
The (G:erman Lutheran Reactiıon
the Thiırd Period of the Council of HYrenNt”

By Robert olb

Recent discussion of the reactıon of continental Protestants the Council of
Irent ave ocused chiefly four themes: 1} inıtial I1eSDONSCS Pope Paul
call council 1n the 305; 20 the crıt1que of the decision reached during 1ts first
period 11545-1547) above all by John Calvin; 3 the presentatıons and the
confessions prepared for presentatiıon by representatıves of the churches of
electoral SaXonYy and Württemberg, 1n cooperatıon with Strassburg and other
South (;erman cıtles, during Irent’s second period 16 51-1552]: and 4 the
massıve examınatıon of the councıl’s doectrinal decisions by Martın Chemnitz.1!

An earlier version of this W as delivered at the spring meeting ot the Amerıcan Soclety for
Reformation Research, Kalamazoo, Michigan, May 4I 1979 Work this study began at the
Folger Shakespeare Library ın Washington, continued with the a1d of the Center for Reformation
Research, St Lou1s, and W as completed at the Herzog August Bibliothek 1n Wolftfenbüttel.
deeply grateful the staffs of these libraries tOr assıstance (especially for that of IIr Oliver
Olson of the Herzog ugus Bibliothek] and Iso for financıal SUuppOTIT for research ftrom the
Aid Assoc1latıon tor Lutherans of Appleton, Wiısconsın, and the erzog ugus Bibliothek.

Abkürzungen
Admonitio Matthias FLACIUS: Pıa SA necessarla a1dmonitio cf. NOte 26]
Canon VON DE CONCILIO ITRIENT Cr NnNOote 25
Norma Nicolaus (3A1L1US:! Norma simv| prax1s constitvendae religionis ecclesiae, (cf

note 25
Protestatio Matthias FLACIUS; Nicolaus GALLUS!: Protestatıo cf note 14|
Irent (CANONS AN  G, DECREELS IHE OUNCIL TRENT ic£ nNnOote 34|

On the Protestant reactıon the Councıil In the $305, SCC Hubert EDIN history of the
Council of TIrent/ by Ernest raf Vol StL 5O5S7/7 319-321 3351; Robert STUPPERICH:
DIie Reformation un! das Tridentinum. ARG 1956), 20-63; Robert MCNALLY The
Council of rıen and the (;erman Protestants Theologica. studies 25 Baltimore, 1964|),
1-22;Wilhelm PAUCK: Protestant reactıons the Council of ren: In Wilhelm Pauck The
heritage of the Reftormation. »nd ed Glencoe, LL I1961I, 145-I16I; Hians| VIRCK: F3 den
eratungen der Protestanten über die Konzilsbulle VO Junı 36 TEIKE 1892J, 487- I
ITNS BIZER: Die Wittenberger Theologen un! das Konzil eın ungedrucktes CGutachten.
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Almost attention has BeCH ocused those crıt1ques of the council and 1ts
decisions composed Dy (:;erman Lutherans during the third period of theG
cil’s meeting af Irent 11562-1563|.

It has een suggested that after the Religious Peace of Augsburg of 1555
German Evangelicals had lıttle 1C4SONMN be interested ın the council’s decisions
SINCE the Peace quıte safely secured them beyond the of the papal politics
which had attempted bring them 1Into submission through force of AaTINS

during the first period of the council, ıIn the Smalcald War of 546-I SATEE his

ARG 1956J, SO Fike AT AST. Das Konzil 1n den Eroörterungen der kursächsischen
Theologen un:! Politiker z ARG 952 2,2 2; Walter DELIUS: Kurfürst oachim
IL VO  - Brandenburg un! das Konzil VO  - ITIient In Reformation und Humanısmus: Robert
Stupperich Uum 65 Geburtstag/ ed by artın Greschat and (:oeters Wıtten 1969, 192
203; SCC Iso the discuss1ion of OLLC published 1n the Lutheran crıt1que of the councıl aimed
at the popular mind, Robert OLB CONversatıon between Pasquil and (German: theological
mood and method, 37 Concordia theologıca. monthly 4I StL 1970), AL 1E On Calvin’s
rTeactıon rtent, SC Robert INGDON:! OmMe French react1ons the Councıil of TenN: ChH
33 1964) 149-156, and Theodore ‚ASTEEL: Calvin and ren Calvin’s reactıon the
Council of TEN: 1n the CONTLEXT of his conciliar thought. "P3R 63 1970), On the
Protestant attendance AT TtTen during the COUNCIL’s second period, SCC the @XT of the CONFES-
SIO VIRTEMBERGICA/ ed bDy TNS Bızer. I Helmut MEYER: Dıi1e deutschen Protestanten
der zweıten Tagungsperiode des Konzils VO  - IrTiıent 1/52. ARG: 56 1965], 166-209; eter
MEINHOLD: |DITS Protestanten Konzil ITrTient In Concilıio d1 Irento la Ritorma
Tridentina/ Vol Roma 1965, FT Martın BRECHT: Abgrenzung der Verständigung:
Was wollten die Protestanten 1n Irıent‘ 1970), 148-175 Delius, 203-7-207; Walter
FRIEDENSBURG: Zur Konzilspolitik der Stadt Strafßsburg In Festschrift für €eorg Woltfram

