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After nearly a century of religious quiet, the prosperous villages
of Undervaz, Trinm s and Zizers outside the city of Chur, Switzerland,
experienced a series of conflicts about religious confession beginning
in 1611 that rapidly escalated to riots, hostile raids from
nei ghbori ng towns, and vandali sm and harassnment between the Catholic
majority and a mnority of Reformed Protestants. Although the villages
enj oyed theoretical sovereignty and i ndependence in religious matters,
outsi de parties soon joined the fray, and the bitter dispute was still
going nore than thirty years later, despite war, plague, fam ne and
several shifts in the bal ance of power in the nmeantinme. The vill ages
had tol erated sone kinds of religious diversity throughout nost of the
sixteenth century, and liberty of conscience, and even liberty of
wor shi p never became the key issues at stake during the troubles that
followed at the end of the century. Instead, the inhabitants of
Undervaz, Trinm s and Zizers fought about which of several possible
sets of social and institutional practices were nost appropriate for
regulating the ternms of their religious coexistence.

Bef ore 1600, the dom nant pattern had conbined [ocal majority rule
about which faith to profess with an individual right to abstain from
col l ective worship, and even to attend church el sewhere. Starting
after 1600, however, the mnority Protestants denmanded a proportiona
share of the material and social resources of the villages' churches,
thus challenging the terns that had kept the villages peaceful for
nearly a century. The final outconme was a bitter stal emate between
Catholics and Protestants that continued well into the next century,

in which each party tolerated the other in a narrowest sense of the



word: each put up, legally and socially, with practices it felt to be
an affront to God and an obstacle to desirable comunal unity. The
conflicts described here were thus not sinply matters of tol erance
versus intol erance, but rather show how crucial |ocal context is for
under st andi ng the nmeaning of toleration as practiced in any particul ar
society.

The study of religious toleration in pre-nodern Europe often regards
its subject in light of relationships between nagistrates who are
intent on religious orthodoxy, on the one hand, and di ssi dent groups,
whether a mnority or a mgjority of the population, on the other. John

Locke's Letter on Toleration, for exanple, which is sonetinmes seen as

the first systematic defense of toleration in this context, takes it
for granted that there is a civil magistrate whose duties arﬁ defined
in such a way as to limt religiously notivated persecution.' Certainly
the view that sees the main source of persecution in orthodox princes
applies to much of early nodern European history, both before and
after the Reformation. The Spanish Inquisition's efforts to trace down
al | eged crypto-Judai smafter the state-ordai ned expul sion of the Jews
fromSpain in 1492 is one clear exanple, as is the fining of recusants
and the execution of priests in Elizabethan Engl and, or the expul sion
of the Huguenots from France by Louis XIV. In such situations, any
call for religious toleration had to explain to the prince why the
imposition of religious uniformty was either unchristian, inprudent,
or impossible.

In other parts of Europe, however, the problens of religious
coexi stence were nore conplicated. Despite the principle of "cuius

regio, eius religio" that was enshrined at Augsburg in 1555, the Holy




Roman Enpire presents a quite different situation. Not only was
of ficial biconfessionalismestablished in certain Inperial cities by
t he ordi nance of 1555, but many Catholic, Calvinist and Lutheran
princes had to cope with subject popul ations of m xed religious
adherence, while cities sought to bal ance econom c and political
interests againstuthe mai nt enance of religious uniformty, or at |east
harnony, at home.? On the margins of the Enpire, from Poland to
Switzerl and, even nore conplex constellations devel oped in the absenCﬁ
of strong central governments and religiously honmogenous popul ations.’®
A historical approach to the issue of toleration should not regard
areas |like Central Europe, where tolerance or intolerance had to be
negotiated in |light of l|ocal circunstances, as atypical or as
devi ati ons fromthe sinple nodel of the orthodox magi strate and the
persecuted mnority. To the contrary, analyzing the historica
complexities involved contributes not only to a deeper understanding
of the real obstacles to both religious uniformty and religious peace
during this period, but also adds a needed practical dinmension to
phi | osophi cal | y-based di scussions of the very idea of toleration.
Unl ess the theoretical central magistrate is imagined to have
totalitarian powers far beyond the neans of governnents early nodern
or nodern, after all, we nust recogni ze that persecution or tolerance
in any society is caught up in conplex webs of political and econom c
relations, tied to conpeting conceptions of |egitimcy and order, and
thus inevitably historically contingent. It is to illustrate this
point that this paper focuses on the course of religious coexistence
between Catholics and Reforned Protestants in a few Swiss vill ages.

The story told here is neither a tragedy of "rising intol erance" nor a



guide to clear and sinple definitions of what tol eration m ght be, but
rather an illustration of the locally determ ned contours of relations
bet ween i ndi vi dual s and groups who struggled to bring different
identities, both shared and conflicting, into play in the course of

managi ng their affairs fromday to day.

The villages that are the subject of this paper, Igis, Zizers,

Trimm s, and Undervaz, formed the conmmune of the Vier Dorfer, a nmenber

of the Gotteshausbund (League of the House of God), which was in turn

a constituent of the Republic of the Three Leagues in A d Upper
Rhaetia, equivalent to the nodern G aubinden or Gisons. This
confederated republic, located in the central Al ps, took up nost of

t he anci ent epi scopal see of Chur, and was firmy allied with the

Swi ss Confederation, although it was not itself a nenber. Well before
t he begi nning of the Protestant novenent, the Leagues and their nenber
communes had purchased or seized nost lordly prerogatives in the
region, so that the communes were effectively self-governing. In 1499,
t he Bindner had joined with the Swiss to fight the house of Habsburg
in the Swabian war; their victory had led to Switzerland's and[I

G aubiinden's effective separation fromthe Holy Roman Enpire. *

Al t hough the Bi shop of Chur renmained the nonm nal sovereign over the

&ot t eshausbund, his subjects in the city of Chur in the rural comunes

of the League paid less and less attention to his political

prerogatives, and soon sought to limt his economic rights as well.
Early in the 1520s, the news of new reform ng doctrines spread into

the region from Zurich at the sane tine as struggles over political

legitimacy and the distribution of econonmi c resources were reaching a



peak. Because of the autonony and sel f-consci ousness of the region's
political communes and their | eadership, noreover, the novement for
religious change took on articulate formvery early.® In 1524, the
Leagues passed a new statute, the First Ilanz Articles, regulating the
clergy: debts were no longer to be collected under threat of
excomuni cation, priests should be able to absolve their parishioners
for all sins, trials between clerics and | aymen should be held in a
| ocal court, and appeals to tﬁe Bi shop's court shoul d be prohibited
except for matrinonial cases.® The erection of such reformstatutes was
acconpani ed by w despread unrest directed agai nst eccl esiasti cal
institutions, as nore and nore peasants withheld their tithes and dues
from out si de benefiﬁiaries, and refused to acknow edge the bishop's
| ordshi p over them’

