P:

Prophetic Verse (from the Book of the Gospels, e.g., Christmas: Ps 24:7-8.10).

P:

Prayer before the Epistle (Collect).
Epistle.
Alleluia Verse.

C:

“Alleluia” (The congregation rises).

P:

Gospel.
“Praise to you, O Christ.”

C:

“Amen.”
Apostles’ Creed.
Sermon Hymn.

P:

Sermon (short prayer, Bible text, sermon, silent prayer).

C:

Altar Hymn with its variable verse.
[Office of the Altar]

P:

(The clergyman addresses the congregation with one of the verses after the Creed from
the agenda, the most appropriate of which is:)
“May God our God grant us his blessing, may he bless us and be feared until the end
of the world” or “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ…”

P:

General Intercessory Prayer (The congregation rises).
“Let us pray: Lord God, heavenly Father! We implore you…”

C:

Silent Prayer.

C:

The Altar Hymn with its variable verse.

P:

The Thanksgiving or Altar Prayer:
“Lift up your hearts.”

C:

“We lift them to the Lord.”

P:

“And let us thank the Lord our God.”

C:

“It is right and worthy.”

P:

Vere dignum: “It is indeed right, and worthy, and salutary…”

C:

Sanctus, Hosanna, Benedictus: “Holy, holy, holy is the Lord…” The alternative Vere
dignum and Sanctus is given without Hosanna and Benedictus.

P:

The Prayer of Thanksgiving (the congregation kneels).
“Now, remembering, O Holy Father, your unspeakable love…” (The alternative
version of the prayer is provided).

C:

Silent Prayer.

C:

Lord’s Prayer (“Unser Vater”).

P:

Aaronic Benediction: “The Lord bless you and keep you… X. Amen.”
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Bunsen states that “Christian divine service is so naturally divided into three
parts that this threefold holiness not only speaks to itself throughout the entire
historical development of divine worship but is also recognized as an essential
basic form of the same” by the most knowledgeable Christians.1071 Although this
three-part structure of the Missa catechumenorum is not designated in the altar
book, it was indicated in the manuscript copy which divided the service under
three headings: (1) Office of Confession (Germ. “Beichtamt”), 2) Office of the Gospel (Germ. “Evangelienamt”), 3) Office of the Altar (Germ. “Altaramt”).
In order to acquaint parishioners with this three-part structure, the offices
were described in handwritten text on page eighty of the book. Here, the structure of divine service has been explained by the following guidelines:
“Instruction for reference.
The divine service begins after the opening verse of the chorale, “Come, Holy
Ghost, God and Lord” (see the previous page), with the
I. The Office of Confession. Adoration. Confession of sins. Assurance of Mercy
from p. 5 to p. 8. ‘And make a joyful noise to him with psalms.’ Then follows
one of the psalms of thanksgiving or hymns of praise which can be found from
page 24 to p. 40 (the table gives the one intended for every Sunday).
Then a hymn follows, that is, immediately after reciting a psalm of thanksgiving or a hymn of praise, also indicated in the table. Then,
II. The Office of the Gospel. Proclamation of the Word of God, p. 8, from ‘The
Lord be with you,’ to the bottom of p. 9. The epistles and gospels are to be found
in the Book of the Gospels which constitutes the second part of this liturgical
book. Following it, the order of the church year in the register, p. 125.
Sermon hymn (written in the table)*
Sermon, and following it,
Altar hymn (see the table) from hymns on pages 41-45.
III. The Office of the Altar. Presentation of the general intercessions and the
offerings of thanksgiving p. 10-14.
The order of the divine service at the Lord’s Supper, p. 15.”1072

1071
1072

Versuch 1833, LXXVIII.
The transcribed German text of the manuscript is published in Meyer-Blanck 2013, 79.
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Instruction concerning the three-part divine service in the 1828 Liturgie
(Archives of the Evangelical Lutheran Congregation in Rome).
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5.1 T he Of fice of Con fes s ion
Bunsen states that the Christian liturgy must necessarily include the Office
of Confession. “This part of the divine service can only have its fundamental
character and focus in repentance, for only through the realization of our sinfulness and the need for divine grace that we enter the doctrine of faith with proper
preparation.”1073 The order includes the adoration of the Triune God, the confession of sins, and the assurance of God’s grace.
The Office of Confession in the Capitoline liturgy differs significantly from
the Prussian order in its elaborate structure. It derives from the Book of Common
Prayer. In the manuscript edition of the divine service, Bunsen states:
“It is certainly true that the idea of the structure of the office of confession in
the Church of England is the best possible model; but it is equally true that in an
office of confession for our German church this same idea must be represented
in a different way. These are the parts of the English office of confession, as it has
stood firm since its first arrangement by Cranmer ... inter alia in the second Book of
Common Prayer (…): Introductory sentences – Exhortation – General confession –
Absolution or remission of sins – The Lord’s Prayer – Versicles – Invitatory.”1074
In the Book of Common Prayer, this office is part of the order of morning and
evening prayer. In writing the form for the Capitoline liturgy, Bunsen relied on
the English morning prayer service.
Table 2: The office of confession in the Capitoline liturgy and the Book of Common Prayer
The Book of Common Prayer, 1807

The Capitoline Liturgy, 1828

At the beginning of Morning Prayer, the “The blessing of the Lord be upon you!
Minister shall read with a loud voice some Amen. So now listen what the word of the
one or more of these Sentences that follow… Lord says to those who appear before him to
worship him.:”
(e.g.: “If we say that we have no sin, we
deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.
But if we confess our sins, God is faithful and
just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us
from all unrighteousness. 1 John 1:8-9).

1073
1074

Confession verse
(e.g.: “If we say that we have no sin, we
deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.
But if we confess our sins, God is faithful and
just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us
from all unrighteousness. And the blood of
Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth us from all
sin.” 1 John 1:8.9.7).

Versuch 1833, LXXIX.
Wallraff 1997, 99.
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“Dearly beloved brethren, the Scripture
moveth us…
Wherefore, I pray and beseech you, as many
as are here present, to accompany me with a
pure heart and humble voice, unto the throne
of the heavenly grace, saying after me:”

Address and Exhortation
…
“Beloved in the Lord! You have heard from
the word of God…
That is why I exhort all of you, who are
gathered here, with a sincere heart and a
humble voice, to accompany me to the throne
of heavenly grace, saying thus with me:

General Confession.
“Almighty and most merciful Father…”

General Confession of Sins.
“Almighty God, merciful Father…”

The Exhortation

Silent Devotion
Absolution
“Almighty God, the Father of our Lord
Jesus Christ, who desireth not the death of
a sinner, but rather that he may turn from
his wickedness and live; and hath given
power, and commandment, to his ministers
to declare and pronounce to his people, being
penitent, the absolution and remission of their
sins: he pardoneth and absolveth all them
that truly repent and unfeignedly believe his
holy gospel. Wherefore let us beseech him to
grant us true repentance, and his Holy Spirit,
that those things may please him which we
do at this present; and that the rest of our life
hereafter may be pure and holy; so that at the
last we may come to his eternal joy; through
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

Absolution
“Almighty God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ, who has no pleasure in the death of
the wicked but that he should turn from his
way and live, and who has given authority
to his ministers and commanded to proclaim
to all those who believe and repent the
forgiveness and remission of their sins; he
pardons and accepts all them that repent and
truly believe his holy Gospel. Wherefore let
us beseech him to grant us true repentance
and his Holy Spirit that our daily deeds may
be pleasing to him, and that all the rest of our
life may be pure and holy so that in the end
we may come into his eternal glory through
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Lord’s Prayer

The Lord’s Prayer

P: “Lord, open our lips”
P: “O Lord, open thou our lips”
C: “And our mouth shall show forth thy C: “And our mouths shall show forth your
praise.”
praise.”
P: “Come here and let us rejoice”
P: “O God, make speed to save us.”
C: “And shout to the stronghold of our
C: “O Lord, make haste to help us.”
salvation.”
P: “Let us come before his face with
thanksgiving”
C: “And shout out unto him with Psalms.”
Here all standing up, the priest shall say,
P. “Glory be to the Father, and to the Son, and
The Psalm of Thanksgiving.
to the Holy Ghost;”
C. “As it was in the beginning, is now, and P: “Glory be to the Father and to the Son and
to the Holy Spirit.”
ever shall be, world without end. Amen.”
C: “As it was in the beginning, is now, and
P: “Praise ye the Lord.”
ever shall be. Amen.”
C: “The Lord’s name be praised.”
Then shall be said or sung this Psalm…
Venite exultemus: “O come, let us sing…”
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The similarities between the two offices are evident not only in their general
structure but also in many of their elements, such as the absolution, the Our Father, and versicles and responses (“O Lord, open thou my lips,” etc.).1075 However,
not all the texts came directly from the Book of Common Prayer. Only the last sentence of the exhortation was borrowed from the English liturgy, while the prayer
of confession came from the Saxon tradition. This prayer appeared in the SaxeWeimar church order of 1664 and in a number of the eighteenth-century editions
of Luther’s Small Catechism and was eventually printed in the 1812 Saxon agenda.1076 This handbook was probably brought by Pastor Heinrich Schmieder when
he came to Rome from Wittenberg in 1819. Bunsen also added a few additional
versicles and responsories and ordered that a psalm of thanksgiving (Psalm 23,
Psalm 32, Psalm 34, Psalm 103, Psalm 145) be sung in place of Venite exultemus.

5.2 T he Of fice of th e Gos p el
The second part of the Missa catechumenorum is an exposition and public confession of the teachings of the Christian faith. Bunsen describes this office as follows:
“The nature of the middle part, to which the sermon belongs…, is the doctrine
of the Christian faith, and it consists of the reading of chapters from the Holy
Scriptures (Epistle and Gospel), the creed as a summary of the principal facts of
historical revelation, and the sermon as its explanation and living statement from
the heart and mouth of a believing teacher. As evangelical Christians, we might
call this part the Office of the Gospel, just as the previous one – the Office of Confession, for in it we express the divine vocation of all Christians as priests for the
divine worship of God and at the same time its nature in action.”1077
Compared to the 1822/24 Prussian Union agenda, a new element was the socalled “prophetic verse” before the collect, pointing to the epistle or gospel theme
of the day. Bunsen’s most important decision, however, was to restore the sermon
to its traditional place. In the Berlin agenda, the sermon was a sort of appendix to
the Missa catechumenorum and was to be delivered just before the Aaronic Benediction. Now the sermon was to take place immediately after the Apostles’ Creed.
After the sermon, a special place was reserved for silent prayer. Free silent prayer,
in which the faithful prayed to God that his inspired word would bear fruit in
their lives, was an important component of the liturgy. Bunsen introduced this
1075

1076
1077

The versicles (“O Lord, open my lips” / “And my mouth shall show forth your praise,”
etc.) were part of the office of the morning prayer in many Lutheran church orders of the
sixteenth-century.
Verbesserte Kirchen-Ordnung 1664, 29-30; Kirchenbuch II 1812, 147.
Versuch 1833, LXXIX.
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prayer following the example of the ancient liturgies, which gave such prayer a
prominent place before the collects which “were originally intended to sum up,
collect, the silent prayers to which the people had been called.”1078

5.3 T he Offic e of th e Altar
The third part is the Office of the Altar at which the worshiping congregation
offers its spiritual sacrifices of praise and thanksgiving. For Bunsen, this action
flows naturally from the first two offices. It is the faithful response of the Christians which arises out of the grace that God grants them through the forgiveness
of sins and the proclamation of his word. The Holy Spirit awakens them through
these means to adore the Father for their salvation in Christ.
“Just as through repentance we enter into faith and knowledge of Christian
doctrine, so in Christian divine service through both we come to the direct adoration of the Father, reconciled in Christ, whose children are all repentant and believing souls. That is why the third and final part of all the ancient divine service
orders is devoted to prayer: the petition and intercession as well as praise and
thanksgiving to God.”1079
The strong emphasis on the concept of the worshiper’s self-sacrifice is a unique
feature of the Capitoline liturgy. Texts of prayers and other elements testify that
Bunsen sought to place special significance on this act in the divine service.
According to Bunsen, Christian worship is the direct adoration of the heavenly
Father by all repentant and believing souls for the sake of the reconciliation that
came through the atoning sacrifice of Christ. It is nothing more than a spiritual
sacrifice through which Christians worship God in spirit and truth. For just as
Christ redeemed all men by his death and reconciled the world to God, destroying all enmity in his body on the cross, it is through him that the proper sacrifice
of praise and thanksgiving is made possible by those who are reconciled.
“But if we examine more deeply the nature of this praise and thanksgiving,
we come to the concept of self-sacrifice. For the one who gives thanks cannot
express his unconditional gratitude to his God otherwise than by acknowledging
as the gift of God all that he has and is, and what he had previously regarded as
his property, now considering it to be the property of God, dedicating and commending it to him and to his service. To him belong his powers, to him his gifts, to
him the whole spirit and all of his life, to him above all the will, formerly caught
within itself and chained in the bonds of arbitrariness, henceforth set free through
the knowledge of God. This is true for individual Christian; this is also true with
1078
1079

Bunsen 1856, 205.
Versuch 1833, LXXXVI.
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the congregation or Church of Christ, that is, all the souls separated by space and
time but united by a common Head, those who through him have become children of the same Father and brothers. His whole spiritual life from the beginning
to the end of time is nothing but a constant sacrifice of grateful reciprocal love,
and this action is, therefore, the true pulse of his life.”1080
Compared to the concluding part of the Berlin liturgy, Bunsen’s “Office of the
Altar” had significant differences both in structure and content. As in the Prussian
agenda, it continued with the verse after the creed from either Psalm 66:7b-8 or 2
Corinthians 13:14. In the king’s rite, the verse was immediately followed by the
“Eucharistic preface” with its introductory phrase: “Lift up your hearts and let us
give thanks to the Lord our God.” In the Capitoline liturgy, however, the preface
was preceded by the “General Intercessory Prayer” and the silent prayer of the
congregation. The intercessory prayer itself differed from the 1822 agenda in that
some of its petitions were taken directly from the prayers published in the Union
liturgies of 1816-21. As before, the prayer included intercessions for the German
fatherland and the pontiff that he and his subjects would manifest feelings of love
and peace towards the small Prussian congregation. “Bless also this land where
we are strangers and its venerable Ruler. Instill in him and all his subordinates
sentiments of love and peace towards us.”1081
Then followed the “Eucharistic” dialogue and preface, Sanctus with Hosanna,
and Benedictus qui venit. Though an expert in ancient liturgies, Bunsen consented
to the innovative order of Friedrich Wilhelm III, who placed the Eucharistic preface into the Missa catechumenorum. The king regarded it as a beautiful and solemn
element of the service that should be practiced every Sunday, even when Holy
Communion was not celebrated. Bunsen, however, restored the congregational
responses, “We lift them to the Lord” and “It is right and worthy,” to the preface,
so that it again became a dialogue between the clergyman and the congregation.
The “Eucharistic” preface itself was taken from the Berlin agenda. Its Sanctus,
Hosanna, and Benedictus qui venit were arranged in a responsive order to be said
or sung by the pastor and congregation.
The second “Eucharistic” preface was written by Bunsen himself. It ended with
Sanctus, without Hosanna and Benedictus, to which the congregation responded:
“Heaven and earth are full of his glory.”
This was followed by the “Thanksgiving or Altar Prayer” and its alternative
version, both written by Bunsen himself. The Missa catechumenorum ended with
a silent devotion by the congregation, the Lord’s Prayer in Unser Vater form, and
the Aaronic Benediction.1082
1080
1081
1082

Versuch 1833, LXXXVI-LXXXVII.
Liturgie 1828, 11.
Liturgie 1828, 10-14.
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The “Thanksgiving or Altar Prayer,” with its exclusive emphasis on the act
of sacrifice, was a unique element in Bunsen’s liturgy. Such a prayer was a completely new phenomenon in the Lutheran liturgical tradition.
Bunsen was convinced that the lack of a concept of spiritual sacrifice was the
main reason why worship without Holy Communion in the Protestant tradition
was “without any deeper basis.” “The predominating didactic element, however,
destroyed the service, inasmuch as it made it tedious, so that it gradually appeared
in the eyes of the upper classes as useless for them, unless rendered attractive by a
display of rhetorical eloquence.”1083 It seemed to him that by emphasizing the notions of sacrifice, he would provide a deeper meaning to the Missa catechumenorum.
He believed that the reformers had sought to do the same to some extent but the
external circumstances prevented them from bringing it to completion.
“Upon the whole, then, we must say, that the Protestant churches, from the
very beginning, have nowhere succeeded in exhibiting religious worship as a sacrifice, although they have to a certain degree aimed at doing so. Their service is
pure in its essentials, but wants an organic idea, as the centre of the sacred act of
the congregation; and, when there is no Communion, is without any deeper basis
on which a new life of worship, and consequently a church, can permanently be
established in the world.”1084
This concept of the church’s priestly activity through the spiritual sacrifice of
praise and thanksgiving manifested in Bunsen’s “Eucharistic preface” but culminated in the “Thanksgiving or Altar Prayer” in which the worshipers offered
themselves to God as a living sacrifice, asking that God complete it, so that by his
almighty work they might be built up into the mystical body Christ. “For his sake,
O Lord, our heavenly Father, we firmly trust that you will now look upon us with
grace and through the Holy Spirit make ourselves such a sacrifice.”1085
The entire divine service is the spiritual act of the worshiping congregation,
Bunsen states, so the idea of true Christian sacrifice must be expressed not only
in the Lord’s Supper but also in the liturgy without Communion. In his view,
“the sacrifice of praise in public divine service is not just something permissible,
it is a divine commandment, not designed for the weakness of human nature,
but required for the most divine in man.”1086 In a letter to Thomas Arnold, dated
April 7, 1828, he stated that “the representation of the evangelical conception of
the believer’s sacrifice in public worship without Communion” was among his
principal tasks.1087
1083
1084
1085
1086
1087

Bunsen 1856, 174.
Bunsen 1856, 203.
Liturgie 1828, 13-14.
Versuch 1833, LXXXVII-LXXXVIII.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 318.
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Order of Bunsen’s three-part divine service in his own handwriting (GSta I. HA. Rep. 92.
Depositum von Bunsen, Karl Josias, A. Akten, No 28, Liturgie, pack 4. it. 3. lf. 20; Wallraff 1997, 107).