Elsafs-Lothringisches ahrbuc. 1929]), 192-210. Aatfer Lutherans all looked artın
Chemnitz for the authoritative crıt1que of the Council of TCeH: artın CHEMNITZ: FExamen
Concılı Tridentini. 787 ed by Eduard Preufßß S6I, translated by Fred Kramer artın
(CHEMNITZ: Examınatıon of the Councıil of ren vols RE EO FL 1979 Already by the early
seventeenth CENTLULY this work attracted the focus of theological study tself, C ın SE
PUTIAIIO PRO EXAMINE CONCILII [ RIDENTINI CONSCRIPTITOAlmost no attention has been focused on those critiques of the council and its  decisions composed by German Lutherans during the third period of the coun-  cil’s meeting at Trent (1562-1563).  It has been suggested that after the Religious Peace of Augsburg of 1555  German Evangelicals had little reason to be interested in the council’s decisions  since the Peace quite safely secured them beyond the grasp of the papal politics  which had attempted to bring them into submission through force of arms  during the first period of the council, iq the Smalcald War of 1546-1547.? This  ARG 47 (1956), 77-101; Eike WoLGasTt: Das Konzil in den Erörterungen der kursächsischen  Theologen und Politiker 1533-1537. ARG 73 (1982), 122-152; Walter DELitus: Kurfürst Joachim  I. von Brandenburg und das Konzil von Trient. In: Reformation und Humanismus: Robert  Stupperich zum 65. Geburtstag/ ed. by Martin Greschat and J. F. G. Goeters. Witten 1969, 192-  203; see also the discussion of one tract published in the Lutheran critique of the council aimed  at the popular mind, Robert KoLB: A conversation between Pasquil and German: theological  mood and method, 1537. Concordia theological monthly 41 (StL 1970), 131-145. On Calvin’s  reaction to Trent, see Robert M. KıncDon: Some French reactions to the Council of Trent. ChH  33 (1964), 149-156, and Theodore W. CASTEEL: Calvin and Trent: Calvin’s reaction to the  Council of Trent in the context of his conciliar thought. HThR 63 (1970), 91-117. On the  Protestant attendance at Trent during the council’s second period, see the text of the CONFES-  SIO VIRTEMBERGICA/ ed. by Ernst Bizer. S 1952; Helmut MEYER: Die deutschen Protestanten an  der zweiten Tagungsperiode des Konzils von Trient 1551/52. ARG 56 (1965), 166-209; Peter  MEInNHOLD: Die Protestanten am Konzil zu Trient. In: Il Concilio di Trento e la Riforma  Tridentina/ Vol. ı. Roma 1965, 277-315; Martin BRECHT: Abgrenzung oder Verständigung:  Was wollten die Protestanten in Trient? BIWKG 70 (1970), 148-175; Delius, 203-207; Walter  FRIEDENSBURG: Zur Konzilspolitik der Stadt Straßburg 1551. In: Festschrift für Georg Wolfram  = Elsaß-Lothringisches Jahrbuch 8 (1929), 192-210. Later Lutherans all looked to Martin  Chemnitz for the authoritative critique of the Council of Trent: Martin CHEMNITZ: Examen  Coneilii Tridentini. F 1578/ ed. by Eduard Preuß. B 1861, translated by Fred Kramer as Martin  CHEMNITZ: Examination of the Council of Trent. 2 vols. StL 1971, 1979. Already by the early  seventeenth century this work attracted the focus of theological study to itself, e.g. in Dıs-  PUTATIO I. PRO EXAMINE CONCILII TRIDENTINI CONSCRIPTO A ... MARTINO CHEMNICO ... sub  praesidio Salominis Gesneri. Wittenberg 1602, and a series of thirty-eight additional disputa-  tions under Gesner’s direction published over the subsequent two years. See the more recent  studies of Reinhold Mumm: Die Polemik des Martin Chemnitz gegen das Konzil von Trient. L  1905; Arthur L. OLSEN: Martin Chemnitz and the Council of Trent. Dialog 2 (MP 1963), 60-67;  and OLSsEn: Scripture and tradition in the theology of Martin Chemnitz. Cambridge, Mass.  1966 — Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University, Ph. D. diss., 1966; Fred KRAMER: Chemnitz on  the authority of the Sacred Scripture: an examination of the Council of Trent. The Springfiel-  der 37 (Springfield, Ill. 1973), 2-13.  2 Pauck, 150; McNally, 21.  64MARTINO (CHEMNICOAlmost no attention has been focused on those critiques of the council and its  decisions composed by German Lutherans during the third period of the coun-  cil’s meeting at Trent (1562-1563).  