The First Ilanz Articles did little to end the turnoil in the

Republic in 1525 and 1526. Peasants in the Vier Dorfer continued

wi t hhol ding tithes and dues for yeaﬁs, convinced that the First Ilanz
Articles justified their position. ° In 1526, the Republic's
magi strates decided to hold a religious disputation, thus all ow ng
explicitly doctrinal questions to enter the political arena. The
resulting disputation of Ilanz in 1526 resulted in victory for neither
side. Instead, after an initial politically-notivated swing in the
direction of traditional orthodoxy, the Republic's magistrates and
communal del egates | aunched anot her set of articles regulating church-
state relations, the Seﬁond Ilanz Articles, which were deliberated and
ratified later in 1526.°

Al t hough the assenbled clerics in Ilanz had debated the scriptural

foundati on of the church and the role of the clergy, the new articles



i gnored such issues entirely. Instead, they specifically addressed the
political activity of the higher clergy and the econom c burdens

i nposed by the existing church, or legitimated by its doctrine.

Sandwi ched anong the articles regulating tithes, dues and |land tenure
was one giving every community the right to appoint or dismss its own
priest. This last provision provided an institutionally legitimte way
to introduce Protestant worship into the Three Leagues, since the

bi shop was deprived of all neans, spiritual or Efcular, of opposing or
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limting the appointnment of Refornmed ministers.” It provided the
cornerstone for the coexistence of two confessions in the Republic
after that date, and its focus on the power of the conmmunes to appoint
or dismss their clergy, noreover, set the terns of debate for
deci si ons about religious adherence for the next century.

These terns of debate, with their focus on conmunal deci sion-making,
were entirely consistent with political developnents in the Republic
during the sanme period. As the Biundner communes emanci pated thensel ves
fromlordly control, they took over decision-making and distributive
authority as well. Increasingly during the sixteenth century, comuna
majority votes at public assenblies becane the nost legitimate and
aut horitative way of reaching public decisions. The distribution of
benefits and burdens of communal citizenship, and of menbership in the
Republic, nmeanwhil e, becane regul ated by nore and nore conpl ex
mechani sns that either divided resources, rEfated themif they could
not be divided, or distributed themby lot." In the 1520s, religious
deci si ons about adherence to the old or new church were subjected to

t he sanme nechani sms. By naking the selection of a clergyman the

prerogati ve of the conmunes, where majority vote was the preferred



met hod of deciding, the Ilanz Articles made the choi ce between
Protestantismand Catholicisma matter of majority decision. During
nmost of the sixteenth century, neanwhile, the material resources of
each church were considered to be at the undivided disposal of the
majority religion. Conmunes after 1526 often sold, divided, or |eased
their local church's property, but they did not partition it anong
menbers of the opposing faiths.

Communal deci si on- maki ng about religi ous adherence, and the
associ at ed struggl es about control over church resources, |eft open
the question of individual rights with regard to religion. Over the
course of the sixteenth century, the Bindner communes devel oped a new
set of customary practices to cope with this issue as well. O der
hi st ori ography has often seized on a docunment thought to have been

promul gated in 1526, the "Recess of Davos" [Davoser-Abschi ed] as

establishing the right of every individual to choose between Catholic
and Protestant worship, thus establishing the freedomof religion, and
inmplicitly that of worship. Unfortunately, no original of this
docunent survives, and tfe earliest nention of it dates only to the

| ate sixteenth century.'” There, it is quoted as containing the

foll owi ng principle:

To every individual, of either sex and of whatever condition or
estate of men, dwelling within the boundaries of our Rhaetian
Leagues, it stands free as he wi shes, and as he is adnoni shed
by his instinct of the good spirit, to choose, enbrace, and
conf ess eithﬁf of the two religions, nanely the Roman and the

Evangel i cal . *



Whet her an actual docunent to this effect was passed in 1526 is |ess

i nportant, however, than the process by which this principle, and the
associ ated principle that individuals could go to nei ghboring comunes
if needed to worship, became established.

The first docunmented case to chall enge the principle of conmuna
authority over religious practice came from Chur in 1528. There, the
Dom ni can nonks had continued to celebrate the Mass in their cloister
despite the city's enthusiastic enbrace of Protestantism The mayor of
Chur conplained to a special arbitrational court set up by the Three
Leagues, arguing that the city had not heard any effective defense of
the Mass despite several disputations, and that noreover "...the Three
Leagues had deci ded unani nously that what the majority in any conmune
deci ded, whether to haVﬁ the Mass, or not, the minority should foll ow

n 14

and accept the vote... Interestingly, the nonastery's defenders did
not challenge this statenent, but based their defense on anot her

provi sion of the Second Ilanz Articles that gave the Leagues, rather

t han individual communes, authority over all cloisters. "What the
majority is in the Chur parish church is not the Leagues' business;
neverthel ess, there are still many pious people in Chur who would Iike
to have the Mass, which had beenEPracticed for so many years that they

n 15

hoped it would not be rejected. Clearly, the principle of individua
religious choice was not yet well-established in 1528, although
everyone agreed thatEfonnunes shoul d vote by majority what brand of
preacher to appoint.*

The first solid evidence of efforts on the part of the Three Leagues

to provide for the mnority religion cones not from G aubinden itself,

but fromthe Republic's subject territories in the Valtelline. There,



t he popul ati on remai ned nearly exclusively Catholic even as nore and
nmore of the ruling conmmunes in G aubinden becane Protestant. After the
Protestants gained a majority in the Republic in the 1550s, efforts
began to convert the subject population, or at |east to make
prosel yti zati on by Refornmed preachers easier. A |aw of 1557
illustrates this process. On first reading, the 1557 statute appears
to be an effort to increase religious toleration in areas ruled by the
Three Leagues. It opened with a the demand that "mnisters and Mass
priests may teach in their churches, admnister the sacranment, baptize
children and bury the dead, each according to his practice" and ended
wi th an exhortation that the subject popul ation "sEfuId not insult or
di srespect one another on account of their faith."' But the mddle of
the statute reveals that it was primarily an effort to gain entrance
into Valtelline villages for the Protestants, even if they had no

| ocal support:

Where there are two churches in a village, one shall be given
to the mnister, the other to the Mass priest. And concerning
the inconme that belongs to the church, the comunity shall vote
which one to give it to. And where there is not nore than one
church in a village, then bothEParties shal| use the church
but one party after the other.™
Since the vast majority of the Valtelline popul ati on was and remai ned
Catholic, such a nmeasure giving the Protestants presunptive rights to
the use of churches represented a clear violation of majority rule in
religious affairs.
Any notion that the Reformed majority was interested in pronoting

toleration through such legislation is dispelled by a tract conposed

9



in 1577 by a | eader of the Reformed Synod, Urich Canpell. Entitled
"Concerning the Duty of Magistrates over their beloved Subjects in

matters of Religion," the tract began by arguing that every nagistrate
was required by God to instruct his subjects in the Gospel. The Three
Leagues, however, were ruled denocratically, and a clear majority
"both of conmmunal votes and in the nunmber of nen" was Protestant.
Therefore, Canpell claimed, the Republic was a Protestant statf, and
was required to inpose the Reformed religion on its subjects.”
Clearly, the only toleration envisioned by these statues was that
shown by the Catholic subjects, who were required to put up Ejth
Reformed ministers in their villages and in their churches. *

In the Republic's sovereign conmunes, in contrast, a functiona
bal ance between coll ective and individual religious conviction
remai ned in place throughout the sixteenth century. In both Catholic
and Protestant areas, |ocal control over the church paralleled
growi ng | ocal political autonony; both devel opnents rested on the 0
authority and legitimacy of majority decision at public assenblies.?
At the end of the sixteenth century, individual dissent was acceptable
only if confined to the private sphere, as illustrated in the vill age
of Ml egns, where Christlj Buol noved and becane a citizen in 1595.
The vill age was Cat holic, but Buol was Protestant; when he becane a
citizen, therefore, he swore not to suggest any innovations or
changes in religion at Miul egns. After being accepted as a citizen, he
never went outside the village to practice his religion, but had 0
conformed outwardly by going to the Mass "on holidays and workdays."*

H s sons grew up Protestant, nevertheless, and after their father's

death, they hel ped support a Reformed mnister in a neighboring

10



village, and went there every two weeks to worship, which resulted in
a lawsuit to wthdraw their citizenship. Evidently, the comrune
accepted the Buols, known Protestants, as a citizens only as long as
they kept their own religious convictions entirely to thenselves in
action as well as in thought.

As tenﬁion bet ween the confessions rose toward the end of the
century, ® comunes began taking nmeasures to ensure the perpetuation of
a solid confessional majority. As the Buol case showed, one way the
religious balance within a village m ght change was if immgrants from
other parts of G aubiinden belonged to the mnority religion. Rather
than sinply banning such inmgration, however--which would have been
difficult given the patchwork nature of confessional adherence in the
Republic--villages after the md-century began requiring new citizens

to abstain fromany votes on religious matters. In the Vier Dirfer, a

relatively generous provision was EFde for new citizens who were
Prot est ant, somewhere around 1567.* They nerely needed to swear not to
vote on religious affairs, and not to suggest innovations in worship
within the villages where they lived. They were free, according to
this oath, to go elsewhere for their own worship, as the Catholic
party there pointed Eft during the religious disputes of the early
seventeenth century.®” Simlarly, when the conmune of Bergiin converted
to the Reformed canp in 1601, the agreenent that regulated the matter
specifically stated as its first point that "tp our parish henceforth,

n 26

in mtters of faith, no one shall be forced. That this statenent was

not a reflection of any belief in the general virtue of toleration is

shown in the sane docunent's preanble, however, which states that "in

particular, we do not want to give any Mass priests place or tolerate

11



themin our Reformed church: for it is altogether unfitting[I accordi ng
to God's word, that one should sow a field with two crops."* As late
as 1601, then, Protestants were firmy proclaimng a by now
traditional conbination of communal majority decision about which of
the two authorized religions a conmune shoul d accept, together with
limts on how far any individual should be forced to conformto this
communal decision. It was the breakdown of this pattern that led to

the outbreak of violence in the Vier Dorfer after 1611.

Before turning to the specific events in Undervaz, Trimms and
Zi zers, however, the situation in Bergin gives us a few nore clues to
t he changing terns of confessional coexistence in the |ater sixteenth
century. The village had been solidly Catholic until the 1560s, and
Ref or med adherence had spread only slowy anpong its popul ation. Led by
a few influential individuals, however, a Reformed mnority was well -
established by the | ate 1570s, Efd began agitating for a share of the
l ocal church and its resources.®” At first these efforts were without
effect, despite support fromthe Protestant majority of the

Got t eshausbund. A nonth of stirring preaching by U rich Canpell failed

to nove the Catholic majority, while the Bishop of Chur also bestirred
hinself to resist the efforts to divide the church in Bergin. Well
aware of the threat of creeping Protestantism the bishop made in 1573
what he hoped woul d be an effective appeal to the higher authorities

of the republic:

12



You shoul d consider carefully in this, dear |oyal people of the

Got t eshausbund, since you well know what the practice in

G aubinden has been until now —that in all cases the mnority
has to follow the majority....But if the opinion [that the
Protestant mnority was entitled to a mnister at public
expense] spread anong the confederates, then it would be
correspondingly legal and just that a Protestant commune be
required to natptain a priest, if three or four Catholics were
found there...”
By attacking the majority principle, the bishop argued, the
Protestants opened thenselves to simlar clains by Catholic
mnorities. Wether because of this argunent or otherw se, Bergin
remai ned formally Catholic until at |east 1592, and was not officially
formal |y Reformed--again by majority vote--until the docunment of 1601

cited above.

The Vier Dirfer constituted a single unit in Bundner politics, but

the vill ages atfo enj oyed consi derabl e i nternal autonomy to nanage

30

their affairs. In the central villages, of Igis, Zizers, Trinms and
Undervaz, political and econom c issues provided the stimulus for
early Reformation turmoil. After the passage of the two sets of Ilanz

Articles in the 1520s, for exanple, the Vier Dborfer, like their

nei ghbors, pronptly put theminto effect. In 1527, Zizers bought out
the great tithe after the higher political authorities had ordered the
See to negotiate with the villagers. Despite such noves, however,
three of the four villages remained Catholic; only Igis and the

Hi nt er val zei na becane Ref or ned.