6. R at i onal e for F urth er Reform o f th e E u ch a ris tic L itu rg y
The service of the Lord’s Supper was markedly different from that in the Union
agenda. In fact, the structure of the rite drawn by Bunsen was distinct from any
continental Lutheran or Protestant liturgy in that it was constructed in accordance with what he believed to be the Eucharistic principles of the early church.
In this respect, Bunsen was the first liturgiologist in the history of the Protestant church to introduce a Eucharistic prayer with a double epiclesis or prayer of
blessing after the Words of Institution.1088
1088

Before Bunsen, the consecratory epiclesis was introduced into the Lutheran liturgy by
Ignatius Aurelius Fessler of Saratov in the Russian Empire. In his Liturgical Handbook of
1823, the prayer, asking the Father to send the Holy Spirit upon the elements, was placed
before the Verba. “Almighty God, hear our supplication and send down your Holy Spirit on
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Although Friedrich Wilhelm III succeeded in restoring the liturgy from destructive neological influences, from
Bunsen’s perspective, he did not sufficiently improve the Eucharistic worship. The king brought back the classical
western “Mass-type” form endorsed by
Luther and other Lutheran reformers,
but he failed to give due attention to the
fact that they removed only non-evangelical features from the Mass and paid no
heed to the treasures of the early church
lost in the Middle Ages. In short, despite
the fact that they retained the classical
structure of the liturgy, the Lutheran reformers overlooked two main aspects in
reforming the medieval Mass: (1) they
uncritically accepted the position of the
Karl Josias von Bunsen by H. Adlard.
Engraving after C. Rosting, 1860
Roman Church on what constitutes the
(Wikimedia Commons).
consecration, and (2) they did not reinstate the act of sacrifice in thanksgiving
for the mercy and blessings of God which was an integral part of the Eucharistic
rite in the early church.
Bunsen presented his reflections on Christian worship and defined the criteria
and scope of liturgical reform in the articles, Thesis on the Eucharist Which Can Be
Proved Historically, 1822, The Epochs of the History of the Christian Sacrifice and the
Eucharist, 1823, and in his December 25, 1829, Letter to the Late Rev. Dr. Nott. In
1854, he supplemented his thoughts in the study, Hippolytus and His Age; or, the
Beginnings and Prospects of Christianity. In these writings, he devoted much attention to the concept of sacrifice and consecration in the early church, shared his
your gifts, bread and wine, so that our faith may receive and enjoy the transfigured body
of Jesus Christ in this bread (he touches the bread with both hands) and in this wine (he
touches the cup, lifting it up a little) the transfigured blood of Jesus Christ as the food of
eternal life! Lord have mercy on us! for the sake of your Son. Amen.” Liturgisches Handbuch
1823, 28. Exceptional among the non-German orders was the 1576 Litvrgia Svecanae Ecclesiae
Catholicae & Orthodoxae, the Red Book, in which the structure of the Roman prayers of the
canon was preserved but their content was changed. The Mass of King John III included
the following epiclesis before the Eucharistic preface: “Bless and sanctify with the power
of your Holy Spirit that which is prepared and set apart for this holy use, bread and wine,
that rightly used it may be unto us the body and blood of your Son, the food of eternal life,
which we may desire and seek with greatest longing.” Litvrgia Svecanae Ecclesiae 1576, 39;
Yelverton 1920, 102-103; Senn 1997, 432.
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thoughts on how this concept was altered in the Latin Church, presented his conclusions on the reasons why the Protestant reformers were unable to implement
what he considered to be a “sufficient” liturgical reform that would give due
attention to both issues in the Eucharistic liturgy. Since the liturgical subjects in
question are inextricably linked and were part of the Eucharistic liturgy from the
beginnings of Christianity, he presented his observations and conclusions from a
historical point of view.

6.1 Eu charis tic Sac rific e in th e Early a n d M e d ie v a l C h u rch
Bunsen states that the oblation, that is, the offering of contributions to the
Lord’s Supper, and the thanksgiving for the gifts in a prayer of blessing, was a
universal practice in the early Eucharistic service. From the first part of the second
century, this prayer consisted of solemn words invoking the Holy Spirit on the
people, or on the people and their oblations, and in the third and fourth centuries, “the eucharistia already developed in the twofold signification contained in
the Words of the Institution – real thanksgivings for God’s benefits and prayer
for blessing.” By the fourth and fifth centuries, the Eucharistic liturgy already
included “the established prayers of consecration, and the whole set of the prayers of oblation or the prayers preceding the administration of the Supper.”1089 The
character of thanksgiving predominated and the propitiatory idea of the Mass
was excluded, since “Christ was the real victim of propitiation, his death the only
all-satisfactory sacrifice of atonement.”1090
A significant change in the liturgy of the Western Church took place in the
fifth century, and by the time of Pope Gregory I, one finds that “the character of
the service changed from one preeminently of thanksgiving to one of precatory
prayers: the wish to propitiate becomes more and more predominant.”1091 According to Bunsen, it was no longer customary for the congregation gathered for
divine service to receive Communion. Real oblation as the offering of contributions to the Lord’s Supper by the faithful ceased, but the idea of the oblation was
preserved. The public prayer of oblation by the priest remained as the beginning
of the prayer of consecration and the offertory simply became a priestly prayer
with an antiphony sung by the choir. As a result, the old oblation prayer became
a secret prayer said by the priest, and the offertory before the Eucharistic preface
developed into a much longer offertory service, referring only to the priest about
to make the sacrifice. The symbolic interpretation developed, and this relegated
1089
1090
1091

Bunsen 1854, 371, 159.
Bunsen 1854, 384-385.
Bunsen 1854, 170.
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the Communion even more to the background. All of these factors introduced
significant changes in the Eucharistic liturgy. “The real consecration prayer was
omitted, and, on the other hand, the Words of Institution were brought into a
prominence entirely foreign to the sense of the ancient Church.”1092 Then the idea
of Missa solitaria, i.e., Mass with no one else present, evolved which further “raised
the importance of the symbolical oblation and consecration.”1093 The priest had
become the sole actor in the liturgy, and his recitation of the Words of Institution,
instead of the sacrifice of the faithful, became the its culminating point.1094
Since consecration in all ancient written forms meant prayer, Bunsen concluded that theologians of the Latin Church had fallen into a gross error in teaching that consecration consisted of historical repetition of the Words of Institution
rather than a prayer of blessing. “It was nothing but pure misunderstanding in
the dark ages of barbarism,” he declared, “to see in consecration, not the consecrating prayers, but the historical quotation of the words of Institution.”1095 The
Words of Institution were finally given the power to change the elements into
the body and blood of Christ, and instead of the “actual thank-offering of the
communicating congregation,” the church began to sacrifice the body and blood
of Christ – the historic propitiatory sacrifice. The whole celebration of the Mass
became “the act of the priest, who sacrifices the Lord’s body, and thereby repeats
the propitiatory sacrifice of Christ!”1096
Bunsen further observes that the canon of the Mass in the Latin Church, with
the exception of Spain, was finally established in the sixth century and eventually came to be considered the same way as the Bible – as material of devotion.
However, it had not yet been declared as a doctrine that “the consecratio hostice
was to be a repetition of the propitiatory death of Christ, a sacrifice, and even the
perpetual sacrifice of the Church.”1097 Only the Council of Trent made it a matter of doctrine that in the Mass a true and proper sacrifice is offered to God.1098
The teaching was then firmly established that “the Church offers up Christ, by
1092
1093
1094
1095
1096
1097
1098

Bunsen 1854, 172.
Bunsen 1854, 382.
Bunsen 1854, 171.
Bunsen 1854, 167.
Bunsen 1854, 172-173.
Bunsen 1854, 372.
“Canon I. If any one shall say, that in the mass a true and proper sacrifice is not offered to
God; or, that to be offered is nothing else but that Christ is given unto us to eat; let him be
anathema. Canon III. If any one shall say, that the sacrifice of the mass is only a sacrifice of
praise and of thanksgiving; or, that it is a bare commemoration of the sacrifice offered on
the cross, but not a propitiatory sacrifice; or, that it avails him only who receiveth; and that
it ought not to be offered for the living and the dead for sins, punishments, satisfactions,
and other necessities; let him be anathema.” The Canons and Decrees of the Council of Trent
1851, 145-146.
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repeating on the altar the consecration of his body made on the cross.”1099 Bunsen
declared that such a decision of the Council could be “considered the deathblow
of the Romish Church.”1100 Such teaching was at odds with the type of Levitical
worship, he stated, where it was declared an abomination to eat the flesh of a
sacrifice consecrated for propitiation.
The doctrine of transubstantiation, which speaks of the transformation of the
substance of the Eucharistic elements into the body and blood of Christ during
the Verba, belongs to the same controversial subject, Bunsen said, but to him it
is “only a consequence of this practical view,” a “scholastic consequence,” that
“forms a part of that dogmatic development of the past, which is to be reduced
to its proper, that is to say, a secondary, value.”1101 It is “closely connected… with
the substitution of the sacrifice of consecration for the spiritual and only real one
of the souls of the united faithful people, is therefore far from being the central
point of controversy.” The real fundamental point to him consists in the turn that
the medieval church “has given to the liturgically expressed consciousness of the
ancient Church about her sacrifice, and the consequent change of centre of the
sacrificial action in the celebration of the Communion.”1102

6.2 Ef f ort s to R es tore th e Con cep t of S a crifice
D u ri ng t he Reformation
The most controversial issue in the medieval Mass to Bunsen was the transition from the offering of praise and thanksgiving to the repetition of the sacrifice
of atonement and the erection “into dogma that perversion of the fundamental
idea of sacrifice” by scholastic theologians. According to him, one of the first liturgical objectives of the Reformation “was to restore the real sacrifice: the sacrifice
of self, vowed by the worshippers in thankful love.” But “did the Reformation
solve the first problem?”1103 Bunsen responds that the Protestant reformers either
completely rejected the Latin Mass or uncritically adopted some of its theological
notions, so they failed to re-establish the act of true sacrifice in the liturgy.
“When the Reformation led to the restoration of the Christian worship, … the
Lutheran Churches adopted, as a basis to be reformed, the Latin Mass; whereas Calvin regulated his services upon a system of abstract notions. The former
were carried, against their will, into the conventionalism and errors of the Roman
Church; and the scholasticising philosophy of Luther in his later period, and of
1099
1100
1101
1102
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Bunsen 1854, 392.
Bunsen 1854, 393.
Bunsen 1854, 392-393, 366.
Bunsen 1854, 366.
Bunsen 1854, 173.
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the Lutheranizers, as to the elements, is based upon that medieval misunderstanding. Calvin, on the other hand, substituted for the historical form a CeltoRomanic abstraction. Thus the idea of sacrifice, as held by the ancient Church,
the most important thought and divine work of apostolical Christianity, did not
come to new birth in either branch of the Protestant Churches.”1104
Bunsen believes that the reformers had the opportunity “to restore the idea
of the Christian Sacrifice, as being the highest spiritual act of the individual and
congregation before God”1105 but they did not take advantage of it due to new
theological disputes that arose between them.
“These immortal men discovered the whole truth, as their writings prove; but
when the time was come for the churches, reformed by their heroic efforts, to have
organized themselves according to the actual state of the church and the new elements
of devotion produced by the Reformation, the new controversies which had sprung
up directed their attention to other points. Here and there also the great spirit of those
men had disappeared, and others with a more contracted and limited view of Christian doctrine and Christian church, at all events not possessing the grand and extensive ideas which characterized those heroes of the Gospel, had taken their place.”1106
In Bunsen’s view, knowledge of the corruption of the concept of sacrifice in
western Mass was so general in those days that the reformers acted on the principle
“of excluding everything which did not harmonize with evangelical consciousness,
and retaining as much of the rest as possible. Here and there they unsuspectingly
adopted the existing formularies, merely because they found them.” Moreover, the
reformers were unable to discern the true meaning of the liturgical sacrifice because
the history of the origin and development of the medieval Mass was at that time
shrouded in obscurity and “the Greek liturgy was as good as unknown.”1107

6.3 T he G oal of Bun s en ’s Liturg ica l R e form
The idea of sacrifice, which to Bunsen was the most important thought and
divine work of apostolic Christianity and ancient Church,1108 was realized neither
in the Lutheran nor the Reformed churches. Even the Book of Common Prayer, the
Communion Service of which he described as the “most intellectual part and its
most blessed,” was unable to achieve this vital task. Although the two liturgical
books of Edward VI did “as much towards uniting the antagonistic elements in
the Lutheran and Reformed Churches, as the dogmatic controversial writings,
1104
1105
1106
1107
1108

Bunsen 1854, 173-174.
Bunsen 1854, 199.
Bunsen 1854, 394.
Bunsen 1854, 200.
Bunsen 1854, 174.
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formulas of concord, and attempts at union projected by the theologians of the
continent have done to divide the two confessions and to perpetuate their scholastic disputes,”1109 the great Protestant liturgical reformatory movement of the
sixteenth century lost “at the very outset of the spirit-killing seventeenth century,
all progressive vitality in England.”1110
Bunsen’s goal is to reform the liturgy in a new way, namely, to do “what
the reformers of the sixteenth century were prevented from doing by many
circumstances, and especially by the gross abuses which had crept into the
Church through the perversion of the meaning of the awful word sacrifice [of
the Mass].”1111 His main task, then is to restore the real sacrifice – self-sacrifice,
vowed by the worshippers in grateful love. Since the liturgy is the most natural,
general, and forceful way of placing the truth of Christianity in “opposition to its
degeneration,” the final object of the Protestant Christian church is “to show, not
only what the real sacrifice of Christians is, but also to make it the central point
of her own service.”1112 The essence of the Christian sacrifice as the perpetual and
ever-renewing act of gratitude and self-sacrifice of each redeemed soul to Bunsen
is “the pulsation of the Christian life continuing through all ages.”1113 Moreover,
since the sacrifice of the worshipers is the culmination of the liturgy, Bunsen’s
goal is to introduce the prayer of blessing by which oblations and worshipers,
that is, those who offer themselves as a living sacrifice unto God, are blessed.