It has been suggested that after the Religious Peace of Augsburg of 1555  German Evangelicals had little reason to be interested in the council’s decisions  since the Peace quite safely secured them beyond the grasp of the papal politics  which had attempted to bring them into submission through force of arms  during the first period of the council, iq the Smalcald War of 1546-1547.? This  ARG 47 (1956), 77-101; Eike WoLGasTt: Das Konzil in den Erörterungen der kursächsischen  Theologen und Politiker 1533-1537. ARG 73 (1982), 122-152; Walter DELitus: Kurfürst Joachim  I. von Brandenburg und das Konzil von Trient. In: Reformation und Humanismus: Robert  Stupperich zum 65. Geburtstag/ ed. by Martin Greschat and J. F. G. Goeters. Witten 1969, 192-  203; see also the discussion of one tract published in the Lutheran critique of the council aimed  at the popular mind, Robert KoLB: A conversation between Pasquil and German: theological  mood and method, 1537. Concordia theological monthly 41 (StL 1970), 131-145. On Calvin’s  reaction to Trent, see Robert M. KıncDon: Some French reactions to the Council of Trent. ChH  33 (1964), 149-156, and Theodore W. CASTEEL: Calvin and Trent: Calvin’s reaction to the  Council of Trent in the context of his conciliar thought. HThR 63 (1970), 91-117. On the  Protestant attendance at Trent during the council’s second period, see the text of the CONFES-  SIO VIRTEMBERGICA/ ed. by Ernst Bizer. S 1952; Helmut MEYER: Die deutschen Protestanten an  der zweiten Tagungsperiode des Konzils von Trient 1551/52. ARG 56 (1965), 166-209; Peter  MEInNHOLD: Die Protestanten am Konzil zu Trient. In: Il Concilio di Trento e la Riforma  Tridentina/ Vol. ı. Roma 1965, 277-315; Martin BRECHT: Abgrenzung oder Verständigung:  Was wollten die Protestanten in Trient? BIWKG 70 (1970), 148-175; Delius, 203-207; Walter  FRIEDENSBURG: Zur Konzilspolitik der Stadt Straßburg 1551. In: Festschrift für Georg Wolfram  = Elsaß-Lothringisches Jahrbuch 8 (1929), 192-210. Later Lutherans all looked to Martin  Chemnitz for the authoritative critique of the Council of Trent: Martin CHEMNITZ: Examen  Coneilii Tridentini. F 1578/ ed. by Eduard Preuß. B 1861, translated by Fred Kramer as Martin  CHEMNITZ: Examination of the Council of Trent. 2 vols. StL 1971, 1979. Already by the early  seventeenth century this work attracted the focus of theological study to itself, e.g. in Dıs-  PUTATIO I. PRO EXAMINE CONCILII TRIDENTINI CONSCRIPTO A ... MARTINO CHEMNICO ... sub  praesidio Salominis Gesneri. Wittenberg 1602, and a series of thirty-eight additional disputa-  tions under Gesner’s direction published over the subsequent two years. See the more recent  studies of Reinhold Mumm: Die Polemik des Martin Chemnitz gegen das Konzil von Trient. L  1905; Arthur L. OLSEN: Martin Chemnitz and the Council of Trent. Dialog 2 (MP 1963), 60-67;  and OLSsEn: Scripture and tradition in the theology of Martin Chemnitz. Cambridge, Mass.  1966 — Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University, Ph. D. diss., 1966; Fred KRAMER: Chemnitz on  the authority of the Sacred Scripture: an examination of the Council of Trent. The Springfiel-  der 37 (Springfield, Ill. 1973), 2-13.  2 Pauck, 150; McNally, 21.  64Su
praesidio Salominıs esnerTl. Wittenberg 1602, and ser1es of thirty-eight additional disputa-
t10NS under esner’s direction published VCI the subsequent LW See the recent
studies of Reinhold MUMM:: Die Polemik des artın Chemnitz das Konzil VO  e} IrTıent
1905; Arthur ÖLSEN: artın Chemnitz and the Council of Tren: Dialog (MP 1963|], 60-67;
and LSEN:! Scrıpture and tradition iın the theology of artın Chemnitz. Cambridge, Mass.
1966 Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University, Ph diss., 1966; Fred KRAMER: Chemnitz
the authority of the Sacred Scripture: xamınatıon of the Council of ren The Springfiel-
der 37 ‚Springfield, L1l 1973 213
Pauck, 15O; McNally,
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judgment fails take into ACCOUNT evidence from large number of authors of
the perio0d. It overlooks the fear that imperial and papal forces would break that
D  } besetting fear Protestants especially ın the 1560 and
Further, it 1gnOores the COMNCCIIL for the doectrinal 1SSUES which divided Roman
Catholic from Evangelical; these 1SSUES WCIC being intensely debated by the
theologians of the LWO sides Lutheran M1SS10NAarYy frontiers and 1n established
GENTtETS of learning 45 the councıl held the SESSIONS of 1ts final. third period,
coincident with Jesuilt inıtlatıves toward Counter-Reftormation 1n estern and
southern Germany It 1S interesting ote that already 1n the mid 5OS the
decrees of Irent’s earlier SESSIONS had begun provide (German Evangelicals
focus for those debates, for they WLG already then regarding Trent’s decrees
IMOST significant SUMINALY of the papal doctrine which they yejected and CLE