13



Rel i gious conflict in tEF Vier Dorfer was muted throughout the rest

of the sixteenth century.® The few rel evant docunents surviving in the
communal archives have to do mﬁtf the steady transfer of the bishop's
hol di ngs into comunal control.* Wen voting on charges nade agai nst

Bi shop Thomas Planta in 156E] Reformed Igis and Catholic Zizers

3

reached the same decisions,® nor was Igis treated differently in the
di stribution oh communal offices when the four villages rearranged
these in 1539.* Religious restrictions on new citizens, supposedly
dating to 1567, indicated a rising awareness of confessional

di fference, but the archives are silent about any conflicts anong the
four villages or within themover religious matters. Only when a snall
but influential Protestant mnority began claimng a share of their
village churches after 1611 did the chain of confrontations, riots,

and | awsuits begin that would continue for the next thirty years. The

particul ar shape of the conflicts in the Vier Dirfer rapidly uncovered

the gaps and contradictions in the assunptions nost Bundner held by
this tine about political authority and the proper arrangenent of
public life.

What the Protestant mnorities in Undervaz, Trimms and Zi zers
needed was a principle that would hel p them underm ne the authority of
maj ority deci sions about religion. They found two, at two different
institutional levels. At the village level, they argued that the
vill age churches and their property were in fact a communal good, and
ought to be distributed anong the citizens |ike other communal goods,
such as nmountain pastures or bribes fromforeign princes. In contrast,
the standard view that majorities should decide religion inplied that

religious adherence was a indivisible marker of comrunal identity, and

14



shoul d therefore be subject to mpgjority vote. But since the decision
about how to define the church was itself subject to mgjority vote,
the Protestants needed another |ever to nake their case stick, and
they found it not at the village or comunal |evel, but at the |evel

of their League, the Gotteshausbund. The docunents and traditions of

the Republic generally recogni zed comunal sovereignty over |oca
affairs, but accepted the authority of the League or the entire
Republ i c when | ocal disputes proved intractable. This was just the
openi ng the Protestants needed; it was attractive, noreover, because

t he Gotteshausbund had a strong Protestant najority, and even the

Three Leagues as a whole were nore Protestant than Catholic. This fact

all oned the Protestants in the Vier Dorfer to claimthat they too were

followwng the rule of the majority, thus underm ning the |egitinmcy of
the Catholic position. Mdire practically, the Protestant majority of

t he Gotteshausbund ensured that the arbitrati onal panels and courts

appoi nted to adjudicate the nattet]mould in fact be nore favorable to
Prot estant than Catholic appeals.®

In 1611, a few Protestants from Undervaz, including the deputy
magi strate and the village scribe, appealed to the Republic's nationa
assenbly for the rt?ht to use their village church and to hire a
Reformed minister.® That their appeal was not unpreneditated is
suggested by the fact that the Reforned Synod of the Republic had
di scussed the situation of Protestant mnorities only a nonth before,
and thatEPne of the Refornmed del egation was the fiery mnister Johann
a Porta.® The Protestant majority at the Diet not only suspended the
Untervaz citizenship oath, which had required inmgrant Protestants

not to suggest any innovations regarding the church, but al so approved

15



the Protestants' use of the church and the hiring of a mnister. The
citizens of Undervaz, still overwhelmngly Catholic, reacted quite
nmoderately to this intervention. At a public assenbly of the village,
they rejected the demand that Protestants have access to the village
church, but explicitly affirmed not only that they could worship
el sewhere wi t hout hindrance, but also that they mght invite a
Reformed minister to preach in private houses in the village at their
own cost .

The Reforned party seized this opportunity. On Septenber 15, 1611,
t he pastor of Chur, Georg Saluz, cane to Undervaz acconpani ed by the
mayor of Chur and several hundred arnmed nen. After a brief dispute on
the bridge across the Rhine on the way to the village, he began
preaching in an open neadow, but then anEP into the village church

38

allegedly with the villagers' perm ssion.™ In subsequent weeks,
Protestant services took place in a barn outside the village,
acconpani ed by increasing anger fromthe popul ati on. Wen a Porta,
anong the nost aggressive of the Reformed mnisters, preached in early
May, 1612, his beard maE]pIucked by the village's wonen, and he was
thrown in the fountain.® Meanwhile, the Protestants al so sued the

village for the right to use the main church; by Decenber 1611, a

court of the Gotteshausbund had given a verdict that allowed the

Protestants to use the village church after the Catholics, that freed
them from observing Catholic holidays in the village, and that ordered
the church endowrent to be divided proportionally by the nunber of

hearths. In addition, the court sentenced the commune to a stiff fine
for "resisting" the authority of its League and for insulting & Porta.

Meanwhi | e, the Undervazers appeal ed to the neighboring G ay League,

16



whi ch had a Catholic majority, and to the Catholic Swi ss for support.
The spiraling tension was danped in Undervaz only by the intervention
of the French anbassador, who negotiated a conprom se and convi nced
the Catholic majority in Undervaz to accept it, at |least tenporarily.
It announced that "the two religions, nanely the Catholic and the
Evangel i cal shall be free in Undervaz, and that each party may

cel ebrate Divine services, with wives, children, servants, in safety
wi t hout any obstruction” in the church. The Catholics were given the
first use of the church, and the Protestants prom sed not to disturb
the altar or decorations. As in the unilaterally inposed verdict of
1611, however, the church's inconme was divided proportionally
according to the nunber of hearths adhering to each confession
simlarly, Protestants were awarded one fourth of the seats on the
village council, and the right to have a Protestant elected village
magi strate [AQHEP] every third year, though election was to be by the
entire conmune. *

Before nmoving on to the conflicts that burst out in Trinms and
Zizers in the follow ng years, a few key points should be noted here.
First of all, the Refornmed mnority in Undervaz gained nost of its
goal s by noving the debate from Undervaz itself to | arger assenblies
where Protestants predom nated. Local-central relations in the
Republic were still fluid at this tine, and broadl y-accepted
principles such as majority rule did not necessarily provide
unequi vocal answers to disputes such as this one. The question, after
all, was which majority was relevant. In addition, the Protestant case
drew upon an alternate nodel of legitimacy by claimng a share of the

church. Bundner were used to dividing or alternating in their use of
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resources of many different kinds, making themnore receptive to the
argunment that a church and its endowrent, too, could be partitioned or
rotated in a way that reflected the relative proportions of Catholics
and Protestants in a commune. Finally, the conprom se negotiated by
the French ambassador repeatedly stressed public peace, and the
responsibility that neighbors had not to "touch one another wth

di sdai nful or EPthersonE words, but to live in good peace according to
our alliance."*