6.4 A ssessmen t of Bun s en ’s Sacrame n ta l a n d S a crificia l
Insi ght s f r om a Luth eran Pers p ec tiv e
As a member of the Lutheran Church through baptism and confirmation,
Bunsen accepted the Augsburg Confession as a summary of the Lutheran faith, but
he considered the remaining symbolical writings only as historical documents
and not as sources of authority defined by the Scriptures. He adhered to “evangelical orthodoxy,” 1114 that is, he rejected neology and its rationalistic expressions,
but in his liturgical proposals, he did not confine himself to Lutheran doctrine.
Consequently, his notions concerning the prayer of consecration and the concept
of sacrifice went beyond the scope of Lutheran theology.
Bunsen’s sacramental theology leans towards the Reformed tradition. He rejects the consecratory power of the Words of Christ, arguing that in all ancient
1109
1110
1111
1112
1113
1114

Bunsen 1854, 180.
Bunsen 1854, 202.
Bunsen 1854, 394.
Bunsen 1854, 394.
Bunsen 1854, 387.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 272.
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liturgies “the consecration means a prayer, to which the recital of those words
forms the historical introduction.”1115 The Verba signify the promise of Christ and
bear witness to the need for a prayer of blessing, for this is how the bread and
cup were consecrated by Christ at the Last Supper. Consecration through the
recitation of the Verba Bunsen calls the “Romish doctrine” which distracts the
worshipers from remembrance of Christ’s expiatory sacrifice to the “flesh of the
victim consecrated for propitiation.”
He attributes the power of consecration to the prayer of blessing. “What is the
effect of the prayers of consecration (which are preceded by the Words of Institution, and do not consist in these words alone) on the elements?” he asked in his letter to George Frederick Nott on December 25, 1829. He declares that this question
“lies entirely out of the view of the ancient Church. It never formed a distinct object
of the consideration of her fathers, or the deliberations of her Councils: many orthodox fathers would have declared it an indifferent point, others a point not to be
answered; none would have given his peculiar opinion as a point of doctrine.”1116
Bunsen attests that from the early period “the Spirit is called down on the congregation and on their offerings, in order that the latter may become to the communicants the Lord’s body and blood.”1117 This “solemn set of words for the Invocation of
the Spirit upon the people, or upon the people and their oblations, was, as it appears,
always used in every Church, from the early part of the second century.”1118Although
at the “consecratory epiclesis” the Holy Spirit is invoked to “make this bread the precious body of your Christ,”1119 he is unwilling to take these words literally. “Nothing
was further from the thoughts of the fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries than
the notion of a magical operation of the Spirit on the material elements, the bread
and wine.”1120 The prayer of consecration blesses the visible tokens, but after consecration the Eucharistic elements remain what they are – the visible tokens of the
propitiatory sacrifice of Christ. Consecration is a setting apart of bread and wine for
holy use. It consists of a “prayer for blessing the visible tokens (elementa), for blessing
those who receive them…”1121 A prayer blesses the partaking of Communion. According to this idea, sanctificatio means that everything set for holy use, including the

1115
1116
1117
1118
1119

1120
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Bunsen 1854, 167.
Bunsen 1854, 393.
Bunsen 1854, 155.
Bunsen 1854, 163.
The Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom: “We offer you also this reasonable and bloodless
service, and we pray and beseech and entreat you, send down your Holy Spirit on us and
on these gifts set forth; and make this bread the precious body of your Christ, [changing it
by your Holy Spirit,] Amen; and that which is in this cup the precious blood of your Christ,
changing it by your Holy Spirit, Amen.” Jasper, Cuming 1990, 133.
Bunsen 1854, 163.
Bunsen 1854, 366.
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Eucharistic bread and cup, is sanctified by the word of God.1122 Bunsen stresses the
importance of “communion epiclesis” – a supplication that the Holy Spirit descend
upon the faithful and sanctify their hearts. This prayer for the blessing of the communicants is also connected with their vow of self-sacrifice and the petition “that
God may accept, that is to say, consummate it.”1123
Too much emphasis on the consecration of the elements is a tendency toward
the medieval idea of sacrifice which throws the expression of Christian self-sacrifice into the background.1124 This would seem to indicate that Bunsen’s rejection
of the doctrine of transubstantiation is not related to the scholastic interpretation of Aristotelian metaphysics, which was the predominant cause for Luther’s
rejection of this doctrine, but because the doctrine delineates the change of the
substance of bread into the substance of the body of Christ, thus affirming and explaining the corporeal presence of Christ in the consecrated elements. Although
Bunsen occasionally makes use of terminology which Lutherans commonly associate with real presence, little connection is established between the bread and cup
and the body and blood. The elements are the signs of what they signify. “Christ
feeds… his Church, by the sacramental signs and consecrated symbols of his own
personal body and blood.”1125 He prefers the term “sacramental presence,” for in
the Supper believers are “refreshed by the sacramental body of Christ,”1126 and
when articulating the manner of reception of the body and blood, he ordinarily
adds qualifying words “in the faith.” The communion is “the consummation of
what has been prayed for in faith.”1127 It is “the spiritual food which we receive
in the Lord’s Supper, as it is in general a nourishment for the regenerate soul.”1128
Bunsen avoids any direct statement regarding the bodily presence of Christ “in”
and “under” the earthly elements. For him, sacramental eating is equivalent to
the sign or figure of the body of Christ, i.e., Christ is united with the bread sacramentally or significatively. The question concerning the manner of the real
presence of Christ in the Sacrament makes a “ground of schism and separation”
among Protestants, therefore he leaves this subject open to wide interpretation.1129
Although the elements of bread and wine are the signs of what they signify,
they are not mere empty signs or symbols. “They are the means of grace, spiritual
nourishment, and the strengthening of spiritual life.”1130 Since what is offered in
the Supper cannot be separated from the signs by which that grace is offered, the
1122
1123
1124
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1126
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Bunsen 1854, 378.
Bunsen 1854, 161, 379.
Bunsen 1854, 189.
Bunsen 1854, 387.
Bunsen 1854, 391.
Bunsen 1854, 379.
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communicants “receive, therefore, in the highest degree, the divine power to offer to God the spiritual sacrifice of themselves, resigning their own will to that of
God, in order to be delivered from all their sins, and to advance the kingdom of
God.”1131 “The Church receiving Christ’s sacramental body and blood, expresses
her gratitude, and manifests that life which is become her own as a living member
of Christ’s spiritual body, by offering up herself in gratitude and praise.”1132
Lutheran theology places special emphasis on the distinction between sacrificial and sacramental actions in the liturgy. In the Apology of the Augsburg Confession, Melanchthon states that sacrificial acts are those by which the church, on
the basis of all-sufficient sacrifice of Christ, offers herself to the Lord in prayer,
intercession, praise, thanksgiving, confession, vows, the preaching of the Gospel,
and the like.1133 The sacramental elements or acts are those through which the
Lord bestows his grace upon his congregation. Lutheran theologians agree that
in the Lord’s Supper, they include consecration and distribution. In the Eucharist,
sacrificial elements are its introductory and concluding parts: the preface with
Sanctus and Benedictus as well as thanksgiving for Communion. At the center of
the Sacrament, however, is Christ, who is present in and under the elements of
bread and wine after the Verba have been spoken over them. Luther explicitly
states that “…the Mass is nothing else than a testament and sacrament in which
God makes a pledge to us and gives us grace and mercy…; in the Mass we give
nothing to Christ, but only receive from him.”1134 He cautions one to be very circumspect when speaking about sacrifice in the Sacrament. “We should, therefore,
give careful heed to this word ‘sacrifice,’ so that we do not presume to give God
something in the Sacrament, when it is he who in it gives us all things.”1135
In Bunsen’s view, however, the Eucharist is the Christian sacrifice in almost
every respect. He believes that this is also the teaching of the church fathers.
“Sacrifice is, and remains, the word expressing the essence of the service: the
same word is used to denote that sacrifice which we commemorate in our prayers, which we confess in our creed, the blessed remembrance of which we celebrate in the Lord’s Supper, and likewise that sacrifice which is the constant act
and manifestation of the church herself, the praise and thanksgiving which, in the
perfect sense of the word, is nothing but the offering up of ourselves in charity
and love, to the will of our heavenly Father and for the good of our brethren. In a
similar way the name of this sacrifice of praise (εὐχαρίστία) denotes also the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, which is necessarily connected with the same.”1136
1131
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1133
1134
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Bunsen 1854, 367.
Bunsen 1854, 388.
The Book of Concord 2000, 262, 264 (Apology XXIV, 25, 30).
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Bunsen tends to speak more of the sacrificial response of man than of the sacramental action of God in the Eucharist. Man is the actor, and the Lord’s Supper is above all a worthy remembrance of the great sacrifice of atonement. “Two
great central points of the liturgy must have created and maintained,” he states,
“the sacramental remembrance of the one sacrifice, and the offering up of the
other.”1137 The sacred remembrance of Christ’s sacrifice and atonement, together
with the act of the redeemed Christian offering himself as a living sacrifice of
praise and thanksgiving, should be central to Christian public worship. It is an act
of vow, symbolized by the offering, sealed by the Communion, and sanctified by
the remembrance of the sacrificial death of Christ.

7. T he Mis s a F idelium
Holy Communion in the Capitoline agenda was still an occasional service
added to the Missa catechumenorum. As an expert in early liturgies, Bunsen knew
that by tradition Mass should be celebrated every Sunday and feast days, but
probably for practical reasons, he approved the prevailing custom by which most
congregations celebrated Communion only at specified times.
Bunsen restored the sermon to its traditional place after the creed. Previously,
when the Lord’s Supper was celebrated, the non-communicants could leave the
church after the sermon.1138 Now, they were to stay in the service because the
prayer of the church had not yet been said. They could not leave the church even
after the prayer of the church, Our Father, and the Aaronic Benediction, because
in his opinion this was contrary to the church’s tradition which treated the Missa
fidelium and Missa catechumenorum as one divine service.
When the Lord’s Supper was celebrated, the two services became organically
united into one chief divine service. During the singing of the altar hymn after
the sermon, the communicants were to gather on both sides of the altar, and the
clergyman was to bless the congregation with 2 Corinthians 13:14: “The grace of
the Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost,
be with you all. Amen.” Then the prayer of the church was to be prayed, and
after the silent prayer, the service was to continue with the Eucharistic dialogue
and preface. Those who did not partake of the Sacrament were to remain in the
service until the Pax Domini.

1137
1138

Bunsen 1854, 387-388.
“When the Lord’s Supper is celebrated, the non-communicants are dismissed with the
above-mentioned Benediction.” Agende (Brandenburg) 1829, 32.
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Table 3: The liturgy of the Lord’s Supper
Order of Divine Service when the Lord’s Supper Is Celebrated
(The day before the Lord’s Supper, the communicants gather for a common service according
to the order of the agenda. The Sunday or feast day service itself is the usual one up to the
altar hymn. At the singing of this hymn, the communicants gather on both sides of the altar.
After it, the clergyman turns to the congregation and says a blessing:)
P:

“The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ… Amen.”

P:

General Intercessory Prayer
(as in the divine service without the Lord’s Supper).
“Let us pray: Lord God, heavenly Father! We implore you…”

C:

Silent Prayer.

P:

The Thanksgiving or Altar Prayer.
“Lift up your hearts.”

C:

“We lift them to the Lord.”

P:

“And let us thank the Lord our God.”

C:

“It is right and worthy.”

P:

Vere dignum: “It is indeed right, worthy, and salutary to give thanks…”

C:

Sanctus without Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit (followed by the admonition to the
Lord’s Supper from the agenda: “Beloved in the Lord!...” and the prayer: “Lord, who
through your death gave life…” from the same, or in place of both the following
prayers:)

P:

The Prayers of Consecration.
“Now, remembering, O holy Father, your unspeakable love...”
(Verba testamenti, the congregation kneels:)
“Our Lord Jesus Christ in the night when he was betrayed…”
“Therefore, O holy God, almighty Father, we ask you…”
“Bless, O Lord, also us who now through him present…,” or:
“Bless, O Lord, also us who, united with one another…”

C:

Our Father (“Unser Vater”).
Silent Prayer.

P:

“God be praised! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord!”

C:

“Hosanna in the highest!”

P:

(The clergyman rises and speaks the blessing to the congregation after which those
who do not come to the Lord’s Supper are dismissed:)
“The peace of the Lord be with you all. Amen.”
(The congregation rises. Facing the communicants, the clergyman says:)
“Come and see how good the Lord is!”

P:

The Distribution of the Lord’s Supper.
(The communicants come to the altar and kneel down on the steps. Distributing the
bread, the clergyman says:)
“Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: ‘This is my body which is given for you; do
this in remembrance of me’.”
(and by offering the cup:)
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“Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: ‘This cup is the New Testament in my blood
which is shed for you; do this in remembrance of me’.”
(He speaks to those who leave the altar after receiving the Lord’s Supper:)
“May this strengthen and preserve you in true faith to life everlasting. Amen!”
(During the distribution, the following hymns are sung: “O Christ, Thou Lamb of
God” (“Christe, du Lamm Gottes”) or: “Lamb of God, Pure and Holy” (“O Lamm Gottes,
Unschuldig”) or similar hymns from the hymnal.)
P:

Thanksgiving after the Lord’s Supper.

P:

“Let us pray:”
“Almighty, eternal God! We, etc.” (as in the agenda) or:
“Almighty God, heavenly Father, we praise and thank you…” or:
“We thank you, almighty Lord God, that you have refreshed us…” or:
“Almighty, eternal God, we give praise and thanksgiving…” or:
“We thank you, most benevolent God and Father…”

P:

Aaronic Benediction: “The Lord bless you and keep you… X. Amen.”

Bunsen did not cite the liturgical sources on which he relied when writing the
Capitoline liturgy. A comparative analysis shows that, in addition to the texts
of his own composition, he used some ancient liturgical documents, such as the
Apostolic Constitutions.1139 Other sources include the Book of Common Prayer as well
as Lutheran and Calvinist liturgical documents.1140
The Lord’s Supper of the Capitoline liturgy begins with the Apostolic greeting/blessing from 2 Corinthians 13:14: “The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the
love of God and the communion of the Holy Spirit be with you all! Amen.” This
verse was also used by Friedrich Wilhelm III in his liturgical works, but the king
was inconsistent in its application. In the liturgy for the Royal Army of 1817, the
greeting concluded the pulpit office after the sermon, and in the order for the
Berlin Cathedral of the same year, it was inserted after the Our Father before Sanctus which preceded the hymn of the day and the sermon. In the Berlin agenda of
1822, the Apostolic greeting became the opening words of the baptismal liturgy,
and from 1823, the verse was used as an alternative to the verse printed after the
creed.1141 Bunsen probably introduced this text as an “offertory” verse because 2
Corinthians 13:14 was used also as a blessing of the faithful at the beginning of
the Eucharistic rite in ancient liturgies, including the Apostolic Constitutions, the
Byzantine Liturgy of St. Basil, and the Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom.1142
1139
1140

1141
1142

Full text of the Constitutions of the Holy Apostles is printed in Ante-Nicene Fathers 7 1995, 387 ff.
The rubrics of the 1846 edition of Bunsen’s hymnal indicate that the post-communion prayer
(“Allmächtiger Gott, himmlischer Vater, wir sagen Dir Lob ...”) was composed in accordance
with the provisions of the “Geneva and English liturgy.” Allgemeines evangelisches Gesangund Gebetbuch 1846, 488.
Liturgie für die Armee 1817, 8; Liturgie 1817, 8; Kirchen-Agende 1824, 33; Anhang 1823, 40.
Jasper, Cuming 1990, 104, 116, 131.
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The Eucharistic preface that followed the prayer of the church began with dialogue between the clergyman and congregation. Compared to the introduction of
the king’s “Eucharistic” preface, which included only the phrase spoken by the
clergyman, “Lift up your hearts and let us give thanks to the Lord our God,” this
was a significant improvement.
Bunsen’s preface is unique in that it already contains references to spiritual
sacrifices that are unprecedented in prefaces of the Early Church, the Middle
Ages, and the Reformation. In it, believers are called the holy priesthood, who,
through the enjoyment of the body and blood of Christ, offer sacrifices to which
they are called. The preface becomes an introduction to the sacrificial action of
the worshipers which Bunsen sought to establish also in the liturgy without Communion but even more so in the rite of the Eucharist.
“It is indeed right and worthy and salutary to give thanks to you, O Lord,
Holy Father, Almighty, eternal God, at all times and in all places, through Jesus
Christ, your Son, our Lord, who, after having atoned the sins of the world by his
suffering and death, and having sat at your right hand in heaven, also sanctified
us to be priests for you, and as our eternal High Priest intercedes before you so
that we now, renewed through your word and grace in the fellowship of spirit
and love, and thus built up to the holy priesthood, can offer you through him the
spiritual sacrifices to which we are called. Therefore, with all the angels and archangels, together with the multitude of the heavenly armies and with the glorified host of our brothers resting in your peace, we praise and exalt your glorious
name, and humbly say: holy, holy, holy is the Lord, the God of Sabaoth.”1143
References in which Christ is identified as “the eternal High Priest” are found
primarily in the prefaces of the Apostolic Constitutions and the Mozarabic Rite.1144
A liturgical statement completely unknown in historical Eucharistic prefaces,
however, is the anamnesis in which the faithful recall God’s saving work of Christ
from his sacrifice on the cross through his resurrection and ascension.
In the early liturgies, the anamnesis constituted the essential component of
the Eucharistic celebration, but it was commonly pronounced after the Words of
Institution before the epiclesis. In the Capitoline liturgy, however, the redemptive
work of Christ, which he accomplished by his sufferings and death, resurrection
and ascension into heaven is already recalled in the preface. Bunsen offered no
explanation as to why he made such an extraordinary decision, but it seems that
he was inspired to introduce the notions of anamnesis at this early stage since
1143
1144