demned. In S under the ausp1ices of uke Johann Albrecht of Mecklenburg,
the duke’s theological counselors TEW contession designed heal the rifts
which had developed ()V67 the pPrev10us decade within the Wittenberg IMOVC-

mMent 'hat document affirmed that the confession of the truth of the gospel
involved rejectı1on of the »decrees of the council of Irent and all Corruptions of
doecetrine and idolatrous worship practices which the PODC Roman Antichrist
holds«. Significantly, the Mecklenburgers proceeded immediately lınk
Irent’s doetrines with the recatholicizing Augsburg Interım, which kEmperor
Charles had attempted 1impose upON the Evangelical estates of (Germany 1n
SA

The developments surrounding the Augsburg nterım had contributed
deal the creation of partıes within the Saxon Reformation 1n the
immediately tollowing Luther’s death 1n 1546 In CUurn, these divisions influ
enced the form of the CY1t1queES of Irent composed by (:erman Lutherans 45 they
publicly discussed the council during 1ts second and third periods, 1n 1=-1 y2

Narratıo pacificationis inter Adiaphoristas er Magdeburgen. DCI legatos Mecklenburg 1n
Febr AGLIStdEe ‚|Herzog ugus Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel; Cod Guelph Helmst. 76 3v_264r
Ater sixteenth CENTLUY (;jerman Evangelical literature frequently viewed the decisions of the
Council of ten the SUMINALY of the papal doctrine which they WCIC Oppos1ing, C
declaration issued by Lutheran pastOrs ın Austrıa |FORMULA VERITIAIIS n.pD.| F6 A4-B)
Allusions the political well the religio0us tens10nNs between RKoman Catholics and
Evangelicals 1n this period dIC made by Lew1s SPITZ: Imperialism, particularism, nd
toleration 1ın the Holy Roman Empıire. In The Massacre of St Bartholomew/ ed by Altfred
Soman. The Hague EO 4: CSp 76
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and S62 mong the Wittenberg graduates who filled pulpits throughout
SaXonYy an other of (Germany, CONSerTvVatıve Darty, which modern scho-
lars aVl abeled »Philippist« because of 1ts members’ devotion Philip Melan
chthon, disputed agaınst LLLOTC radical SEeTt of Luther’s and Melanchthon’s
students, the so-called »Gnesio-Lutherans«. The third maJor Evangelical Darty,
the Swabians, stood somewhat from the CeNfer of these disputes; 1ts
members WCCIC primarily connected with the of uke Christoph of Wurt-
temberg and Ssto0d under the theological intluence of Johann Brenz. “*

Farlier Reactions TEEF

The partıes took different approaches the Council of Irent already 1n r 1n
reaction the invıtatıon issued by Pope Julius (88! the Protestants attend
the SESSIONS of the council’s second period. The Overnments of Württemberg
and aXxonYy instructed their theologians, led by Brenz and Melanchthon TESDEC-
tively, COMDOSC confessions for presentatıon at the councıil. Brenz avored
attendance at the cCouncil, other TCasONS, because the CINDCIOT had
commanded 1t; In general, Brenz believed strongly 1ın strıct obedience the
higher powers.? SO did Melanchthon, who also had long avored and had engaged
in negotlatlions attempt the reconciliation of Rome and Wittenberg.® everal
(German Evangelical Z0OVeErNMENTIS did 1n fact dispatch delegations Irent