Al t hough the general course of events in Trimm s resenbled those in
Undervaz, the intensity of the conflict rapidly spiraled higher. The
Trinm ser had watched the failure of the relatively noderate stance
taken by the Catholic majority in Undervaz, and were apparently
determ ned not to make the sanme m stake. Sonetine around 1612, the
vill age head [ Landamman] of Trimm s, Oswald Gaudenz and his brother
made public their Reforned faith, and asked that the |arger of
Trinmms's two churEPes be handed over to them so that they coul d hear

n 42

the "pure CGospel . Even w thout the previous troubles in Undervaz,
such a claimwas sure to be rejected by the overwhel m ng Catholic
majority, and like their brethren in Undervaz, the Protestants soon
appeal ed to the Republic's Diet, late in 1613. Over Catholic
protests, the court issued a "conpromse" quite simlar to the one in
Undervaz. Both churches were declared to be communal property open to
bot h confessions, although the majority confession was to have the
first use. The majority was also to control the endowrents [Pfrunde],
but to divide the inconme proportionally according to the nunber of

heart hs bel onging to each confession. Qutvoted at the federal |evel,

again, the Catholics fromthe entire Republic expressed their
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frustration at the way majority rule was being applied. They observed
that their confederates "belonging to the opposite religion outvote us
each tinme it comes to a dispute, establish a court and statutes as
suits them and thenEPse vi ol ent nmeans agai nst those who do not want
to obey and submit."® Yet this did not nean that the Catholic party
wanted to give up the legitinmacy that a majority offered themw thin
the context of the Republic's political life. Instead, they offered an
alternate proposal in January, 1614: in the future, each commune
shoul d decide for itself whether to enploy a Catholic or Reforned
clergyman by majority vote, and "the ntfority may then exercise its

n 44

religion el sewhere wherever it wants. G ven the enornous | egitinmacy
of communal autonony, this was a clever nove, and forced the | eaders
of the Bindner Protestants to nmake the unpopul ar counter-argtPEnt t hat

45

i ndi vi dual communes shoul d not be given excessive authority.™ In
short, the Catholics now adopted the position that Protestants had
advocated | ess than a generation earlier.

The court records that survive about Trinmms make it clear that
things went frombad to worse during 1614. In May of that year, an
armed band attacked the village from Chur: after they failed to gain
entrance to the |arger church, they broke into the smaller chapel of
St. Enerita. In the following two years, several attenpts at
conmprom se failed, even though they | eaned further in the Catholic
direction than the settlenent in Undervaz had. Late in 1615, another
court, this tine appointed with equal nunbers of Catholic and
Proteﬁfant judges, net to settle the aftermath of a riot earlier that

year.“ The surviving depositions illustrate the high tension

Protestants conplained that their hay and agricultural inplenments had
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been vandal i zed, and that they had heard threats that "[the Cathotics]
wanted to uproot and burn the Lutheran heretics within the week.""
Anot her man reported that "he had heard the priest in his sernon say
that there were three nurderers, nanmely the Evil sptjit, t he
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Lut herans, and he couldn't renenber the third one. In testinony

about a riot that the court was concerned with, El sy Kochin decl ared
that "she had seen Hartmann Hartmann running down with a naked sword,
and when she asked hin1mEFre he was going, he said he wanted to find
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the Reforned mnisters. Much of the testinobny concentrated on the
point that the Catholics had refused to stop when bidden to observe
t he peace--an action that was itself a serious violation of village
statutes, and one which illustrates the intensity of passions aroused

in Trimm s:

Hart mann Hartmann said, give us the old villain, and he [the
wi t ness] had al so heard, that the Catholics had called out the
Protestants. And the wonen confirnmed the testinony, and nore,
saying that Hans Sch... had told them when [the Protestants]
spoke E{ t he peace, [Hartmann] had answered that he sought no
peace.

In Trimm s as in Undervaz, then, we see the sanme effort by a
Protestant minority to redefine religious coexistence as a matter for
partition and division of resources, rather than for najority
deci sion. Sensitized by their setbacks in neighboring Undervaz, the
Cat hol i cs fought back harder in Trimm s, and worked to strengthen the
majority principle locally. The conprom ses eventually inposed on
Trinmms thus represented a victory for the Protestants, because they

recogni zed Protestant clainms to a share of their church in the first
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pl ace. The solution that the Catholics suggested in 1614, although

al rost identical to the one that the Protestants had inposed in Bergin
in 1601, was no |onger enough to satisfy the Protestant party. Under
these circunstances, it is not surprising that any settlenment inposed
fromoutside remai ned unstable, and that Trimm s remai ned a site of
consi derabl e religious tension.

Zizers was the largest of the four villages, and the seat of the
shared communal governnent. The struggles in Undervaz and Trimm s were
bound to spread there as well, as soon as enough influential citizens
of Zizers declared their adherence to the Refornmed faith, which
happened late in 1612. The majority in Zizers was accomodati ng at
first: after a first refusal, the Protestants were given the use of
the small er church of St. Andrew, and the first Reforned services were
hel d wi t hout causi ng di sturbances. As Georg Sal uz, tre mnister, put
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it, "the Undervaz affair taught them sonme nmanners. Affairs proceeded
wi thout trouble for nearly a year, until the Protestant faction in
Zizers, at the instigation of the Reforned Synod, gave their pastor
Johann & Porta village citizenship without consulting their Catholic
fellow citizens. In addition, the Protestants appealed to the

Got t eshausbund--their favorite tactic--in order to gain control over

the larger church of Sts. Peter and Paul and the church endowrent. As
they put it, "there are a substantial nunmber of Evangelicals in the
village now'--sufficient cause, they thought, to give themthe
preferred position. The Leagues decided to appoint a conmi ssion to
investigate, with two Reforned and one Catholic nenber. Naturally, the
Catholics refused to accept this arrangenment, but the conmm ssion

proceeded to craft an agreenent simlar to that in the other villages:
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both religions were to have use of the churches, the Catholics could
keep the endownent as long as they were in the mgjority but had to
share the income proportionally, and the Catholics were once again
sentenced to pay significant court costs because of their

"resistance." The pressure fromthe Refornmed party conti nued,
nmoreover, with the Protestants taking sole control of Sts. Peter and
Paul after the Catholics refused to pay the costs and fines that had
been assessed against them In 1615, the Protestants forcibly dragged
the Catholic priest, Oswald Carnutsch, out of the church after he
attenpted to preach there to the Catholic mgjority, and an arned
confrontati on was barely avoided.