Liturgie 1828, 12.
The Apostolic Constitutions, Book VIII: “…Jesus the Christ, our Lord and God, your angel and
the chief general of your power, and eternal and unending high priest…;” The Mozarabic
Rite: “… through your Son Jesus Christ, the true and eternal high priest forever, the only
priest without spot of sin…” Jasper, Cuming 1990, 108, 153.
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already in the preface he presented the motives of the Christian self-sacrifice by
the holy priesthood. In his essay, The Nature of the Christian Sacrifice, he described
the connection between “worthy remembrance” and spiritual sacrifices, asserting
that Christian self-sacrifice is offered as thanksgiving in the anamnesis of the
great sacrifice of atonement.
“The act of the redeemed Christian offering up himself as a living sacrifice
of praise and thanksgiving was to be sealed by the remembrance [!] of the act of
Christ, the atoning Savior, which alone gives the Christian that free access to the
Father which enables him to perform this act of gratitude in full hope and firm
belief that he will ratify it, and hold it acceptable through Jesus Christ and on
account of his merits. The worthy remembrance [!] of the great sacrifice of atonement prompts us to make the holy vow of a consecration of ourselves in that spirit
of thankfulness, by which the receiving of Christ’s body and blood manifests its
blessing within us.”1145
After the remembrance of the work accomplished by Christ, worshipers are
referred to as the holy priesthood who offer spiritual sacrifices to which they
are called. They are both priesthood and victims but only through Christ who
was the true victim of propitiation. Christ is “the only High Priest to us, who
are priests and victims ourselves in gratitude, but only so far as we belong to his
spiritual body, his real Church.”1146
The preface to the Capitoline liturgy was drawn up by Bunsen himself. It was
built on verses from the Scriptures, primarily Romans 8:34; Revelation 1:6; Hebrews 10:10.14; 1 Peter 2:5.
Bunsen divided Tersantus, Hosanna, and Benedictus qui venit into two sections.
At the end of the preface, the clergyman was to pronounce Tersanctus, to which
the congregation responded: “Heaven and earth are full of his glory.” Hosanna
with Benedictus (P: “God be praised! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the
Lord!” / C: “Hosanna in the highest!”) was placed after the prayers of consecration, Our Father, and the silent prayer.
Classical rites, such as the Byzantine Liturgy of St. Basil, the Liturgy of St. John
Chrysostom, and the Mass of the Roman Rite, as well as the sixteenth-century
Lutheran church orders, placed Sanctus and Hosanna with Benedictus immediately
after the preface. Of the Protestant liturgies that retained a Mass-type order, only
the Anglican rite, beginning with 1552 the Book of Common Prayer,1147 removed Hosanna and Benedictus from the Mass in order to appease those who disapproved
the traditional view of the real presence of the body and blood of Christ in and
under the bread and wine. Hosanna and Benedictus qui venit were originally inter1145
1146
1147
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preted as a hymn to Christ coming in the elements of the Sacrament, but for many
English Protestants, who viewed the Eucharist primarily as a meal in grateful
remembrance of Christ’s death, it was a controversial liturgical element.
Of the ancient liturgies, only the Didache and the Apostolic Constitutions in
Books VII and VIII separate Sanctus from Hosanna and Benedictus.1148 Since the
Didache was only discovered in 1873, it is likely that Bunsen followed the order in
the Apostolic Constitutions.
Bunsen’s Eucharistic insights are reflected in the Eucharistic prayer. Its title,
“Prayers of Consecration,” indicates that he attributes the act of consecration not
to the Words of Institution but to prayer.1149 He borrowed this designation from
the Book of Common Prayer, which beginning in 1662 introduced the term “Prayer
of Consecration.”1150
Bunsen divides the consecration into two parts. The first part consists of “the
prayer for blessing the partaking of the Communion, and therefore a prayer for
blessing the elements.” He calls it “sanctificatio according to the idea: everything
is sanctified by the word of God.”1151 The second part includes “the prayer for
blessing the partakers.”
The introductory phrase of the prayer for blessing the elements, “we give you
thanks, not as we ought but as we are able,” is borrowed from the Anaphora in
Book VIII of the Apostolic Constitutions:11521153
The Apostolic Constitutions

The Capitoline Liturgy, 1828

Remembering therefore what he endured for
us, we give you thanks, almighty God, not as
we ought but as we are able, and we fulfill his
command.1152

Now, remembering, O holy Father, your
unspeakable love and the commandment of
your dear Son, we give you thanks, not as
we ought but as we are able, by fulfilling his
gracious will and proclaiming his death.1153

The Words of Institution that follow correspond to the same in the Berlin agenda, and the heading, “the congregation kneels,” at the recitation of the Words of
Christ also conforms to the instructions regarding kneeling in the Prussian book.
Kneeling at this point would seem to counter Bunsen’s attitude towards blessing
Jasper, Cuming 1990, 102, 109, 112. The description of the Eucharist in Book VII of the
Apostolic Constitutions is an amplification of the prayers of the Didache. Ante-Nicene Fathers 7
1995, 470.
1149
Bunsen 1854, 393.
1150
Jasper, Cuming 1990, 280; The Book of Common Prayer 1807, “The Order for the Administration
of the Lord’s Supper or Holy Communion.”
1151
Bunsen 1854, 378.
1152		
Jasper, Cuming 1990, 111.
1153		
Liturgie 1828, 16.
1148
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since he disassociates Words of Institution from the act of consecration, but he
apparently chose to conform to the king’s rite and Lutheran tradition.
The prayer then asks the heavenly Father to sanctify the bread and wine so
that those who receive them would also receive the body and blood of Christ as
food for eternal life. There are definite similarities between Bunsen’s text and the
prayers in the 1549 and 1552 editions of the Book of Common Prayer:
The Book of Common Prayer, 1549

The Capitoline Liturgy, 1828

O merciful Father, we beseech thee; and with
thy Holy Spirit and word vouchsafe to bless X
and sanctify X these thy gifts and creatures of
bread and wine, that they may be unto us the
body and blood of thy most dearly beloved
Son Jesus Christ, who in the same night that
he was betrayed, took bread…1154

Therefore, O holy God, almighty Father, we
beseech you, trusting in the promise of your
dear Son, bless through your holy power this
bread and this wine so that we, through their
enjoyment, may partake the body and blood
of Jesus Christ as true food of eternal life and
thus be renewed and strengthened in the
fellowship of his body, through the same our
only Redeemer and Savior. Amen.1155

The Book of Common Prayer of 1552
… grant that we, receiving these thy creatures
of bread and wine,… may be partakers of
his most blessed body and blood; who, in
the same night that he was betrayed, took
bread…1156

When writing the Eucharistic Prayer, Bunsen took into account the prayer before the Verba in the 1549 Book of Common Prayer, the only prayer in sixteenth century Anglican tradition that called for the consecration of the Eucharistic elements.
After the publication of the German Mass in 1526,1157 such a prayer in the Lutheran
tradition only could be found in the 1543 Palatinate-Neuburg church order.1158
Jasper, Cuming 1990, 111.
Liturgie 1828, 16.
1156		
Jasper, Cuming 1990, 248.
1157
Prior to the German Mass of 1526, Kaspar Kanz of Nördlingen added a short prayer of
consecration before the Words of Institution in his 1522/24 Mass: “O most gracious Father,
merciful, eternal God, help that this bread and wine may become and be to us the true body
and innocent blood of your dearest Son, our Lord Jesus Christ. Who on the day ...” Rietschel
1900, 403; Pahl 1983, 14. A consecratory prayer was also included in the 1524 Deutsche Messe
of Worms: “Therefore, most gracious Father, we humbly ask and pray through Jesus Christ,
your Son, our Lord, vouchsafe to look at, bless, and sanctify this bread and wine... O allgracious Father, merciful eternal God, help and fulfill that this bread and this wine be to us
the true body and the innocent blood of your beloved Son, our Lord Jesus Christ. Who on
the day before his suffering, took the bread ...” Pahl 1983, 18.
1158
Rietschel 1900, 432. In the Palatinate-Neuburg order, the prayer of consecration was included
between the exhortation and the Words of Institution: “O Lord Jesus Christ, only true Son
of the Living God, who gave your life into bitter death for us all and shed your blood for
the forgiveness of our sin, and who commanded all your disciples to eat this very body and
1154		
1155		
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Bunsen placed his consecratory prayer after the Verba because in his view the
Words of Institution pointed only to “the promise and the prayer of Christ” and
formed “the historical introduction” to the consecration.1159 At the same time, he
found it necessary to change certain consecratory references in the 1549 Anglican
prayer which asked God to sanctify bread and wine through the Holy Spirit and
the Word. The blessing “with the Word” to Bunsen did not mean the creative
word of God but the Words of Institution.1160 He observed that such a statement,
along with epiclesis, had provoked opposition and distrust among English Protestants who were “so deeply offended with some too medieval forms and expressions which were still retained, that they rejected and repudiated them as
suspicious, even in such a purified form.”1161 This led to the preparation in 1552
of a more Protestant Book of Common Prayer which no longer contained a petition, asking God to “bless and sanctify” the earthly elements. Commenting on
the liturgical reform of 1552, he said: “Here, in the principal passage, the petition
for blessing is very properly transferred altogether from the elements to the communicants, and the equivocal words ‘with Thy Holy Spirit and Word’ are also
omitted.”1162 Bunsen addressed the issue of contention with a petition: “… bless
through your holy power this bread and this wine…”
Bunsen also avoided the 1549 expression, “that they may be unto us the body
and blood of thy most dearly beloved Son,” associated with the presence of the
body and blood of Christ in the elements. He evaded the traditional connection
between bread and wine and body and blood, using the receptionist language of
the 1552 English prayer and emphasizing the real presence not in the elements
but in their reception: “… that we, through their enjoyment, may partake the
body and blood of Jesus Christ…”
The second part of the consecration consists of “blessing those who receive them
[the elements], and all who are in the communion of the Church, together with their

1159
1160

1161
1162

to drink this very blood and thereby to remember your death; we bring these your gifts
of bread and wine before your divine Majesty, and we pray that by your divine mercy,
goodness, and power you would hallow and bless and grant this bread to be your body and
this wine to be your blood and that all who eat and drink thereof may receive everlasting
life; who live and reign in unity with God the Father and the Holy Spirit now and forever.
Amen.” Kirchenordnung 1543, “Der ander theyl der Kirchenordnung,” 22; Richter II 1871,
26; Pahl 1983, 72. Other Lutheran agendas include a preparatory prayer for communicants
before the Verba: Nürnberg 1524, Strassburg 1525, Nördlingen 1538, Württemberg 1553, 5051, Waldeck 1556, Österreich 1571, Hessen 1574, Danzig 1708, 38. Rietschel 1900, 432.
Bunsen 1854, 167, 372.
“… it cannot be denied that by the ‘Word’ we are not to understand the creative Word of
God, the Word in the highest sense, but the words of Institution: ‘This is my body.’” Bunsen
1854, 189.
Bunsen 1854, 186.
Bunsen 1854, 193.
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relations, dead as well as living.”1163 It can be characterized as the high-water mark
of Bunsen’s thoughts concerning the Eucharistic sacrifice. He clarifies the theological meaning of this sacrificial prayer of blessing in the following terms:
“All that is prayed and thought is done with reference to the approaching participation of the Communion, by which it becomes, as it were, sealed; the tokens
themselves are considered already in their sacramental meaning, and therefore
to us, according to Christ’s promise, that on which our redemption is founded,
and that which renders possible the growth and accomplishment of our spiritual
life in the union with God. The vow of our self-sacrifice, connected with the consecratio, therefore, may very naturally take place here together with the prayer
that God may accept, that is to say, consummate it, and with the profession of our
faith that he is willing to do it, and will do it as far as we are Christ’s members,
and are to be one with him.”1164
Bunsen printed two such prayers for the blessing of communicants to be
chosen by the clergyman:
“Bless, O Lord, also us who now present ourselves to you as a living sacrifice at
your Son’s table of mercy: this body of sin that it may be sanctified by your power
as a weapon of righteousness and the temple of the Holy Spirit, this soul and this
spirit that you yourself live in it with your Son, this heart that your peace may reign
in it and the fire of your divine love fill it to consume and obliterate all our own will,
all anger and hatred, and all ungodly nature in us, and finally, this mortal life with
all the gifts and powers which we have received from your fatherly goodness that
they, being sanctified by your grace, may serve only your will and your honor so
that we, therefore, through your divine work in us, may truly be prepared for the
body of your dear Son. For his sake, as we firmly believe, you want to accept and
answer this our prayer, and in us, through the partaking of this Holy Sacrament, to
will and to act the fulfillment of a pure, well-pleasing sacrifice of thanksgiving to
the growth of your kingdom and honor of your name. Amen.”
or:
“Bless, O Lord, also us who, united with one another in mutual fellowship,
now present ourselves through him to you as a living sacrifice at your Son’s table
of mercy with body and soul, will and desire, doing and striving, skills and abilities, and this mortal life itself that, through the partaking of this Holy Sacrament,
the fire of your divine love may consume all sinful lust of the flesh, all our own
will, all anger and hatred, and all ungodly nature in us, that your will alone reign
in our hearts, your peace constantly fill them, and our whole life, in pure love for
one another, be before you as a holy sacrifice pleasing to you for the growth of
your kingdom and honor of your name. Amen.”1165
1163
1164
1165

Bunsen 1854, 366.
Bunsen 1854, 378-379.
Liturgie 1828, 17.
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Both prayers bear some resemblance to the prayer in the 1549 book of Edward
VI. In the Capitoline liturgy, the clergyman prays on behalf of the faithful: “…
[we] now present ourselves to you as a living sacrifice at your Son’s table
of mercy: this body of sin that it may be sanctified by your power…” In the 1549
Book of Common Prayer, the following is addressed: “… we offer and present unto
thee, O Lord, our self, our souls and bodies, to be a reasonable, holy, and lively
sacrifice…”1166 For Bunsen, this prayer encompasses the “most beautiful, most
important, and most universal portions of the ancient Communion Service.” He
could only complain that “from a dread of a false view of sacrifice creeping in,”
this prayer had been omitted from the consecratory part in the 1552 Book of Common Prayer, and the “idea of the Christian sacrifice is simply expressed as a voluntary appendix, namely, as a collect, following the Communion.”1167
In both sacrificial prayers, the communicants sacrifice through Jesus Christ
their body and soul to God, asking that the fire of his divine love may consume
“all sinful lust of the flesh” and ungodly nature.
The expression “sinful lust” or “concupiscentia” takes a prominent place in the
theology of Augustine who describes by this term the effects of original sin on human nature. Augustine’s thought had an immense influence on Bunsen’s concept
of sacrifice. “Of all the fathers of the church, no one speaks so profoundly on this
awful subject as the great and immortal bishop of Hippon, St Augustine, who,
in the tenth book of his Civitas Dei, expounds the Christian doctrine of sacrifice,”
he stated.1168 Bunsen was greatly impressed by Augustine’s thoughts concerning
the “true and perfect sacrifice” defined in The City of God: “How much more then
does the soul become a sacrifice, when it gives itself entirely up to God that it may
be kindled by his divine love, and thus may lose the form of worldly concupiscence, being remodeled by becoming subject to him who is, as it were, the immutable form, and become acceptable to him by what it received from his beauty!”1169
Bunsen asks in both prayers that the fire of divine love engulf all sinful concupiscentia and that God consummate the self-offering of the communicants so that
they may become a holy sacrifice, pleasing to him, for the growth of his kingdom
and the glorification of his name.
Sacrificial prayers were followed by the Our Father, silent prayer, Benedictus
qui venit with Hosanna, after which non-communicants were allowed to leave the
church. Although they did not participate in the Lord’s Supper, they too were to
offer themselves as a sacrifice to the Lord. The administration of the Sacrament
began with the Pax Domini: “The peace of the Lord be with you all! Amen,” and
1166
1167
1168
1169

Jasper, Cuming 1990, 239.
Bunsen 1854, 186-187.
Bunsen 1854, 389.
Bunsen 1854, 389; St Augustine 1984, 379.
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invitation: “Come and see that the Lord is good!” During the distribution, the
congregation was to sing: “O Christ, Thou Lamb of God,” “Lamb of God, Pure
and Holy,” and other appropriate hymns.
The distribution formula was taken almost verbatim from the Prussian Union
agenda. “Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: ‘This is my body which is given for
you; do this in remembrance of me’.” “Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: ‘This
cup is the New Testament in my blood which is shed for you; do this in remembrance
of me’.” It differed from the Berlin book only that it omitted the opening words: “Take
it and eat,” “Take it and drink of it all of you.” Each table was dismissed with the blessing: “May this strengthen and preserve you in true faith to life everlasting. Amen.”
After all had communed, the pastor was to pray one of the five post-communion prayers, the first of which was from the Berlin agenda. In his hymnal of 1846,
Bunsen noted that the second collect was composed “according to the Genevan
and English liturgy.”1170 The third alternative was Luther’s post-Communion collect with an additional petition and doxology: “…and to keep us blameless in this
your grace until the day of our Lord Jesus Christ to whom with you and the Holy
Spirit be laud and praise and honor and glory, now and forever.” The source of
the fourth collect was the 1533 Brandenburg-Nürnberg church order. The prayer
was also published in the 1540 and 1572 Mark Brandenburg church orders and
other agendas, including Palatinate-Neuburg of 1543.1171 The fifth prayer was a
slightly modified collect from Archbishop Hermann von Wied’s Consultation of
Cologne of 1543, printed also in the 1582 Württemberg church order.1172 The service closed with the Aaronic Benediction accompanied by the sign of the cross.