On these divisions SO Robert KOLB: Dynamıiıcs of conflict 1n the Saxon late
Reformation, Gnesio-Lutherans Philippists. The journal of modern history (Chicago, 111
PO77) 1289-1305.
So Meinhold, 202; Brenz’s attıtude toward Overnment, SCC Iso ames ESTES:
Church order anı the Christian magıstrate according Johannes Brenz. ARG 59 1968], 5-24;
ESTES: Christian magıstrate and church: the reforming Galieet of ohannes Brenz. Toronto
1982
On the Regensburg colloquy of 534L; the climax of Melanchthon’s eitorts at resolving Roman
Catholic-Evangelical differences, CS efer MATHESON: Cardinal Contarını aT Regensburg.
Oxftord 1972 It 15 - that when his OW: prince had een ın revolt against the CINDCIOT,
Melanchthon and his Philippist colleagues supported that actıon; 1a Morıtz became hiıs
overlord, he changed that StTtance and remained taıthful his tormer posıtion obedience
the immediate overlord; SCC Luther PETERSON: The Philippist theologians aMn the Interıms
of 1545 soteriological, ecclesiastical, and liturgical COMpromi1ses and cControversies within
(German Lutheranism. Madison, Wıs 197/4, 447-490 Madison, Wis., Univ. of Wiısconsin,
Dıiss., 1974
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partıcıpate In the council, them Elector Joachim {1 of Brandenburg.
Representatıves of Württemberg and of Strassburg attended SESSIONS 1n early
1552, presented their confession, and then left the C1ty the councıl W Aas

breaking 1t adjourned 1n part because of fear that Melanchthon’s DPTIHEE:
Elector Mortıtz of aXOny, would descend uDOIL the C1Ity with his LIOOPS. Mortıtz
had dispatched secular counselors Irent and had sSent Melanchthon an other
theologians their WAdY well, but the theologians WEeEIC recalled when
orltz’s military designs agaınst the Hapsburgs progressed rap1ıdly 1n early
F

The confessions and STANGE of these tWO partıes ave Gen treated In TeGceNt
scholarship, 4S noted above; the StanCce of the third within (GGerman
Lutheranism at this time toward the council at Irent has NOt received such
treatment The Gnesio-Lutherans steadfastly opposed allıYy involvement with
the papal councıil at Irent None of them served maJor prInNCceESs at 1n E

they felt little political become involved. Furthermore, this
had boldly opposed and sharply criticized the attempt of Emperor Charles

resolve the „»Lutheran quest1o0n« through his »Augsburg Interim« of April
545, anı they had also strongly repudiated the attempt of Elector Mortıtz

aDPPCAaT be complying ıth the imper1al religious settlement of the »Augsburg
nteriım« by having his theologians COIMDOSC the »Le1pz1g nterım« of December

548 Under sı1ege by orltz’s imperially commLissioned LIOODS In the C1ty of
Magdeburg, number of pastors exiled by the entorcement of the Interıms, the
COIC of the incıplıent Gnesio-Lutheran DAarTtY, issued the Magdeburg »Conftes-
S10N « 1n April 'his document fejecten the validity of imperial authority
exercised agaınst their taith. and by 15 and 52 the Gnesio-Lutherans WCIC

certainly NOTt yeL prepared attend papal council merely because the CINDCIOT
had commanded LE Furthermore, the Gnesio-Lutherans rejected L11LOIC decisive-
1y than the Philippists the external ecclesiastical USascS of the medieval church,
and they separated themselves urther and INOTEC tirmly from the papal
than did the Philippists.7 Thus, quıite typically, Nikolaus von Amsdort rejected

olb Dynamıcs of conflict, 771302; cf Peterson, SAr the Le1pz1g terım,
and 312-446 the subsequent »adiaphoristic CONtLIFOVEISY « the terım, well Robert
OLB Nikolaus VOI Amsdort (1483-1 565) popular polemics 1ın the preservatıon of Luther’s
legacy. Nieuwkoop 19758, SE OILLC Gnesio-Lutheran’s opposıng STance On the Mag
deburg Contession, SCC Oliver OLSON: Theology ot revolution: Magdeburg, 5 O- SC}
1972) i 56-79
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the urgıng of those who wanted Lutherans DIAaYy for the councı| INn S SI
Locked 1n battle with his former riends 1ın the Philippist CAalllD OVCI their
COmMpromı1ses wiıth medieval forms of church lite and teaching 1n the »Le1pz1g
Interim«, VO  . Amsdorf regreted that the Counc:il of Irent W as restorıing
and respectability the DODC However, ıf mMust be noted that he did NOT regard
the council dangerous threat the gospel 4S the Philippists WeIC SINCE
the council W as openly identitied with the Antichrist while the CONServatıve
Lutherans of the »Le1pz1g nteriım« advanced the Antichtist’s while
masquerading 4S Evangelicals, 1n VO  5 Amsdorf’s Op1ınıon. hat Opınıon reflected
the bitterness of his of betrayal at the hands of friends.8