To danpen the growing tension in the village, a new agreenent was
hanmrered out in Novenber of 1616. Because it so vividly encapsul ates
the contradictory practices and principles that the opposing parties
wanted to enforce, this docunent is particularly revealing. The
preanbl e stressed the concrete harmthat religious division was

n

wreaking on all citizens of the village: "...so that we nust be
concerned, unless God as the originator of peace should grant us by
his grace the spirit of peace Efd | ove, further and greater

i nconveni ences nust await us."* The danger, the preanble argued, was
the "spirit of disunity"”, and the first article of the agreenent
establ i shed that the exercise of both religions would be entirely free
in the coomune, for the explicit purpose that the inhabtfants m ght be
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"not two communes, or parties, but rather one conmune. Si nce the
rest of the docunent proceeded to divide the churches and their
endownents, this sentinent appears to be nore of a vain hope than a

realistic conclusion; even so, it set this docunment apart fromsimlar

22



agreenents in Trimm s and Undervaz. Wereas those conprom ses had
turned to partitioning resources, either in proportion to the nunber
of hearths involved or in equal part between the two parties, the

Zi zers docunent stressed the common ownership of the resources

i nvol ved. Despite the various provisions regulating the use of the two
churches and the division of the costs of mai ntenance and i ncone, an
article at the end carefully limted such division: "Everything shal
belong to the entire conmune undividedly, including both churches, the
bel | s, tEf church decorations, to manage and control according to its
wishes."® Al in all, this effort differed markedly fromthe ever nore
detail ed enuneration of the rights pertaining to the "Catholic
communi ty" and the "Evangelical comunity" that is found in the
agreenents negotiated or inposed in Undervaz and Trinms. In Zizers in
1616, for a nonent, a commune sought to concede as little as possible
to the principles of proportional division or parity, even as they
separated that part of their |ives where coexi stence was no | onger
possi bl e.

The Zi zers docunent of 1616 echoed contenporary docunents from ot her
parts of the Three Leagues that pointed towards an alternate sol ution.
If Catholics and Protestants could remain "a single commune” even as
they affirmed their religious convictions, this inplied that the
political commune was distinct fromreligious identity and not
dependent on it. Such a position had not been possible under the ol der
practice: as we saw with Christlj Buol in Milegns, he could remain
Protestant only in a purely private sense if he wanted to function as
a citizen of his village. Menbership in the village inplied nmenbership

in the church, or at the very least, entirely private dissent. This
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was not a matter of identity only: the entire village supported the
church through fees, dues inposed on comon | and, and through
endownrents made in the past. If the Zizers agreenent had been fol |l owed
in both spirit and letter, a new possibility would have appeared: a
secul ar commune that ensured the support of both churches w thout
giving sole authority to either one, and a village in which Catholics
and Protestants "resided and |ived next to one Efother as is fitting
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for honorable conmunal citizens and nei ghbors.

What do the struggles in the Vier Dirfer and in the Republic of the

Three Leagues tell us, either about the practice of religious

coexi stence during the I ong sixteenth century, or about the idea of
toleration nore generally? First of all, they force us to recognize
how nuch notions of toleration or religious |iberty depend on |ocal
context. It was easy to say the religion was "free" in the Republic,

at |l east to adherents of the two nmagisterial faiths, yet saying so
meant nothing until that |iberty was put into practice. It could nean
the freedomto believe in one creed as |long as one publicly foll owed
the rules of the other, as in the case of Christlj Buol. It could nean
the right to visit another village for religious services, or it could
mean the right to use the same church for services of two different
religions, and to divide the endowrent that a village had built up
over generations to support its church. Each of these alternatives

al so i nvol ved consequences for nmaterial resources, collective
identity, and political procedure.

Consequently, defining the inhabitants of the Vier Dorfer as

"tolerant” or "intolerant" appears to depend nore on the viewer's
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perspective than on the course of events in the early seventeenth
century. It appears equally plausible to say that the villages becane
nmore tolerant through allowing Protestants the right to use the

vill age churches and giving thema share of the public funds that were
used to support the clergy; or to say that by appealing to a

synpat hetic mpjority at a higher level, the Reforned party was
intolerantly depriving a Catholic majority of its property and the
sanctity of its churches, (given that the Catholics had at first been
perfectly willing to allow the Protestants in Undervaz to worship and
to support a mnister at their own expense). One can agree that one
result of the conflict was to make each party less willing to coexi st
with the other, although sentinents of communal unity and the fear of
negati ve consequences | ed bothEParties to live with the unconfortable
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conmprom ses they had accepted.™ Moreover, the fact that the physical
church and its endownent were perceived as collective, public property
meant that there could be no "neutral" or secular position about their
di sposition: the very decision whether to divide the church's
resources, or to leave themto the majority--each a potentially
legitimate solution in the political culture of the region--mnmeant
taking the side of the Catholics or the Protestants, as we have seen.
In other words, the very conviction that the church was a public
resource carried confessional overtones, and prevented any neutral
separation of "church" from"state."

Second, working out the details of religious coexistence inevitably
rai sed questions about which practices were both traditionally

legitimate and al so appropriate for nmanagi ng the consequences of

religious liberty. Rarely did either side in these conflicts appeal to
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novel or rational principles to bolster their position. Quite the
contrary: each party sought to showthat it was nerely follow ng well -
establ i shed practices to reach the conclusions it desired. The result
of this tendency was that conflicts over religion brought to the
forefront the otherw se hidden conflicts anong the practices by which
t he Biundner governed thensel ves. Was mgjority decision, or
proportional division the right response to two confessions in one
village? Did a village, or a League, or the Three Leagues in comon
possess final jurisdiction over intractable |ocal conflicts? Religious
pol ari zation put into stress the understandi ngs that had held the
Republic together for nearly a century.

Finally, we should note that the entire debate between Catholics and

Protestants in the Vier Dorfer was carried out and resolved with

scarcely any explicit references to toleration at all. In the few

i nstances where dul den was di scussed, as in Bergin in 1601, it was
explicitly rejected as contrary to the will of God. Yet despite their
| ack of a positive theory of toleration, the popul ation of the Vier
Dorfer in fact noved from one version of what nodern anal ysts m ght
call toleration to another. Certainly, religious practice was in fact
consi derably freer there, and throughout the Three Leagues, than in
many ot her parts of Europe at this tinme. The shift in the terns of
coexi stence that took place between 1610 and 1620 was just that: a
nmove from one version of religious coexistence to another. The
regul ati on of what we would call toleration--the institutional
framework for living with i nconmensurate convictions--was for the
Bindner of this era above all a matter of conflict nmanagenent. The

peopl e involved certainly argued fromtheir values and principles
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(forenost anmong which was custon), but they did not need a theory of

toleration to be tolerant, or to be intol erant.
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' John Locke, ed. John Horton and Susan Mendus, A Letter Concerning
Toleration, in focus, (London and New York: Routledge, 1991), e.g. p. 17. In
Locke's earlier witings on toleration, argues Robert Kraynak, he had used the
same prem se of a civil magistrate whose primary duty was to preserve public
peace in order to argue for the coercive Inposition of religious unity: "John
Locke: From Absolutismto Toleration," American Political Science Review 74,
1 (1980): 53-69.