8. C oncl u din g Obs ervation s
The Capitoline liturgy was intended for use only by the Prussian Union congregation in Rome. The book was of local significance, but Bunsen’s liturgical insights exerted a lasting influence on liturgical scholars in Prussia and elsewhere.
In the second half of the nineteenth century, Bunsen became a widely recognized
liturgiologist who produced significant liturgical research and contributed to the
restoration of the liturgy after devastating effects of Enlightenment rationalism.1173
1170

1171

1172

1173

Allgemeines evangelisches Gesang- und Gebetbuch 1846, 488; La Liturgie 1807, 96-98; The Book of Common
Prayer 1807, “The Order for the Administration of the Lord’s Supper or Holy Communion.”
Kirchen Ordnung 1533, Kiij; Kirchen Ordnung 1540, Liij; Agenda 1572, 187-188; Kirchenordnung
1543, 30.
Kirchenordnung 1543, 30; Von Gottes genaden vnser Hermans... einfaltigs bedencken 1543, 111;
Von Gottes gnaden vnnser Ludwigs… Summarischer vnd einfeltiger Begriff 1582, 120-121.
At the church-wide “Monbijou Conference” in Berlin in 1856, which also addressed the
liturgical concerns of the Prussian Union Church, Heinrich Abeken, former chaplain of
the Prussian embassy in Rome, advocated the inclusion of a Eucharistic prayer, based on
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From the confessional point of view, the
Capitoline liturgy was unionistic. Bunsen
made no attempt to restore the Lutheran
confessional position in his rite. The distribution formula remained referential as in
the Berlin agenda, and the opening words
of the Our Father still followed the Reformed version of “Unser Vater.” The confessional service was drawn up according
to the Book of Common Prayer, although it
was not superior in form and content to
the sixteenth and seventeenth-century
Lutheran church orders, and in particular the agendas of the Brandenburg and
Mecklenburg families which placed the
confession of sins at the beginning of the
service. Bunsen’s strong emphasis on the
concept of self-sacrifice of the worshiper at
the Lord’s Supper further distanced him
from the Lutheran tradition. His view of
Bunsen’s grave in the Alter Friedhof in
the Words of Institution as primarily an
Bonn (Wikimedia Commons).
introduction to the prayer of consecration
and strong emphasis upon such prayer
after the Verba were incompatible with Lutheran teaching.1174 Furthermore, his notions concerning the self-sacrifice of the worshipers after the Words of Institution

1174

the prayers from the 1828 Capitoline liturgy. Aktenstücke III/2 1856, 338-340; Aktenstücke IV
1857, 265-268. Theodosius Harnack, the leading Lutheran liturgical scholar in the Russian
Empire, listed Bunsen among those liturgiologists who, along with Theodor Kliefoth,
Wilhelm Löhe, Friedrich Layriz, Johann Wilhelm Friedrich Höfling, and Adolph Gottlieb
Christian von Harless, were to be credited for their contributing to a deeper understanding
of the principles of Christian worship. Harnack 1853, 247. Paul Kleinert, general consultant
to the liturgical commission for the preparation of the 1895 Prussian Union agenda, listed
Bunsen among scholars whose liturgical works were of particular importance due to the
wide-ranging study of liturgical source materials. Kleinert 1894, 447.
Solid Declaration of the Formula of Concord: “For the true and almighty words of Jesus Christ,
which he spoke in the first institution of the Supper, were not only effective in the first
Supper; they remain so. They retain their validity and power and are still effective, so
that in all places in which the Supper is observed according to Christ’s institution and his
words are used, the body and blood of Christ are truly present, distributed, and received
on the basis of the power and might of the very same words that Christ spoke in the first
Supper. For wherever what Christ instituted is observed and his words are spoken over the
bread and cup and wherever the consecrated bread and cup are distributed, Christ himself
exercises his power through the spoken words, which are still his Word, by virtue of the
power of the first institution.” The Book of Concord 2000, 606 (FC SD VII, 75).
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and before the distribution diverted attention from the gift given in the Sacrament
to human action.
Almost twenty years later looking back at his 1828 liturgy, Bunsen pointed out
several advantages of his rite over the 1822/24 agenda of Friedrich Wilhelm III.
The Capitoline rite restored the “congregational cooperation, in the arrangement
of the liturgy,” and the sermon was “restored to the more important position in
the service, formerly assigned to it by a wide-spread and ancient custom,” he
stated.1175 Another obvious improvement was the restoration of the Eucharistic
dialogue and preface to its traditional place in the Communion service. Of particular importance to him was the introduction of the self-sacrifice of the faithful
into Christian worship. According to him, it rightly occupied the central part of
the liturgy. “I am convinced that this form gives utterance to the idea of the ancient Church with respect to the Christian sacrifice; and this, with the conception
of the spiritual priesthood of all Christians, naturally connected with it, is not
only freely expressed, but laid down as the foundation of the whole,”1176 he wrote
to his friend Thomas Arnold.
Bunsen was particularly pleased that his Capitoline liturgy was introduced in
1841 as a festive chief divine service at the Church of the Redeemer in Jerusalem.
“How can I describe to you my feelings!” he wrote to his wife on Reformation
Day in 1841. “The work dearest to me of all that I ever designed or executed, is to
be saved and transported to the Hill of Zion.”1177 According to secondary sources,
1175
1176
1177

Bunsen 1856, 316.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 318.
A Memoir of Baron Bunsen 1868, 627. In 1841, the Anglican-German Bishopric in Jerusalem was
established by joint agreement between the Church of England and the Evangelical Church
in the Royal Prussian Lands (Documents pertaining to its establishment are published in
Smith 1847, 127 ff.). A general agreement between the two realms was reached through
the diplomatic efforts of Bunsen whom King Friedrich Wilhelm IV sent to England in June
1841 to present an ecumenical proposal to the Church of England and the Royal House. In
July, the success of Bunsen’s mission was evident when Michael Solomon Alexander, “by
race an Israelite, – born a Prussian in Breslau, – in confession belonging to the Church of
England,” was selected to be the first bishop. (Krüger 1995, 58; Bunsen 1868, 608). In October
1841, Bunsen, with the new chaplain of the Prussian embassy in Rome, Heinrich Abeken,
began preparing a liturgy for the Prussian congregation in Jerusalem. Since they could not
obtain copies of the provincial editions of the Union agenda, the main sourcebook was “the
first small edition of the king’s liturgy of 1821.” “We could have done something much
better if we had later, larger editions, distinct to each province.” Subsequently Bunsen
received a letter from King Friedrich Wilhelm IV, written on October 22, with the copies of
the provincial agendas and a royal order “to compose one [liturgical form] taken out of all
provincial agendas for the Syrian churches for Sunday use.” For order on feast days, the
king instructed “to take that of the evangelical congregation in Rome” (Bunsen 1869, 188;
Bunsen 1868, 608). Bunsen produced the liturgy in German and English (Wallraff 1997, 105).
The order for Sunday divine service without the Lord’s Supper (published in Smith 1847,
144-146) differed from the Prussian Union rite in certain elements and in terminology. It
included some English expressions, e. g., “It is very meet, right, our bounden duty ...” The
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Bunsen’s liturgy was also introduced in several other Prussian Union diaspora
congregations, including Constantinople, Melbourne, and elsewhere.1178
Not everyone was satisfied with an independent status granted to the
Capitoline liturgy by Friedrich Wilhelm III. At the Prussian General Synod in
Berlin in 1891, Willibald Beyschlag, founder of the Evangelical Federation for the
Protection of German-Protestant Interests (Germ. Evangelischer Bund zur Wahrung
der deutsch-Protestantischen Interessen), observed that the English congregations
abroad were held together by a common liturgical bond. “The Englishman who
enters the English house of worship in a foreign country finds there his ecclesiastical fatherland, his spiritual home.” The same could not be said of the service in
the Prussian evangelical chapel in Rome.
“When in Rome, out of all the glory of antiquity and papacy, one enters the embassy chapel in the Palazzo Caffarelli on Sundays, one is delighted to see German
faces and hear German hymns and sounds. But he is mistaken who thinks that
he sees our native Prussian agenda being used. In the congregation in Rome, the
‘Capitoline liturgy’ is employed, that is, a liturgy made by Bunsen and only there
introduced into practice, liturgy unknown to the rest of the evangelical world.
That is not the right thing to do.”1179
Beyschlag requested that the Prussian Union church should take this fact into
account when introducing a new agenda for general use.
Bunsen’s rite can only be considered an episode in the history of the Prussian
Union liturgy. Although the Eucharistic prayer and its strong emphasis on the
concept of sacrifice represented a path that differed significantly from Friedrich
Wilhelm III’s order of divine service, from a confessional point of view the
Capitoline liturgy was not significantly different from the Berlin book. Bunsen
himself revised the liturgy before publishing it in his 1846 hymnal. In it, he modified notions concerning sacrifice and replaced his own 1828 Eucharistic prayer
with alternative communion prayers from the old approved Lutheran agendas,
including that of Palatinate-Neuburg of 1543. At the same time, he continued even
further along the path of confessional unionism by adding prayers and distribution formulas representing Lutheran, Reformed, and unionistic theological positions. The liturgy was published posthumously in his 1871 hymnal, but this time
it received stronger criticism. “The work must have a clear confessional character;
it should not be everything for everyone, but Bunsen’s liturgy is a florilegium

1178
1179

rite was positively assessed by Archbishop of Canterbury William Howley. In a letter to
King Friedrich Wilhelm IV on June 8, 1842, he stated: “The German liturgy, which has been
carefully examined by me, which is taken from the liturgies received in the churches of your
Majesty’s dominions, will be used in the celebration of divine service by the clergymen who
are appointed.” (Smith 1847, 90).
Köhler 1873, 772.
Verhandlungen 1892, 703.
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from Lutheran church orders with all sorts of additions from the oriental, Roman,
Anglican, Geneva, and Palatinate churches,” wrote H. O. Köhler in Zeitschrift für
die gesammte lutherische Theologie und Kirche (Journal for the Entire Lutheran Theology
and Church) in 1873.
“One does not know what to think of the personal position of a man who can
provide… the Lutheran, Union, and Reformed distribution formulas for use by
all with an ‘or-or,’ while otherwise, his liturgy of the Lord’s Supper reflects a
decidedly Lutheran confessional perspective, even going beyond that by making
the attempt in a remarkably far-reaching way to bring out the sacrificial element,
as it was especially clearly manifested in the oriental liturgies.”1180
Due to such and similar criticisms, the final edition of Bunsen’s hymnal of 1881
no longer contained the chief divine service.
The Capitoline liturgy and its 1846 modified edition had little effect on the
1891-95 liturgical reform of the Prussian Union Church. With the publication of
the new Union agenda in 1895, it fell into oblivion. Bunsen’s legacy, however,
left a significant impression on the liturgical scholars. He was among the first to
address the importance of the Eucharistic prayer and the sacrificial aspects in the
chief divine service, the application of which was hotly debated in the Lutheran
Church in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

1180

Köhler 1873, 772.
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9. Li t u rg y , as It Was Ap p rove d a s a S u p p le me n t to th e
Chu r ch Ag en da of th e Year 18 2 2 fo r U s e by th e R o y a l
Pru ssi an Evan g elic al Embas s y Ch a p e l in R o me , 1 8 2 8 .

Preface
The Royal Prussian Embassy in Rome presented His Royal Majesty, on behalf of the evangelicals who attend the embassy chapel, several wishes arising
from their particular situation and their needs regarding the 1822 agenda that
is used during the divine service. Since His Majesty the King is convinced that
these wishes in no way undermine the essence of the liturgy but are only aimed
at its wider development in sense and spirit, His Highness, taking into account
the prevailing special circumstances, approved the proposals, hoping that they
would foster the unity and Christian spirit with which the dedicated chapel will
serve visitors.
For that matter, it is left to the discretion of the clergyman of the Royal Embassy to use the simpler liturgy from the renewed old church agenda of 1822 or
the following, in its entirety or to a lesser extent.

Liturgy of the Chief Divine Service on Sundays and Feast Days.
Hymn of the Congregation.
(A chorale stanza)

Clergyman:

(approaches the altar in priestly vestments during the hymn and says a silent
preparatory prayer, after which he turns towards the congregation and says:)
In the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit. Amen.
(Here and thereafter, the congregation repeats the Amen aloud.)
The Lord is in his holy temple. Let all the world keep silence before him.

Variable Adoration Verse.

(One or more examples of verses calling for true worship of God, chosen by the
clergyman, are listed in the Appendix I. At the end of these variable adoration verses:)

[Clergyman:]

Our help is in the name of the Lord, who made heaven and earth.
or:
This is the day the Lord has made. Let us rejoice and be glad in it.
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Congregation:

O Lord, save us! O Lord, grant us success!

Clergyman:

The blessing of the Lord be upon you!
Amen.
So now listen what the word of the
Lord says to those who appear before
him to worship him.

Confession Verse.

(One or more examples of compiled
confession verses to be chosen by the
clergyman are listed in the Appendix II.)

Address or Exhortation of the Clergyman:
[Clergyman:]

O come, let us worship and bow
down. Let us kneel before the Lord our
maker.

Liturgy of the Chief Divine Service on
Sundays and Feast Days, 1828.

or:

Beloved in the Lord! You have heard from the word of God why we are gathered here in the name of Jesus Christ before the face of God, but at the same time
you also learned from it that our many sins and transgressions by which we all,
according to the testimony of our conscience, go astray daily from the ways of the
Lord, and as long as we have not yet sincerely recognized them, repented, and
confessed them to him, they separate us from God and from each other. Therefore
now we must, first of all, confess our sins before the Lord and through heartfelt
repentance seek again certainty of his grace in Christ. That is why I exhort all of
you, who are gathered here, with a sincere heart and a humble voice, to accompany me to the throne of heavenly grace, saying thus with me:
(All kneel down and say:)

General Confession of Sins:
[Clergyman:]

Almighty God, merciful Father, I, a poor, miserable, and sinful man, confess
to you all my sins and iniquities, and with which I have ever offended you and
merited your temporal and eternal punishment. But I am heartily sorry for them
and bewail them greatly, and I pray you of your boundless mercy and for the sake
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of the innocent, bitter sufferings and death of your dear Son Jesus Christ that you
would be gracious and merciful to me, a poor sinful man. Amen.
(or one of the other confessions of sins from the agenda)

Silent Devotion.

(The clergyman rises and pronounces a declaration of God’s grace or:)

The Absolution:
[Clergyman:]

Almighty God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who has no pleasure in
the death of the wicked but that he should turn from his way and live, and who
has given authority to his ministers and commanded to proclaim to all those who
believe and repent the forgiveness and remission of their sins; he pardons and
accepts all them that repent and truly believe his holy Gospel. Wherefore let us
beseech him to grant us true repentance and his Holy Spirit that our daily deeds
may be pleasing to him, and that all the rest of our life may be pure and holy so
that in the end we may come into his eternal glory through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Amen.
(or one of the other absolution formulas included in the agenda.)

The Lord’s Prayer:

(said together, all kneel.)
Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come, thy
will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And
forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us. And lead
us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For thine is the kingdom, and the
power, and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
(All rise.)

Alternating Verses:
[Clergyman:]

Lord, open our lips.

Congregation:

And our mouths shall show forth your praise.

[Clergyman:]

Come here and let us rejoice.

Congregation:

And shout to the stronghold of our salvation.

[Clergyman:]

Let us come before his face with thanksgiving.
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Congregation:

And shout out unto him with Psalms.

The Psalm of Thanksgiving.

(or one of the verses after the confession of sins from the agenda may be spoken
alternately by the clergy and the congregation, according to the instructions in the
Appendix III. At the end of the verses or the psalm of thanksgiving:)

[Clergyman:]

Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit.

Congregation:

As it was in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be. Amen.

[Clergyman:]

Kyrie eleison! Christe eleison! Kyrie eleison!
or:
Lord, have mercy on us!