Von Amsdorf had resided at Magdeburg with number of VOUNSCI colleagues,
them his triends, Matthias Flacius and Nikolaus GCalhkıus: They. LOO,

challenged the council u Irent 1n 15 X Flacius had first attacked the papal
council and had called for tree council 1n 49, when he issued three pseudonYy-
1110 US LIaCiS, the chief PUTIDOSC of which Was OPPOSC the »Augsburg nteriım«.?
Together he and Gallus reissued rejection of the council which had been first
published In 546 1n the AT of all the estates of the »Augsburg Confession«.
Because they could NOt undermine divine truth by recCOogN1ziıng papal authority

SUPICINACY, this document had stated, these estates WEeIC appealing
»universal, iree; Christian council outside the control of single Darty« for
examınatıion of their 'his document outlined 1C4SONS why the

Nikolaus VO  = MSDORF:! Das itzund die rechte eıt SCY Christum nd se1n Wort bekennen
vnd auff keine andere warten SCYthe urging of those who wanted Lutherans to pray for the council in 1551.  Locked in battle with his former friends in the Philippist camp over their  compromises with medieval forms of church life and teaching in the »Leipzig  Interim«, von Amsdorf regreted that the Council of Trent was restoring power  and respectability to the pope. However, it must be noted that he did not regard  the council as so dangerous a threat to the gospel as the Philippists were — since  the council was openly identified with the Antichrist while the conservative  Lutherans of the »Leipzig Interim« advanced the Antichtist’s cause while  masquerading as Evangelicals, in von Amsdorf’s opinion. That opinion reflected  the bitterness of his sense of betrayal at the hands of friends.®  Von Amsdorf had resided at Magdeburg with a number of younger colleagues,  among them his friends, Matthias Flacius and Nikolaus Gallus. They, too,  challenged the council at Trent in 1551. Flacius had first attacked the papal  council and had called for a free council in 1549, when he issued three pseudony-  mous tracts, the chief purpose of which was to oppose the »Augsburg Interim«.°  Together he and Gallus reissued a rejection of the council which had been first  published in 1546 in the name of all the estates of the »Augsburg Confession«.  Because they could not undermine divine truth by recognizing papal authority  or supremacy, this document had stated, these estates were appealing to a  »universal, free, Christian council outside the control of a single party« for an  examination of their cause. This document outlined seven reasons why the  8 Nikolaus von AMmsDoORrF: Das itzund die rechte zeit sey Christum vnd sein Wort zu bekennen  vnd auff keine andere zu warten sey ... Magdeburg ı551, B. Bij; cf. also in Nikolaus von  AMSDORFF: Ausgewählte Schriften/ ed. by Otto Lerche. GÜ 1938, 30-31. 34. 48, comments  from his: Antwort, Glaub vnd Bekentnis auff das schoene vnd liebliche INTERIM. Magdeburg  1548, and similar comments from his: Eine erinnerung an die Deudschen das die einfeltigen  jhre Sunde so sie diese funff jar her gethan haben erkennen vnd bekennen sollen sich bekeren  vnd bessern ... Magdeburg [1550?], 56£. Von Amsdorf also prepared a critique of Trent’s decree  on justification which remained in manuscript form: Propositiones de Justificatione ad Con-  ciliabulum Tridentinum A. 1551 (Nationale Forschungs- und Gedenkstätten der klassischen  deutschen Literatur in Weimar, Goethe-Schiller-Archiv, Ehemalige Thüringische Landesbi-  bliothek: Band 40, 374'-377'. Von AMSDORF had earlier set down basic principles regarding  Evangelical reaction to a papal council in his: Cogitationes Nicolae Amsdorfii de concilio  nunquam futuro si per papa liceat. Magdeburg 1535.  9 Johann WAREMUND [= Flacius]: Ein gemeine protestation vnd Klagschrifft aller frommen  Christen wieder das Interim vnnd andere geschwinde anschlege vnnd grausame verfolgung der  wiedersacher des Euangelij ... [n.p.] 1549, B'-Bij' on the tyranny of the recent council, and Biij*  on the need for a free council.  68Magdeburg 13 Y1, B1]; cft 1Iso ın Nikolaus VOIN

ÄMSDORFF: Ausgewählte Schriften/ ed by tto Lerche. U 1938, 45, mMm
trom his Antwort, Glaub vnd Bekentnis auff das schoene vnd hiebliche NIERIM Magdeburg