? Anong the extensive literature note in particular: Paul Warnbrunn, Zwei
Konf essionen in Einer Stadt: Das Zusamrenl eben von Kathol i ken und Protestanten
in den paritatischen Reichsstadten Augsburg, Biberbach, Ravensburg, und
Di nkel sbihl von 1548 bis 1648, (Veroffentlichungen des Instituts fir
Eur opai sche Geschichte Miinz, Abteilung fur abendl andi sche
Rel i gi onsgeschichte, 111), (Wesbaden: Franz Steiner Verlag, 1983); and
Joachi m Whal ey, Reliqgious Toleration and Social Change in Hamburg, 1529-1819,
gCanbridge: Canbri dge University Press, 1985).

On Pol and, see Johannes Tazbir, Geschichte der pol ni schen Tol eranz (Warsaw
Verlag Interpress, 1977). On Switzerland, Paul Steiner, Die religidse Freiheit
und di e G iandung des Schwei zeri schen Bundesstaates (Bern and Stuttgart: Verlag
Paul Haupt, 1976).

* The nost recent study of the political history of this region in the early
nodern period is my Early Mddern Denpbcracy in the Gisons (Canbridge:

Canbri dge University Press, 1995). The ol der standard histories with extensive
narrative nmaterial are Friedrich Pieth, Bindnergeschichte (Chur: F. Schul er
1945), and Conradin von Myor, Geschichte von Currétien und der Republik

"genei ner drei Bilnde" (G aubiinden), 3 Vols. (Chur: Verlag der
An|quar|atsbuchhandlung, 1871) .

On the secul ar comune in G aublinden, see Head, Early Mdern Denocracy, 73-
89, and the literature cited there.

° Oskar Vasel | a, "Zur Entstehungsgeschichte des 1. Ilanzer Artikel briefes vom
4. April 1524 und des Ei gentssi schen d aubenskonkordates von 1525,"
Zeitschrift far Schwei zerische Kirchengeschichte 34, 3-4 (1940), pp. 185-86.

" Peasant actions and strategies after 1524 described systematically in Oskar
Vasel | a, "Der bauerliche Wrtschaftskanpf und die Refornmation in G aublinden
1526 bis etwa 1540," Jahresbericht der Historisch-antiquitarische Gesellschaft
von Graubiinden 73 (1943) pp. 1-183.

¥ Oskar Vasella, "Die Entstehung der bindneri schen Bauernarti keln vom 25. Jun
1526, " Zeitschrift fur Schweizerische Geschichte 21, 1 (1941), pp. 58-78 and
iden1 "Bauernkrieg und Reformation in G aubinden," Zeitschrift fur
SchWE|zer|sche Geschichte 20, 1 (1940), pp. 1-65, here 25-32.

*Original text in Constanz Jeckl'in. Urkunden zur Ver f assungsgeschi chte
G aubindens. (Als Fortsetzung von Mhr's Codex Diplomaticus). Chur: Sprecher
und Pl attner, 1883, pp. 89-95.

° The article on the election of nministers did not take a particularly
prom nent place in the Second Ilanz Articles, appearing in the thirteenth
pl ace between provisions governing hunting, and one est abl i shing uniform
wei ght s and measures. The provision of reasonable support for pastors is the
primary point, with the establishment of communal power to appoint or dismniss
appear|ng al most as an afterthought. Jecklin, Urkunden, pp. 92-93.

See Head, Early Mddern Denocracy, 73-89, for an overview.

> This text first appears in Urich Canpell's Historia Raetica witten in the
1570s, published as Urici Canpelli H storia Raetica, ed. Placidus Plattner
(Quel l en zur Schwei zer Geschichte, 8-9) (Basel: Felix Schneider, 1887-1890),
2: 161, dated to an assenbly of Mar ch 15, 1526.

Gited from Petro Dom nico Rosius a Porta Historia Reformationis Eccl esiarum
Raeticarum (Chur: Societatis Typographi cae, 1771), 1: 146. The authenticity of
this docunent is questionable, according to Oskar Vasella, Abt Theodu
Schl egel von Chur und seine Zeit, 1515-1529. Kritische Studien uber Religion
und Politik in der Zeit der Refornat|0n (Zeitschrift fur Schweizerische
Kirchengeschichte, Bei hefte, 13), (Freiburg im U Universitatsverlag, 1954),

note 1.
b Q ted in Fritz Jecklin, ed., "Beitrag zur Churer Reformationsgeschichte,"”
Anzei ger fur schwei zeri sche Geschichte (1895), no. 3: 225-228.
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* 1 bid.

' There is almost no evidence, and very little debate about the religious
rights of mnorities at all fromthis period. The only clear statenment about
mnority religious views has to do with Anabaptists and ot her non-magi steria
sects, which were banned in Graubliinden as they were in the rest of
Switzerland. Only the "two religions" enjoyed the privilege of communal

choi ce.

" The statute is cited in Fritz Jecklin, Materialien zur Standes- und

Landesgeschichte Gem |I1 Binde (G aubinden), 1464-1803, 2 vols. (Basel
Basl er Buch- und Antiquari atshandl ung, 1907), 2: 272, (No. 278, January 18,
1557).

I bid

In "De officio magi stratus erga subi ectos suos charissinbps in religionis
causa, in ipsorumsalutem" Archiv der Evangelische Rhati schen Synode, Msc. B
3, pp. 27-35, here pp. 27-28. This tract was inserted into the protocoll of
the Rhaetian Synod during its neeting in 1577.

° Canpel | did acknow edge that nenmber communes of the Three Leagues shoul d
still be allowed to practice Catholicism unlike the subjects. But he
described this concession as a matter of "grace" in the interest of public
Peace. Ibid., p. 29.

' Head, Early Modern Denmocracy, 75-82.

> The conduct of Buol is described in a deposition in a |lawsuit of 1645
concern|ng his heirs. Pfarrarchiv Mil egns, Urkunden, No. 12.