Congregation:

And hear us graciously!

[Clergyman:]

Glory be to God on high…
(etc., as in the agenda)
or:

The Hymn of Thanksgiving with Its Variable Verse.

(“All Glory Be to God on High” as the German Gloria or a similar one, according to
the choice of the clergyman or according to the instructions in the Appendix III, may
be sung.)

[Clergyman:]

The Lord be with you.

Congregation:

And with your spirit.

The Prophetic Verse.

(According to the epistle or the gospel of the day from the Book of the Gospels.)

The Prayer Before the Epistle:
[Clergyman:]
Let us pray:

627

Darius Petkūnas

(The congregation raises. There follows one of the prayers listed in the agenda,
chosen by the clergyman, or the collect preceding the epistle or the gospel of the day
from the Book of the Gospels.)

The Reading of the Epistle:
[Clergyman:]

The epistle is written…
(After the reading, the clergyman says one of the verses before the Alleluia from
the agenda of his own choice, to which the congregation responds:)

Congregation:

Alleluia!
(The congregation raises.)

The Reading of the Gospel:
[Clergyman:]

The Holy Gospel is written…
(After the reading:)
Praise to you, O Christ!

Congregation:
Amen.

The Apostles’ Creed:

(spoken by the congregation:)
I believe in God the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth.
And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the Holy
Spirit, born of the virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, died,
and was buried. He descended to hell. The third day he rose again from the dead.
He ascended into heaven and sits at the right hand of God the Father Almighty.
From there he will come to judge the living and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy universal Christian Church, the communion of saints, the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life
everlasting. Amen.
(If one wishes to reinstate an earlier place assigned to the sermon according to
the most common ecclesiastical tradition, then, from that point on, he should instead move from the liturgical order of the agenda to the following one.)

The Sermon Hymn.
The Sermon.
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(Begins with a short prayer and the text while the congregation is standing.
At the end:)

Silent Prayer.

The Altar Hymn with Its Variable Verse.

(According to the choice of the clergyman or according to the instructions in the
Appendix IV. After the hymn, the clergyman goes to the altar and addresses the congregation with one of the verses after the Creed from the agenda, the most appropriate of which is:)

[Clergyman:]

May God our God grant us his blessing, may he bless us and be feared until
the end of the world!
or:
The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God and the communion of the
Holy Spirit be with you all! Amen.
Let us pray:
(The congregation rises.)

The General Intercessory Prayer:
[Clergyman:]

Lord God, heavenly Father! We implore you to govern your Christian Church
with all its teachers and servants by your Holy Spirit so that they remain steadfast in the pure doctrine of your word, that true faith in us may be awakened and
strengthened, and that also love toward all mankind in us grow up and increase.
Preserve and protect all Christian kings and lordships and give them grace,
wisdom, and blessings to govern their subjects in your fear and love. In particular, take the allied German princes under your protection. But first of all, let your
grace be great upon the king, our lord. Grant him a long and blessed government,
a wise heart, royal thoughts, salutary counsel, righteous deeds, brave courage,
strong arm, wise and faithful councilors, victorious armies, faithful servants and
loyal subjects so that we may lead a quiet life under his enduring protection and
shelter in all piety and honor. Let the crown prince, the crown princess, the entire
royal household, and all who are related to and attached to it be placed under
your protection and grace. Grant them length of days that they may be a constant blessing and pattern in Christian living. Protect the royal army and all loyal
servants of the king and the fatherland. Teach them to always bear in mind their
oath, as is due to Christians, and let their service be a blessing to your glory and
the good of the fatherland.
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Bless, O Lord, all of your earth. Bless the German fatherland. Bless also this
land, where we are strangers, and its venerable Ruler. Instill in him and all his
subordinates sentiments of love and peace towards us. Bless, O Lord, us and all
royal lands, bless Christian parenting, all fair sustenance and handcraft on water
and on land, all honorable arts and knowledge. Help each one in his need and be
the Savior of all men, most especially of your faithful. Protect us from an evil one,
impenitent death, and bring us all at length into your eternal heavenly kingdom,
through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Truly, merciful Father, graciously hear our prayer which we bring before your
face together with our brothers who have fallen asleep in your peace and who,
resting in Christ, our common head, await for the final transformation of all flesh.
May the number of your elect ones be fulfilled soon so that your future kingdom
can come, and we, united with all your redeemed, can offer you laud, praise, and
adoration beyond time and goal, who, with the Son in unity of the Holy Spirit,
live and reign now and forever. Amen.

Silent Prayer.
The Thanksgiving or Altar Prayer:
[Clergyman:]
Lift up your hearts.

Congregation:

We lift them to the Lord.

[Clergyman:]

And let us thank the Lord our God.

Congregation:

It is right and worthy.

[Clergyman:]

It is indeed truly right, worthy, and salutary to give thanks to you, Almighty,
at all times and in all places, through Jesus Christ our Lord, and especially that
you have spared us, forgiven our sins, and promised eternal salvation. Therefore,
with all angels and archangels and the whole company of heaven we sing to you
and your unending glory a hymn of praise:
Holy, holy, holy is the Lord, the God of Sabaoth.

Congregation:

Heaven and earth are full of his glory.

[Clergyman:]

Hosanna in the highest! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord.

Congregation:

Hosanna in the highest!
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or:

[Clergyman:]

It is indeed right and worthy and salutary to give thanks to you, O Lord, Holy
Father, almighty, eternal God, at all times and in all places, through Jesus Christ,
your Son, our Lord, who, after having atoned the sins of the world by his suffering
and death, and having sat at your right hand in heaven, also sanctified us to be
priests for you, and as our eternal High Priest intercedes before you so that we
now, renewed through your word and grace in the fellowship of spirit and love,
and thus built up to the holy priesthood, can offer you through him the spiritual
sacrifices to which we are called. Therefore, with all the angels and archangels,
together with the multitude of the heavenly armies and with the glorified host of
our brothers resting in your peace, we praise and exalt your glorious name, and
humbly say: holy, holy, holy is the Lord, the God of Sabaoth.

Congregation:

Heaven and earth are full of his glory.
(Hereupon, all kneel and the clergyman prays:)

[Clergyman:]

Now, remembering, O Holy Father, your unspeakable love and your divine
commandment, we give you thanks, not as we ought but as we are able, and
through Jesus Christ present ourselves to you as a living sacrifice: our body and
soul, our will and desire, doing and striving, skills and abilities, and this mortal
life itself. Complete this sacrifice you, O Lord, so that the fire of your divine love
consume all sinful lust of the flesh, all our own will, all anger and hatred, and all
ungodly nature in us, that your will alone rule in our hearts, your peace continually fill them, and our whole life in pure love for one another be a holy sacrifice
before you, pleasing to you so that, through such your almighty work in us, we
may truly be built up into the body of your beloved Son. Indeed, Lord, Heavenly
Father, we firmly trust that you will graciously accept and answer this our prayer
for the sake of Jesus Christ, and through the Holy Spirit work in us both to will
and to act the accomplishment of the pure sacrifice of thanksgiving with which
we will appear before your face to the growth of your kingdom and your only
praise, from whom and through whom and to whom are all things. To you be the
glory forever. Amen.
or:
Now, remembering, O Holy Father, your unspeakable love and your divine
commandment, we give you thanks, not as we ought but as we are able, and
through Jesus Christ present ourselves to you as a living sacrifice: this body of
sin that it may be sanctified by your power as a weapon of righteousness and the
temple of the Holy Spirit, this soul and this spirit that you yourself live in it with
your Son, this heart that your peace may reign in it and the fire of your divine
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love fill it to consume and obliterate all our own will, all anger and hatred, and
all ungodly nature in us, and finally, this mortal life with all the gifts and powers
which we have received from your fatherly goodness that they, being sanctified
by your grace, may serve only your will and your honor so that we, through your
divine work in us, may be prepared for the body of your beloved Son. For his
sake, O Lord, our heavenly Father, we firmly trust that you will now look upon
us with grace and through the Holy Spirit make ourselves such a sacrifice. Amen.

Silent Devotion.

(Then the clergyman says to the congregation:)

The Lord’s Prayer:
[Clergyman:]

Our Father [Unser Vater], who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come, thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily
bread. And forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us.
And lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.
(All raise and the clergyman speaks the Benediction over the congregation:)

The Benediction:
[Clergyman:]

The Lord bless you and keep you.
The Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious unto you.
The Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace. X. Amen.
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Order of Divine Service when the Lord’s Supper Is Celebrated
(The day before the Lord’s Supper, the communicants gather for a congregational
service according to the order in the agenda. The Sunday or feast day divine service
itself is the usual one up to the altar hymn. During the singing of this hymn, the
communicants gather on both sides of the altar. After it, the clergyman turns to the
congregation and says a blessing:)

[Clergyman:]

The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God the Father and the communion of the Holy Spirit be with you all. Amen.
Let us pray:
(The congregation rises. Here the clergyman may insert a short free prayer to connect the altar office with the sermon. Then follows:)

The General Intercessory Prayer.

(As in the divine service without the Lord’s Supper:)

Silent Prayer.
The Thanksgiving or Altar Prayer:
[Clergyman:]
Lift up your hearts.

Congregation:

We lift them to the Lord.

[Clergyman:]

And let us thank the Lord our God.

Congregation:

It is right and worthy.

[Clergyman:]

It is indeed right and worthy and salutary to give thanks to you, O Lord, Holy
Father, almighty, eternal God, at all times and in all places, through Jesus Christ,
your Son, our Lord, who, after having atoned the sins of the world by his suffering
and death, and having sat at your right hand in heaven, also sanctified us to be
priests for you, and as our eternal High Priest represents to you so that we now,
renewed through your word and grace in the fellowship of spirit and love, and
thus built up to the holy priesthood, can offer you through the enjoyment of his
body and blood the spiritual sacrifices to which we are called. Therefore, with all
the angels and archangels, together with the multitude of the heavenly armies
and with the glorified host of our brothers resting in your peace, we praise and
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exalt your glorious name, and humbly say: holy, holy, holy is the Lord, the God
of Sabaoth.

Congregation:

Heaven and earth are full of his glory.
(This is followed by the admonition to the Lord’s Supper from the agenda: “Beloved in the Lord!...,” etc., with the prayer: “Lord, who through your death gave
life…,” etc., from the same; or instead of both:)

The Prayers of Consecration:
[Clergyman:]

Now, remembering, O holy Father, your unspeakable love and the commandment of your dear Son, we give you thanks, not as we ought but as we are able,
by fulfilling his gracious will and proclaiming his death.
(The congregation kneels.)
For Our Lord Jesus Christ in the night when he was betrayed, took the bread,
gave thanks, broke it, gave it to his disciples, and said: “Take it and eat, this is my
body, which is given for you; do this in remembrance of me.”
In the same way, he took the cup after supper, gave thanks, and said: “Take it
and drink from it all of you, this cup is the New Testament in my blood, which
is shed for you and for many for the forgiveness of sins; do this, as often as you
drink it, in remembrance of me.”
Therefore, O holy God, almighty Father, we beseech you, trusting in the promise of your dear Son, bless through your holy power this bread and this wine so
that we, through their enjoyment, may partake the body and blood of Jesus Christ
as true food of eternal life and thus be renewed and strengthened in the fellowship of his body, through the same our only Redeemer and Savior. Amen.
Bless, O Lord, also us who now present ourselves to you as a living sacrifice at
your Son’s table of mercy: this body of sin that it may be sanctified by your power
as a weapon of righteousness and the temple of the Holy Spirit, this soul and this
spirit that you yourself live in it with your Son, this heart that your peace may reign
in it and the fire of your divine love fill it to consume and obliterate all our own will,
all anger and hatred, and all ungodly nature in us, and finally, this mortal life with
all the gifts and powers which we have received from your fatherly goodness that
they, being sanctified by your grace, may serve only your will and your honor so
that we, therefore, through your divine work in us, may truly be prepared for the
body of your dear Son. For his sake, as we firmly believe, you want to accept and
answer this our prayer, and in us, through the partaking of this Holy Sacrament, to
will and to act the fulfillment of a pure, well-pleasing sacrifice of thanksgiving to
the growth of your kingdom and honor of your name. Amen.
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or:
Bless, O Lord, also us who, united with one another in mutual fellowship, now
present ourselves through him to you as a living sacrifice at your Son’s table of
mercy with body and soul, will and desire, doing and striving, skills and abilities,
and this mortal life itself that, through the partaking of this Holy Sacrament, the
fire of your divine love may consume all sinful lust of the flesh, all our own will,
all anger and hatred, and all ungodly nature in us, that your will alone reign in
our hearts, your peace constantly fill them, and our whole life, in pure love for
one another, be before you as a holy sacrifice pleasing to you for the growth of
your kingdom and honor of your name. Amen.

The Lord’s Prayer:

(spoken together:)
Our Father [Unser Vater], who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come, thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven. Give us this day our daily
bread. And forgive us our trespasses, as we forgive those who trespass against us.
And lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, forever and ever. Amen.

Silent prayer.
Clergyman:

God be praised! Blessed is he who comes in the name of the Lord!

Congregation:

Hosanna in the highest!

Clergyman:

(rises and speaks the blessing to the congregation, after which those who do not
come to the Lord’s Supper are dismissed:)
The peace of the Lord be with you all! Amen.
(The congregation rises.)
(Facing the communicants, the clergyman says:)
Come and see that the Lord is good!

The Distribution of the Lord’s Supper.

(The communicants come to the altar and kneel down on the steps. While administering the bread, the clergyman says:)

[Clergyman:]

Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: “This is my body which is given for
you; do this in remembrance of me.”
(and while administering the cup:)
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Our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ says: “This cup is the New Testament in my
blood which is shed for you; do this in remembrance of me.”
(To those who leave the altar after receiving the Lord’s Supper:)
May this strengthen and preserve you in true faith to life everlasting. Amen.
(During the distribution, the following [hymns] are sung: “O Christ, Thou Lamb of
God” or “Lamb of God, Pure and Holy” or similar verses from the hymnal.)

Thanksgiving after the Lord’s Supper.
[Clergyman:]

Let us pray:
(The whole congregation rises.)
Almighty, eternal God, we give you fervent thanks, etc. (as in the agenda.)
or:
Almighty God, Heavenly Father, we praise and thank you that you have once
again refreshed us through the salutary gift of your Sacrament as food of immortality and a pledge of eternal life and made part of the full power of the holy sufferings and death of Jesus Christ so that we, assured of your grace and renewed
in brotherly love for one another, could present ourselves to you as a sacrifice of
thanksgiving. We firmly trust that you have graciously regarded us in Christ as
a sacrifice which is pleasing to you and ask you to keep us firmly in your grace
through your good Spirit that it may purify, sanctify, and prepare us ever more,
until, finally, on the day of the glorious revelation of Jesus Christ, united in one
body with all your believers, you will accept us as one perfect sacrifice, through
the same your dear Son Jesus Christ to whom with you and the Holy Spirit be
laud and praise and honor and glory, now and forever. Amen.
or:
We thank you, almighty Lord God, that you have refreshed us with this salutary gift, and we implore your mercy to strengthen us in steadfast faith toward
you and in fervent love toward one another, and to keep us blameless in this your
grace until the day of our Lord Jesus Christ to whom with you and the Holy Spirit
be laud and praise and honor and glory, now and forever. Amen.
or:
Almighty, eternal God, we praise and thank your mercy for feeding and refreshing us with the salutary body and blood of your dear Son Jesus Christ and
humbly ask you to work in us through your Holy Spirit that, just as we have
received the Holy Sacrament with the mouths, we too may grasp with steadfast
faith your divine grace, forgiveness of sins, union with Christ, and eternal life as
foretold and promised to us therein, and may hold it forever, through Jesus Christ
your son our Lord, to whom with you and the Holy Spirit be laud and praise and
honor and glory, now and forever. Amen.
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or:
We thank you, most benevolent God and Father, that through the healing gift
of the body and blood of your beloved Son Jesus Christ you have established his
blessed fellowship in our hearts and implore you to always keep us in the same
so that we can with steadfast faith lay hold of your grace, forgiveness of sins, and
eternal life, which you have offered and given us in this Holy Sacrament, and
keep it forever, through our Lord Jesus Christ. Amen.

The Benediction:
(All rise.)