548, and sımilar MMM from his Eıne erinnerung die Deudschen das die einfeltigen
jihre Sunde S1e diese funff Jar her gethan haben erkennen vnd bekennen sollen sich bekeren
vnd bessern Magdeburg I 50?], 561 Von Amsdort also prepared crıt1que of JIrent’s decree

justification IC remaıiıned 1n manuscr1pt torm Proposıtiones de Justificatione ad (2OÖB>
cil1abulum Tridentinum Nationale Forschungs- und Gedenkstätten der klassischen
deutschen Lıteratur ın Weımar, Goethe-Schiller-Archiv, Ehemalige Thüringische Landesbi-
1o0the Band 4O, ST Von MSDORF had earlier SECT OWN basic principles regarding
Evangelical reactıon papal council ın his Cogitationes Nicolae Amsdorftii de concılio

ftuturo S1 PCI Papa liceat. Magdeburg
Johann WAREMUND Flacius]: Eın gemeıne protestatiıon vnd Klagschrifft aller frommen
Christen wieder das nterım vnnd andere geschwinde anschlege vnndINverfolgung der
wiedersacher des Euangelij) nD-| 549, B*-B1]‘ the CtyrannYy of the FRGENT council, and 11)

the need for free council.
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adherents of the »Augsburg Contftession« felt compelled re) ect the call
council AT Irent The DODC had right call council; 1n the OIa lTestament
and 1n the early church political eaders had convened councils. Papal legates
had promised the imperial diets that free council would be held 1n („erI!mManYy,
but Irent could NOLT qualify (‚erman CIEV. Nor W as it safe there for Protes-

SINCEe the DPODC had placed them under his ban The council W as NOt
universal because Roman sympathizers controlled 1t tightly and because the
laity W Aas excluded. In violation of New LTLestament and patrıst1ıc practice. Irent
W as NOT free council because the Evangelicals had already een condemned by
those who dominated 1ts deecisions. It W as NOTt Christian council because 1t
would NOT listen the Word of Christ. Although Christians WCIC 1n attendance
at the Council, the PODC and his tollowers represented the devil, NOT God,
could be SCCI1 from the pope’s doctrinal CITIOTS and his moral turpitude. Finally,
the POPRPC could NOt be the final judge In Matter which he W as DAITtY, and Ver
his Jegates completely controlled the aCct10ns of the council. -he thrust of this
appeal, issued 1n 546, echoed earlier memoranda wriıtten 1ın antıcıpatıon of the
papal councıl during the 305, and 1t would tind echoes In the CrY1t1queES of the
council issued by (serman Lutherans 1ın the early 608.10

In LSS1” Flacius and Gallus added their OW. this »Re-

RECUSATIONSSCHRIFT DER CHRISTLICHEN ÄUGSPURGISCHEN CONFESSIONSVERWANDTEN STENDE
WIDDER DAS VO BAPST PAULO DE  Z DRITTEN, WEILANDT [ RIENT VN  b

ANGEFANGE G(ONCILIUM, GE RO  ON VN  w ERBIEIUNG, AUFF EIN

ALLGEMEIN COQODER NATIONAL, EREX (CHRISTLICH VN  - VN CONCILIUM IN  Z DEUDTSCHEN
LANDEN/ miıt elıner Vorrede Matth Fla Illyr. vnd Nicolai Gallı Magdeburg 5 I reprints the
LCXT of RECUSATIONSCHRIFT ALLE PROTE:  RENDE RELIGIONS VN EYNUNGS VER-
WANDTE STENDE RECHTMESSIGE VN  v RGRUNDI: VRSACH ANZEIGEN, WARUMB JRE (ZBUR VN  ,

VN.  r SIE DAS VO BAPST PAULO DE  Z DRILTLIEN [ RIENT ANGESETZT CONCILIUM
UBESUCHEN NIT NOCH AUCH DE  Z BAPST DES ORTIS BER DIE AUFFGERICHT:
REICHSABSCHIED NND BES  NEN VERTROSTUNGEN AN  EN GEBURTI HABE Nuremberg

546 Christian August SALIG: Vollstaendige Hıstorie Des Tridentischen Conciliums. Vol
Halle EFA 420-434, abeled this the second »Recusationschrift«, the first he identitied ıth
the document issued at Smalcald by the Smalcald League 1ın 1537 T 126) 'his document,
issued ın 546, echoes the themes SECE; C 1n the memorandum edited by Blzer: IDIie Wıtten-
berger Theologen Flacius Iso issued about EINE PROPHETISCHE ABCONTERFEIHUN
DES IRIDENTISCHEN CONCILIABULLI, DURCH MARTINUM LUTHERUM/ mi1t einer erklerung FL
yr Magdeburg n d 1n which he attacked »Interimists« and »Adiaphorists« 1E the
Philippists) who Want set the Roman „Beerwolff« agalınst the church and the »„»third Elijah«
(‚Lüther
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cusationschrift«, which had een cComposed five earlier. They charged
that the DODC, whom they abeled the Antichrist, Was threatening destroy the
gospel with deceit and brute ftorce. He had sed deceit 1n calling council and
then postponing 1ts open1ıng and switching 1ts locale until he could
armed attack upON the Evangelicals. hen »with murder and ISUOI1« the POPC
dispatched Evangelical eaders of church and the prıson
through the Smalcald War, and he imposed the »Augsburg nterim« UDOLL the
Evangelical churches, reducing the number of their adherents from
multitude small Temnant