On the periodization and theoretical framework for understanding this
tensi on, which appeared all over the Gernman lands at this tinme, see esp.
Fbinrich Ri chard Schm dt, Konfessionalisierung im!6. Jahrhundert,
Enzyklopad|e der Deutscher Geschichte, V. 12 (Minich: O denbourg, 1992).

The 1567 date is suspect because no original document survives. It is
reported in Catholic sources fromthe 1640s, especially the sharply
confessional "Historia Religionis" (Bischofliches Archiv Chur, Historia
Rel|g|on|s B, p. 11).

See Berger, Einfihrung, 35, and bel ow
: Gerei ndear chi v Bergun, U kunden, No. 46, July 5, 1601

| bi d.

* See Emi | Canenisch, Biindnerische Reformationsgeschichte, (Chur:
Bischofsberger & Fbtzenkocherle 1920), pp. 471-78.

Jecklin, Materialien, 2: 438, (No. 426, Aug. 17, 1573).

Each of the four main viIIages (lgis, Zizers, Trinms, Untervaz) had its own
pari sh church; Zizers also had a second, snaller chapel. The parish of

Fel sberg included the ham et of Sais above Trimrs for sone tine, while the
Val zei na was divided anong the parishes of Zzers, Felsberg and Trimm s, and
politically anbng the comrunes of the Vier Dorfer, Jenaz and Seewi s. See

Hel vetia Sacra, ed. Al bert Bruckner (Bern: Francke Verlag, 1972- ), 1.i: 600-
01, and Nicolin Sererhard, Einfalte Delineation aller Geneinden genei ner
dreyen Binden, ed. GOskar Vasella (Chur: Verein Bindner Kulturforschung, 1994),
201-02.

' This is generally true across G aubiunden, with the exception of times when

i ndi vi dual conmunes experienced a Protestant nmovenent to join the Reformed
canp. Then, considerable violence could break out, until the final vote was
taken. As a rule, however, once the (secul ar) conmune had chosen its religous
adherence, conflict waned i medately.

> A general overview in Canenisch, Biindnerische Refornationsgeschichte, pp.
514-16. Aside fromthe docunents cited above, a document of 1539

(Gemei ndearchiv Zizers, U kunden, No. 54), regul ated the appoi ntment of
crimnal judges in rotation anong the individual villages, since the bishop no
| onger had that right; one of 1554 from Zi zers (Genei ndearchiv Zizers,

Ur kunden, No. 81), ordered the seizure of the widdum because of the "decline"
of the clergy, who refused to maintain their church's property; several from
1576 record the transfer of various pieces of land fromthe Bi shop or chapter
in hereditary tenure (CGeneindearchiv Zizers, U kunden, Nos. 93-98). Not unti
1649 were the | ast episcopal property rights commuted.

° Jecklin, Materialien, 2: 286-88, (No. 296).

* Gemei ndear chi v Zizers, Ur kunden, No. 54.
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* The documents | eave no doubt that this was the case, and in fact, the
Catholic party in the Vier Dorfer conplained | oud and often that they were not
receiving a fair hearing. See e.g. STAG AB IV 5/12, p. 375

*® The narrative in this and the foll ow ng paragraphs on Trinms and Zizers
relies primarily on Berger, Einfihrung, 3-52, although many of my concl usions
differ sharply fromhis. See also J. F. Fetz, Geschichte der Kkirchen-
politische Wrren imFreistaate der 11l Binde (Chur: by the author, 1875).

" Berger, Einfihrung, 4.

*® Saluz wote a report for the Chur mmgistrates: Zivilstandsant Chur,

Ki rchenbuch No. 2, cited by Berger, Einfihrung, 5.

* The court of the Gotteshausbund used this incident to |oad nore fines onto
t he conmune and several individuals. Berger, Einfihrung, 10-11

“ A copy of the accord in STAG B 1538/15, pp. 90-93.

“ STAG B 1538/ 15, p. 92.

* This first request is docunented only in Barthol omdus Anhorn's Palingenesia
Rhaetica: Heilige Wedergeburt der Evangelischen Kirchen / in den gnei nen
dreyen Pindten... (Brugg, 1680), without a specific date. Cited in Berger

Ei nf Ghrung, 32.

The word "Ubernehren," (outvoting) starts appearing only in the late
sixteenth century in Graubinden, in order to describe the illegitimate use of
maj ority power.

*“ Barthol omdus Anhorn, "Chronick der statt Maienfeld," Msc. in Stadtarchiv
Mai enfel d, cited in Berger, Einfihrung, 35.

* Berger, Einfilhrung, 36.

* The docunents fromthis court provide the nost coherent set of inmages about
Trimmis in this period. STAG AB IV 5/12, pp. 373-411. The Catholic judges
boycotted the court, with one exception, and the Trinm s Catholics disputed
its jurisdiction.

 STAG AB IV 5/12, p. 407, testinmony of Matheu Harttman.

ﬁ Igig., testbgnny of Crista Schienne (the last nane is poorly legible).

I bid., p. 408.
® Ibid, p. 408, Testinony of Caspar Gadient, Eva Wncklerin, and Barbla WIIi
from Ens.
® Cited in Berger, Einfilhrung, 19. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that
Sal uz went to Zizers in the conpany of the Mayor of Chur and an armed guard.
z SgAg?B 1538/ 15, p. 95 (a copy from 1644).

| bi d.

* Ibid., p. 96.

*® B 1538/ 15, p. 94 at the end of the preamble. For nore discussion of this

i ssue, see Randol ph Head, "Rhaetian mnisters, from shepherds to citizens:

Cal vini sm and denocracy in the Republic of the Three Leagues, 1550-1620," in
W Fred Graham ed., Later Calvinism international perspectives, (Sixteenth
Century Essays and Studies, Vol. 22), (Kirksville, M.: Sixteenth Century
Journal Publishers, 1994), pp. 55-69.

*® As the resunption of religious conflict in the Republic after 1639, and
specifically in the Vier Dorfer in 1644, reveals, such acceptance did not cone
easily. See STAG B 714/8 (letter fromZizers to the Swiss Catholics, 1644),
and the arbitrational documents of that year in STAG B 1538/ 15. For detailed
anal yses in a confessional vein, Felici Miissen, Die Drei Binde in der zweiten
Hal fte des 17.Jahrhundert in politischer, kirchengeschichtlicher, und

vol kskindl i cher Schau. Vol 1:1647- (Aarau: Sauerl ander, 1966).
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