[Clergyman:]

The Lord bless you and keep you.
The Lord make his face to shine upon you and be gracious unto you.
The Lord lift up his countenance upon you and give you peace. X. Amen.
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A Memoir of Baron Bunsen, Late Minister Plenipotentiary and Envoy
Extraordinary of His Majesty Frederic William Iv. at the Court of St.
James. Drawn Chiefly from Family Papers by His Widow Frances
Baroness Bunsen. In Two Volumes. Vol. I. London 1868.
Acta Borussica. Neue Folge. Reihe 2. Preußen als Kulturstaat.
Heurausgegeben von der Berlin-Brandenburgischen Akademie
des Wissenschaften (vormals Preußische Akademie der
Wissenschaften) unter der Leitung von Wolfgang Neugebauer. –
Abteilung I. Das preußische Kultusministerium als Staatsbehörde
und gesellschaftliche Agentur (1817 – 1934). Band 2.2. Das
Kultusministerium auf seinen
Wirkungsfeldern Schule,Wissenschaft, Kirchen, Künste und
Medizinalwesen. Dokumente. Ausgewählt und bearbeitet von
Bärbel Holtz, Christina Rathgeber, Hartwin Spenkuch, Reinhold
Zilch. Berlin 2010.
Acta Borussica. Neue Folge. 2. Reihe: Preussen als Kulturstaat.
Herausgegeben von der Berlin-Brandenburgischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften (vormals Preußische Akademie der Wissenschaften)
unter der Leitung von Wolfgang Neugebauer. – Abteilung II.
Der preußische Kulturstaat in der politischen und sozialen
Wirklichkeit. Band 12. Herausforderung für den Staat Die
Altlutheraner und die preußische Religionspolitik (1830 bis
1847). Christina Rathgeber. Berlin 2017.
Acta historico-ecclesiastica, Oder Gesammlete Nachrichten Von den
neuesten Kirchen-Geschichten. Achter Theil. Weimar 1737.
Agenda. Das ist, Kirchenordñung, wie sich die Pfarrherrn vnd Seelsorger
in jren Ampten vnd diensten halten sollen, Für die Diener der Kirchen
in Hertzog Heinrichen zu Sachssen V.G.H. Fürstenthumb gestellet.
Auffs new gebessert mit etzlichen Collecten der Superintendenten, etc.
Gedruckt zu Leipzig, durch Hans Rhambaw. M. D. LXIIII.
Agenda dat is, Ordninge der hilligen Kerckenempter vnde Ceremonien,
wo sick de Parrherren, Seelsorgere vnde Kerckendenere in ёrem Ampte
holden schölen, Gestellet vor de Kercken in Pamern, up bevël der
Dorchlüchtigen, hochgebarnen Försten vnde Herren, Herrn Barnim
des öldern, Herrn Johann Friderichen, Herrn Bugslaffen, Herrn
Ernst Ludwigen, Herrn Barnim des yüngern, vnde Herrn Casimiren,
Geueddern vnde Gebröder, Hertogen tho Stettin, Pamern, der Cassuben
vnde Wenden, Försten tho Rügen, vnde Grauen tho Gutzkow, etc.
Anno M.D.LXVIII.… Anno M. D. LXIX.
Agenda, Kirchen Geschefft: Vnd derselben Ordnung, wie es allenthalben
gehalten sol werden. M.D.LXXij.
Agenda álbo forma porzadku usługi swietey, w zborach ewangelickich
Koronnych y Wielkiego Xiestwa Litewskiego Na wiecżną cźeść y chwałę
Oycu, Synowi, y Duchu S. Bogu w Troycy jedynemu, zá zgodną Zborow
wszystkich uchwałą, teraz nowo przeyźrzana y wydána, we Gdansku
Drukował Andrżey Hünefeldt. Roku Páńskiego, M DC XXXVII.
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Agenda oder Ordnung Derer Evangelischen Kirchen im Oelßnischen
Fürstenthum und zugehörigen Weichbildern, Auff gnädigen Befehl I. F.
G. Hertzog Carls zu Münsterberg, dieses Nahmens des Anderen, erstlich
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übergeben Anno 1593: Numehro aber auff gnädige Verordnung I. F. G.
Hertzog Sylvii zu Würtenberg und Teck, auch in Schlesien zur Oelssen,
etc. revidiret und zum Druck befördert Anno 1664. In der Fürstl.
Residenz Stadt Oelß druckts Gottfried Günkel. 1686.
Agenda, Das ist: Kirchen-Ordnung, Wie sich die Pfarrherren und
Seelsorger in ihren Aembtern und Diensten verhalten sollen. Für die
Diener der Kirchen in Hertzog Heinrich zu Sachsen, V.G.G. Fürstenthum
gestellet. Jetzo auffs neue aus Chur-Fürst Augusti Kirchen-Ordnung
gebessert, Auch mit etlichen Collecten der Superintendenten
vermehret. Leipzig, Jn Verlegung Friedrich Lanckischens Erben. Gedruckt
bey Johann Kölern, Anno Jahr 1691 (1697).
Agenda Das ist Außerlesene Kirchen-Ceremonien, Welche in den
Kirchen Augspurgischer Confeßion in üblichem Brauche seyn, und
hin und wieder gleich und ungleich Bey Dem Sacrament der H. Tauffe,
Administration des Herrn Christi Nachtmahl, Copulation, Bräutigam
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Agenda to jest Porządek Kośćiołów Ewánjelickich Kśięstwá Oleśnickiego, y
innych do niego należących Powiátów. Naprzod Ná milośćiwe rozkazánie
Kśiążęćią JGo Mośći Károla z Mynsterberku Wtorego, w Niemieckim
języku spisána y Wielebnemu Duchowienstwu Roku 1593. oddána;
Potym Zá Miłośćiwym Zrżądzeniem JGo Książęcey Mośći SYLWIUSZÁ,
Książęćiá ná Wyrtenberku, y Teku, á w Śląsku ná Oleśnicy etc. prżeyrżána,
y do Druku Roku 1664. podána. A teraz Kwoli Kośćiołom Polskim w
pomięńionym Kśięstwie ná Pospolite używánie Kśiężey, z Niemieckiego ná
Polski Język przetłumáczona. wtóra Edicya. Brieg 1715.
Agenda tattai esti Surászimas Pagraudinnimû ir Maldû, Lietuwôs
Baźnyćiosa skaitomû nůg Kunnigû szwentus sawo Urėdo Darbus
pilnawojanćiujû. Karaláućiuje, Méte 1775.
Agenda, oder: Ordnung der evangelischen Kirchen im Oelsnischen
Fürstenthum und zugehörigen Weichbildern; auf gnädigen Befehl Ihro
Fürstl. Gnaden Herzog Carls zu Münsterberg, dieses Nahmens des Andern,
erstlich gestellt und zusammenbracht, und der ehrwürdigen Priesterschaft
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przejrzana i do druku r. 1664 podana, kwoli kościołom polskim w polski
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język przetłumaczona. Nowa edycya. Oleśnica, drukowane i wydane
u Jana Kar. Samuela Ludwiga książęcego dwornego i miejskiego
drukarza, 1819.
Agenda tai esti Suraßimas Pagraudénimû ir Maldû Lietuwôs
Agenda 1825
Baźnycziosa skaitomû. Karaláuczuje, Mete 1825. Raßtais ißspausta
per Artungą Karalaus Drukoru.
Agenda 1825
Agenda Kościelna dla Kościoła nadwornego i Katedralnego w Berlinie.
(Podług drugiego wydania Berlińskiego z roku 1822.) W
Poznaniu 1825. Czcionkami Nadwornéy Drukarni W. Dekera i Spółki.
Agenda, tai esti Knygos Pagraudénimû ir Maldû ēwangēlißkosa
Agenda 1830
Baźnycziosa Lietuwôs skaitytinû. Karaláuczuje, Métè 1830. Raßtais
ißspáusta per Artungą, Karalaus Raßto-Ißspáustojɨ.
Agenda dla ewangielickiego Agenda dla ewangielickiego Kośćioła w Krolewsko Pruskich kraiach.
Kośćioła 1831
Z osobnymi przepisami i podatkami dla Szląska. W Wrocławiu 1831.
Agenda dla ewangielickiego Agenda dla ewangielickiego Kościoła w kraiach Królewsko-Pruskich. Z
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osobnemi przepisami i dodatkami dla prowincyi Pruss. Podług
wydania z roku 1829 przetłumaczona. W Królewcu, 1833.
Agenda dla ewangielickiego Agenda dla ewangielickiego kościoła w kraiach Królewsko-Pruskich. Z
kościoła 1869
osobnemi przepisami i dodatkami dla provincyi Pruss. Podług wydania
z roku 1829 przetłumaczona. W Królewcu 1869.
Agenda ministrorum ecclesiae evangelicae in districtu Piltinensi,
Agenda ministrorum 1756
Oder Ordnungen der Evangelischen Kirche des Königl. Piltenschen
Creyses Wie solche durch den in Gott ruhenden, um die Kirche Christi
wohlverdienten Weiland Hoch-Ehrwürdigen und Hochgelahrten
Herrn, Herrn M. Bernhardum Harderum, treu gewesen Superint.
Dist. Pilt. und Pastor zu Hasenpoht und Zierau, Anno 1625 aus
der Formula Jurisdictionis Ecclesiasticae und denen gehaltenen
General-Visitationen aufgesetzet und nun auf Befehl der Hohen
Landes-Regierung und Verlangen E. Hochwohlgebohrnen Ritterund Landschaft verfasset, revidiret, und zur beständigen Observance
ausgefertiget worden. Königsberg 1756.
Agenda sa tu evangelsku
Agenda sa tu evangelsku Zyrkej we Kralowskich Prußkich Krajach. Do
Zyrkej 1835
ßerskeje Rycżje pschełożena sa te evangelske ßerske Zyrkwje hornych
Lużizow Prußkeho Knestwa. W Budeschini, 1835.
Agenda, tai esti Knygos 1830 Agenda, tai esti Knygos pagraudénimû ir maldû èwangèlißkosa
Baźnycziosa Lietuwôs skaitytinû. Karaláuczuje, Métè 1830. Raßtais
ißspáusta per Artungą, Karalaus Raßto-Ißspáustojɨ.
Agende (Brandenburg) 1829 Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen
Landen. Mit besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die
Provinz Brandenburg. Berlin 1829.
Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preussischen
Agende (Pommern) 1829
Landen. Mit besonderen Bestimmungen und Zusätzen für die Provinz
Pommern. Berlin 1829.
Agende für die evangelische Kirche in den Königlich Preußischen
Agende (Posen) 1832
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Kirchenrechts des Preussischen Staats, mit Urkunden und Regesten
von Heinrich Friedrich Jacobson. Erster Theil. Die Provinzen
Preussen und Posen. Zweiter Band. Königsberg 1839.
Jahrbücher der preußischen Monarchie unter der Regierung Friedrich
Wilhelms des Dritten. Jahrgang 1801. Zweiter Band. May, Juny,
July, August. Mit dem Bildnisse des verstorbenen Herrn
Direktors Daniel Chodowiecki. Berlin 1801.
Jahrbüchlein der deutschen theologischen Literatur. Verfaßt und
herausgegeben von J. M. D. L. Deegen, Pastor der evangelischen
Gemeinde zu Kettwig. Erstes Bändchen. Essen und Duisburg 1819.
R.C.D. Jasper, G.J. Cuming Prayers of the Eucharist: Early and
Reformed. Collegville 1990.
Jono Bretkūno postilė. Parengė Ona Aleknavičienė. Vilnius 2005.
Journal für Prediger. Neun und dreyßigsten Bandes erstes Stück.
Halle 1800.
Ideen zu Beurtheilung der Einführung der Preußischen
Hofkirchenagende aus dem sittlichen Gesichtspunkt. Leipzig 1824.
Jürgen Kampmann Die Einführung der Berliner Agende in
Westfalen. Die Neuordnung des evangelischen Gottesdienstes
1813 – 1835. Bielefeld 1991.
Ueber das bischöfliche Recht in der evangelischen Kirche in Deutschland.
Ein besonderer Abdruck aus dem einundsechszigsten Hefte der
Jahrbücher der Preußischen Gezetzgebung. Berlin 1828.
Käsi-kiria, josa käsitetty on, cuinga jumalan-palwelus, christillisten
ceremoniain ja kircon-menoin canssa, meidän seuracunnisam pidettämän
ja toimitettaman pitä. Parattu ja enätty Stockholmis wuonna 1599. ylitzen
catzottu wuonna 1608. Ja wielä enämmin uuden kircko-ordningin jälken
ojettu, wuonna 1693. Uloskäy nyt suomexi, hänen cuning:sen maj:tins
armolisella erinomaisella privilegiumilla. Wuonna 1694
Kässi Ramat Kumma sisse on kokkopantut Kuida ummalatenistust
Christlikko Kombede nink Kirkowiside ka meie Ma Koggoduste sees
peap peetama nink techtama. Sädut Tokolmi Linnas ue Kirko Sädust
möda selle 1693. Aastal. Trükkitut Tallinnas selle 1699. Aastal
Christow Prendekessest Ramato Trükkarist.
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Der Preußische Staat. Ein Handbuch der Vaterlandskunde von
Fr. Eduard Keller, Königl. Seminarlehrer in Petershagen. Erster
Band. Minden 1864.
Kercken Ordeninge im Lande tho Pamern, Dorch de Dorchlüchtigen
Hochgebarnen Försten vnde Herren, Herrn Barnim, vnde Herrn
Philipsen, Hochlöffliker gedechtnis, beide Hertogen tho Stettin Pamern,
der Cassuben vnde Wenden, Försten tho Rügen, vnde Grauen tho
Guzkow etc. Anuenglick vp dem Landdage tho Treptow Anno M.
D. XXXV. geslaten: Vnde itzund verner Dorch de Dorchlüchtigen
Hochgebarnen Försten vnde Herren, Herrn Barnim den öldern,
Herrn Johann Friderichen, Herrn Bugslaffen, Herrn Ernst Ludwig,
Herrn Barnim den yüngern, vnde Herrn Casimiren, Geueddern vnde
Gebröder, Hertogen tho Stettin Pamern etc. vp radt der Theologen, vnde
bewilliginge der Landstende, vornyet vnde vormeret, Anno M.D. LXIII
Kirchen-Agenda, Das ist, Gebeth, und andere Formulen, Welche Bey denen
Evangel. Reformirten Gemeinden, in Sr. Königl. Majest. in Preussen
Königreich, und andern Landen gebrauchet werden, Samt beygefügten
Symbolis, oder Glaubens-Bekänntnissen der alten Christlichen Kirchen.
Mit. Sr. Königl. Majestät in Preussen allergnädigstem Privilegio.
Berlin, druckts Gotthard Schlechtiger, Königl. privil. mit auch der Soc.
der Wiss. Burchdr. [c. 1717]
Kirchen-Agenda, Das ist: Gebeth, und andere Formulen, Welche bey
denen Evangelisch-Reformirten Gemeinden, in Sr. Königl. Majestät
in Preussen Königreich, und andern Landen gebrauchet werden,
Samt beygefügten Symbolis, oder Glaubens-Bekänntnissen der
alten Christlichen Kirchen. Mit. Sr. Königl. Majestät in Preussen
allergnädigstem Privilegio. Berlin, gedruckt bey Christian Ludewig
Kunst, privil. Burchdrucker [c. 1741].
Kirchen-Agende für die Königlich Preussische Armee. Berlin 1821.
Kirchen-Agende für die königlich Preußische Armee. Berlin 1821
[1824].
Kirchen-Agende für die Hof- und Domkirche in Berlin. Weihnachten
1821. Berlin 1821.
Kirchen-Agende für die Hof-und Domkirche in Berlin. Zweite
auflage. Berlin 1822.
Kirchen-Agende für die Hof-und Domkirche in Berlin. Zweite
auflage. Berlin 1822 [1824].
Kirchenbuch für den evangelischen Gottesdienst der Königlich
Sächsischen Lande, auf allerhöchsten Befehl herausgegeben. Erster
Theil. Dresden 1812.
Kirchenbuch für den evangelischen Gottesdienst der Königlich
Sächsischen Lande, auf allerhöchsten Befehl herausgegeben. Zweyter
Theil. Dresden 1812.
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vnd Introduction newer Prediger, Beicht, Absolution vnd Communion
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üblichen sein, vnd von Predigern, in allerhand fällen, nützlich
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deren Register, oder Summa vnd inhalt, zu ende dess Buchs zu
finden. Magdeburg 1615.
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Versamlungen üblichen seyn: Und von allen Predigern in allerhand
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Kirchenbuch nebst einem Catechismus und einer Sammlung biblischer
Sprüche und Gebete zur häuslichen Andacht und Erbauung für die
Königl. Preußische Armee. Potsdam 1822 [1824].
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Kirchen-Gebethe, Welche Von Seiner Königlichen Majestät in Preussen,
in allen Evangelisch-Reformirten und Evangelisch- Lutherischen
Gemeinen Dero Königreichs und anderen Landen; Und zwar An denen
Sonn- und hohen Fest- Tagen vor und nach der Predigt, So dann Bey
denen Wochen-Predigten, Und In denen Bethstunden und Bußtagen,
Vorzubethen verordnet seynd. Mit Allergnädigstem Privilegio, Von
neuem wieder aufgelegt im Jahr 1717. Berlin, Gedruckt bey Christoph
Süßmilch, Königl. Preuß. Hof-Buchdr.
Kirchen-Gebethe, Welche Von Seiner Königlichen Majestät in Preussen,
in allen Evangelisch-Reformirten und Evangelisch-Lutherischen
Gemeinen Dero Königreichs und anderen Landen: Und zwar An denen
Sonn- und hohen Fest-Tagen vor und nach der Predigt, So dann Bey
denen Wochen-Predigten, und In denen Bethstunden und Bußtagen,
vorzubethen verordnet seynd ... Von neuem wieder aufgelegt ...
Berlin 1741.
Kirchen-Gesetz und Ordnung, So der Großmächtigste König und Herr
Herr Carl, der Eilffte, der Schweden, Gothen und Wenden König, etc.
Im Jahr 1686 hat verfassen und im Jahr 1687 im Druck auszgehen
und publiciren lassen. Mit denen dazu gehörigen Verordnungen.
Auf HöchstErmelten Ihrer Königl. Maj. gnädigsten Befehl ins
Teutsche übersetzet. Stockholm 1687.
Kirchenhandbuch, worin festgesetzt ist, wie der Gottesdienst in den
Schwedischen Gemeinen verrichtet werden soll. Durchgesehen,
verbessert und vermehrt, und im Jahre 1809 auf dem Reichstage zu
Stockholm mit Seiner Königl. Majestät gnädigem Beifall von den
Reichsständen angenommen. Uebersetzung. Lübeck 1825.
Kirchenordnung, Wie es mit der Christlichen Lehre, heiligen Sacramenten,
vnd allerley andern Ceremonien, in meines gnedigen herrn, Herrn
Otthainrichen, Pfalzgrauen bey Rhein, Hertzogen in Nidern vnd Obern
Bairn etc. Fürstenthumb gehalten wirt. Nürnberg 1543.
Kirchenordnung: Wie es mit Christlicher Lere, reichung der Sacrament,
Ordination der Diener des Euangelii, ordenlichen Ceremonien, in den
Kirchen, Visitation, Consistorio und Schulen, Im Hertzogthumb zu
Meckelnburg etc. gehalten wird. Wittenberg 1552.
Kirchenordnung: Wie es mit Christlicher Lere, reichung der Sacrament,
Ordination der Diener des Euangelii, ordenlichen Ceremonien, in den
Kirchen, Visitation, Consistorio und Schulen, Im Hertzogthumb zu
Meckelnburg etc. gehalten wird. Wittenberg 1554.
Kirchenordnung. Wie die inn der Marggraueschafft Baden,
Pfortzheimer theils, auch andern Marggraff Carljns zů Baden vñ
Hochberg, Marggraueschafft, Landtschafften vñ Herrschafften soll
angericht vñ gehalten werden. Getruckt zů Tübingen M.D.LVI.
Kirchenordnung Wie es mit der Christenlichen Leer, Raichunge der
heiligen Sacramenten, Ordination der diener des Euangelij vnd ordenlichen
Ceremonien, Erhaltung Christlicher Schulen und Studien, auch anderer
der Kirchen notwendigen Stücken etc. Jn Vnser Wolffgangs von Gottes
Genaden, Pfaltzgrauens bey Rhein, Hertzogens in Bayern, vnd Grauens zu
Veldentz Fürstenthumb gehalten werden soll. Nürnberg 1557.
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Kirchenordnung 1559

Kjrchenordnung 1563

Kirchenordnung 1565

Kirchenordnung 1566

Kirchenordnung 1570/1572

Kirchenordnung 1594

Kirchenordnung 1808
Kirchen-Ordnung 1721

Kirchenordnung: Wie es mit Christlicher Lere, reichung der Sacrament,
Ordination der Diener des Euangelij, ordenlichen Ceremonien, in
den Kirchen, Visitation, Consistorio vnd Schulen, zu Witteberg vnd
in etlichen Chur vnd Fürstenthum, Herrschafften vnd Stedte der
Augsburgischen Confession verwand gehalten wird. Witteberg 1559.
Kjrchenordnung, Wie es mit der Christlichen Lehre heiligen
Sacramenten, vnnd Ceremonien, inn des Durchleuchtigsten
Hochgebornen Fürsten vnnd Herren, Herrn Friderichs Pfaltzgrauen
bey Rhein, des heiligẽ Rœmischen Reichs Ertzdruchs-essen vnnd
Churfuersten, Hertzogen inn Bayrn etc. Churfürstenthumb bey Rhein,
gehalten wirdt. Heidelberg 1563.
Kirchenordnung: Wie es mit Christlicher Lere, reichung der Sacrament,
Ordination der Diener des Euangelij, ordenlichen Ceremonien, in
den Kirchen, Visitation, Consistorio vnd Schulen, zu Witteberg vnd
in etlichen Chur vnd Fürstenthum, Herrschafften vnd Stedte der
Augsburgischen Confession verwand gehalten wird. Witteberg 1565.
Kirchenordnung: Wie es mit Christlicher Lere, reichung der Sacrament,
Ordination der Diener des Euangelij, ordenlichen Ceremonien, in
den Kirchen, Visitation, Consistorio vnd Schulen, zu Witteberg vnd
in etlichen Chur vnd Fürstenthum, Herrschafften vnd Stedte der
Augsburgischen Confession verwand gehalten wird. Witteberg 1566.
De doctrina et ceremoniis sinceri cultus diuini Ecclesiarum Ducatus
Curlandiae, Semigalliaeque etc. in Liuonia. – Kirchen Ordnung Wie es
mit der Lehr Göttliches worts, Ausstheilung der heiligen Hochwirdigen
Sacrament, Christlichen Ceremonien, Ordentlicher ubung, des waren
Gottesdiensts, In den Kirchen des Herzogthumbs Churlandt und
Semigallien in Liefflandt, sol stetes vermittelst Göttlicher hülff gehalten
werden. - Anno salutis 1570. Rostock 1572.
Kirchenordnung. Wie es mit Christlicher Lehre, reichung der
Sacrament, etc. Ordentlichen Ceremonien, in den Kirchen, Visitation,
Consistorio und Schulen, (der Kirchen Wittenberg, und etlicher Chur
und Fürstenthumb, Herrschafften vnd Städte der Augspurgischen
Confession verwandten gemesse.) im Fürstenthumb Liegnitz, auf
alte löbliche Fürstliche verordnung, biss anhero standhafftig gehalten
werden sollen, Nun mehr aber vnd hinfuran vnuorbrüchlich vnd beyn
vermeidung höchster vngnade gehalten werden sol. An jetzo wegen
mangel der Exemplarien in Originali, Witterbergischen drucks, so
dieser orth gar nicht zubekommen, aufs new aufgeleget, auser einigem
zusatz, ohne das eine Dancksagung nach der heiligen Tauffen, vnd
vermanung an die Paten, Und dann eine Ermanung bein Ausspendung
des Hochwirdigen Abendmahles hinzugethan. Liegnitz 1594.
Georg Friedrich Sahlfeldt Kirchenordnung für die Protestanten im
russischen Reiche. Mitau 1808.
Kirchen-Ordnung Wie es Von wegen des Durchleuchtigsten Fürsten
und Herrn Herrn Christian Des Dritten Pfaltz-Grafen bey Rhein,
Hertzogen in Bayern, Grafen zu Veldenz, Sponheim und Rappoltstein,
Herrn zu Hohenack, [et]c. In Dero Gemeinschafftlichen Hintern
Grafschafft Sponheim und übrigen Landen Das Evangelische Kirchenund Schul-Wesen betreffend, solle gehalten werden. Strasburg,
getruckt bey Johann Heinrich Heitz, Jm Jahr Christi Anno 1721.
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Kirchen-Ordnung 1835
Kirchen-Ordnung (Breslau)
1835
Kirchen Ordnung 1533

Kirchen Ordnung 1540
Kirchen Ordnung 1542
Kirchen Ordnung 1568

Kirchen Ordnung 1600

Kirchen Ordnung I 1558

Kirchen Ordnung II 1558
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Kirchen-Ordnung für die evangelischen Gemeinen der Provinz Westphalen
und der Rhein-Provinzen. – Amts-Blatt der Königl. Regierung zu
Arnsberg. Stück 15. Arnsberg, den. 8. April 1835. pp. 81-112.
Kirchen-Ordnung der Separirten lutherischen Gemeinden in Preussen
(handschriftlich), o.O.u.j. [Breslau, um 1835]. – Luth. Theol. Hochschule
Bibliothek. Altkönigstr. 150, 61440 Oberursel, Deutschland.
Kirchen Ordnug, Jn meiner gnedigen herrn der Marggrauen zu
Brandenburg, vnd eins Erberen Rats der Stat Nürnberg Oberkeyt vnd
gepieten, Wie man sich bayde mit der Leer vnd Ceremonien halten
solle. Nürnberg 1533.
Kirchen Ordnung im Churfurstenthum der Marcken zu Brandemburg,
wie man sich beide mit der Leer vnd Ceremonien halten sol. Berlin 1540.
Kirchen Ordnung im Churfurstenthum der Marcken zu Brandemburgk,
wie man sich beide mit der Leer vnd Ceremonien halten sol. Berlin 1542.
Kirchen Ordnüng vnd Ceremonien. Wie es in vbung Gottes Worts
vnd reichung der Hochwirdigen Sacrament in den Kirchen des
Herzogthumbs Preussen soll gehalten werden. Anno Domini
M.D.LXVIII Königsperg 1568.
Kirchen Ordnung, WJe es in weyland deß Durchleuchtigen
Hochgebornen Fürsten vnd Herren, Herrn Wolffgangs, Pfaltzgraffen
bey Rhein, Hertzogen in Bayern, Graffen zu Veldentz vnd Sponheim,
&c. Fürstenthummen vnd Landen, mit Lehr vnd anderer der Kirchen
nohtwendigen Stücken gehalten worden, Erstlich in ANNO M.
D.LVII. Darnach zum andern mal in ANNO M. D. LX. Vnd ferrners
von den auch Durchleuchtigen Hochgebornen Fürsten vnd Herren,
Herrn Philips Ludwigen, vnd Herrn Johansen, Gebrüdern, beyden
Pfaltzgraffen bey Rhein, Hertzogen in Bayern, Graffen zu Veldentz vnd
Sponheim, &c. Zum dritten mal in ANNO M. D. LXX. außgangen
vnd publiciert. Jetzunder aber von dem auch Durchleuchtigenn
Hochgebornen Fürsten vnd Herrn, Herrn Caroln, Pfaltzgraffen bey
Rhein, Hertzogen in Bayern, Graffen zu Veldentz vnd Sponheim, auß
Vrsachen, so in der Præfation vermeldet werden, in diese kleinere Form
zu bringen, vnd zu trucken befohlen, &c. Franckfort am Mayn 1600.
Kirchen Ordnung Wie es im Hertzogthumb Preussen, beydes mit Lehr
vnd Ceremonien, sampt andern, so zu Fürderung vnd Erhaltung des
Predigampts, Christlicher Zucht, vnd guter Ordnung, von nöten,
gehalten wird. Anderweit vbersehen, gemehret, vnd Publicieret.
Anno Christi M. D. LVIII. 25. Nouembris. Der Erste Theyl dieser
Kirchenordnung, begreyfft in sich die summa der waren
Christlichen Lehr. Königsperg 1558.
Kirchen Ordnung Wie es im Hertzogthumb Preussen, beydes mit Lehr
vnd Ceremonien, sampt andern, so zu Fürderung vnd Erhaltung des
Predigampts, Christlicher Zucht, vnd guter Ordnung, von nöten, gehalten
wird. Anderweit vbersehen, gemehret, vnd Publicieret. Anno Christi M. D.
LVIII. 25. Nouembris. Der ander Theil dieser Kirchenordnung. Von
den Ceremonien, vnd Kirchengebreuchen. Königsberg 1558.
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und reqvisita ministerii ecclesiastici Die in denen Fürstenthümern
Curland und Semgallen zeithero gebräuchlich gewesen enthalten,
dem Predigtamte zum bequemen Gebrauch eingerichtet, Neue
verbesserte Auflage. Mitau 1765.
Vollständiges Kirchenbuch darinnen die Evangelia und Episteln auf alle
Fest- Sonn- und Apostel-Tage durchs ganze Jahr die Historien von dem
schmerzlichen Leiden und der frölichen Auferstehung des Herrn Christi,
sammt der erbärmlichen Zerstörung der Stadt Jerusalem die drey HauptSymbola und Augspurgische Confession und vielen Collecten auf die Sonnund Fest-Tage und unterschiedliche Fälle wie auch der kleine Catechismus
Lutheri, die Kirchen-Agenda, Ehe-Ordnung und allgemeinen Gebete, die
in den Chursächsischen Ländern gebraucht werden, enthalten. Anietzo von
neuem mit Fleiß übersehen, und mit einer besondern Vorrede herausgegeben.
Unter Churfl. Sächs. allergnädigster Freyheit nich nachzudrucken. Leipzig
bey Johann Friedrich Junius, 1771.
Von Gottes genaden vnser Hermans Ertzbischoffs zů Cœln vnnd
Churfürsten etc. einfaltigs bedencken, warauff ein Christliche, in dem
wort Gottes gegrünte Reformation, an Lehr, brauch der Heyligen
Sacramenten vnd Ceremonien, Seelsorge, vnd anderem Kirchendienst,
biß vff eines freyen, Christlichen, Gemeinen, oder NationalsConcilij,
oder des Reichs Teutscher Nation Stende, im Heyligen Geyst versamlet,
verbesserung bey denen so vnserer Seelsorge befolhen, anzurichten
seye. Bonn 1543.
Von Gottes gnaden vnnser Ludwigs Hertzogen zu Würtemberg,
vnd zu Teckh, Grauen zu Mümpelgart, [et]c. Summarischer vnd
einfeltiger Begriff, wie es mit der Lehre vnd Ceremonien in den Kirchen
Vnsers Fürstenthumbs, auch derselben Kirchen anhangenden Sachen
vnnd Verrichtungen, bißher geübt vnd gebraucht, auch fürohin, mit
verleihung Göttlicher gnaden, gehalten vnd vollzogen werden solle.
Getruckt zu Tüwingen, im Jar 1582.
Weimarer Ausgabe. D. Martin Luthers Werke. Weimar, 1883-1929.
Weimarer Ausgabe. D. Martin Luthers Werke. D. Martin Luthers
Briefwechsel . Weimar, 1930-1985.
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P r u s s i a n L i tu rgi e s : Fro m the Ref ormat ion t o t h e
P r u s s i a n Uni o n o f C hu rche s
V olu me III : T he Uni o n L i tu rgy

S u mma r y
The book delineates the decisive nineteenth-century developments by which
King Friedrich Wilhelm III, a member of the Reformed Church, established the
Prussian Union. The Union Church never developed a single confessional position. It was the agenda and common church administration that stood as the
primary uniting force in the church. The acceptance of the Union liturgy was to
be made voluntary, but in 1834 its use was declared mandatory. It became nothing less than the very symbol of the Union. The study describes the preparation
of the Union liturgy, its introduction, the reaction of the consistories both pro and
con, and the determined rejection of the Union and its agenda by the confessional
Lutheran clergy. This led ultimately to the earnest prosecution of the offenders.

P r ū s ij os l i tu rg i j o s : nu o Re fo rmac ijos iki Prūsijos
ta r pb a ž n y ti nė s u ni j o s
III tom a s : Uni j o s l i tu rgi j a

S a n tr a uk a
Knygoje aprašomi XIX amžiaus pirmosios pusės Prūsijos bažnytinio gyvenimo įvykiai, kai karalius Frydrichas Vilhelmas III, išpažinęs reformatų
tikėjimą, paskelbė Prūsijos liuteronų ir reformatų bažnyčių uniją. Kadangi unija buvo administracinio pobūžio, neturinti bendro, abi bažnyčias vienijančio
tikėjimo išpažinimo, bažnyčių vienybės simboliu tapo paties karaliaus parengta
liturginė knyga – agenda. Iš pradžių karalius pakvietė abi bažnyčias priimti
knygą savanoriškai, tačiau nuo 1834 m. ji tapo privaloma liuteronams ir reformatams. Monografijoje aprašomos unijinės agendos parengimo kelias, jos
įdiegimas į parapijas, liuteronų ir reformatų bažnyčių teologų ir kunigų požiūris
į šią knygą, konfesinės liuteronų dvasininkijos atsisakymas priimti tarpbažnytinę
uniją bei agendą ir Prūsijos pasaulietinės valdžios taikytos administracinės bei
baudžiamosios priemonės prieš knygą naudoti atsisakiusius kunigus.
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