Flacius and Gallus eEXaggerated Evangelical losses, but these bitter words
reflect their deep frustration and rTesentmen against the Roman 45 result
of the Wal and the nterım. They werec convinced that Emperor Charles and
Pope Paul 111 had carefully coordinated CONSPIFACYy which employed the COU
cl and the Wal COETGE the Evangelicals TEIHTR the Roman obedience.
Such careful coordination did NOTt 1ın fact take place between CINDCIOT and
DODC whose relationships WCIC somewhat strained during this period. But there
Was sufficient I1CasoOonNn 1n the dDPCAIallce and COUISC of events for Flacius and
CaHus SuspecCct collusion. Gallus had een torced tlee Regensburg because
of the entorcement of the »Augsburg nteriım« imposed by imperial forces upON
the CItY. and Flacius, whose uncle had een jailed and ON death by church
officals 1n Ven1€e, had eft his position 1n Wittenberg because of tens10ns
grow1ing ON of the ımposıition of the »Augsburg nNnterım« and his differences
wiıith Melanchthon OVCTI the PIODCI Evangelical reactiıon ıt 11 Both 11  > WEITIC

partısans of Elector John Frederick of SaXONnY, who had lost his title, much of hıs
lands, and his personal reedom result of his defteat 1n the Smalcald War; 1n

he remained yeL prısoner after four 1n Charles Vg Custody.
The reconvocatıon of the council 1ın sSimply HU 4S far 45 Flacius and

Gallus WCIC concerned, that atter four the DODC W as rev1VINg the council
(1 agaın campa1gn eradicate the gospel. Agaıinst the decision of

Melanchthon and Brenz and their colleagues 1ın electoral SaXonYy and urttem-
berg attend the council, Flacius and Gallus urged from embattled Magdeburg

On Gallus, SCC Hartmut OT: Nikolaus Gallus: eın Beıtrag Z Reformationsgeschichte der
nachlutherischen eıt Neustand Aisch EO F 2-107: Flacius, Wilhelm PREGER:
Matthias Flacius Illyricus. Vol Erlangen 59 \Tpt., Nieuwkoop anı Hildesheim, 1964|), A
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that Christ’s example before the high priest set the COUTSC for the adherents of
the Augsburg Contession. As Christ had stood silent before hısS the
Evangelicals should StaYy AWAdY from the council, following the practice of the
ancıent Fathers of the church, who had absented themselves from councıls of
which they WCIC SUSP1IC1OUS. Flacius and Gallus feared that Evangelical N-
dance at Irent would only help bestow legitimacy upON the counciıl which
they believed it did NOLT have, and that would only frustrate the COUTSC of the
gospel by ending all hope for iree, Christian council 1n Germany. Following
their preface Flacius and Gallus cited attack the papal council from
Luther’s preface his 54J »Against the DPaDaCY at Rome, ounded by the
Devil«. 10 1t they appended Ssarcastıc blast AB8 their Philippist foes and the NCW

contession which had een prepared for presentatiıon AT Irent the Philippists
WEeEIC able do better than the stubborn Luther; they had wrıtten better
confession than the »Augustana«. For Flacius and Gallus their battle agaınst the
Philippists and their battle agaınst the PaDaCY WEIC ONC battle, and Melan-
chthon’s plans attend Irent offered confirmation of that convıction.1?®

The frustration and disgust of the Gnesio-Lutherans OVCI their former col
leagues’ actıons 1n the Interiıms period led Flacius 1SSuUe collection of
documents relating the councıil somet1ime between 1554 an 156I Hıs
»Certaıin documents of DODC and monarchies the Council of Irent« COIN-

tained COIT! espondence and memoranda from the papal, imperial, and French
COUTTS wrıtten between 547 and S: 3E relating Charles Vs and Henry I1’s
complaints regarding the location and conduct of the councıil. The preface SETS
forth Flacius’ three 1C4S0O11S for publishing the book Fırst, it should call
repentance all 1LCIN of (J)UTI doctrine« who had taken part In the War agaınst
Elector John Frederick of SaXonYy and agaınst the Magdeburgers, for the OCU-

revealed, Flacius W as certaln, that the Smalcald War had indeed een
waged for the DUIDOSC of Ssuppressing Evangelical doctrine. Secondly, Flacius
and his colleagues had een mocked because of their fears that attendance at the
council 1n would betray the Evangelical for good 1C4SOI at all;

Recusationschrilftt L, AY”-A11”; Luther’s preface 1S found Al -Au1]*; from Wider das
apsttum Rom, VO Teutel gestiftet, 545 ‚WA e 206, 207/, 30) Anonymous tracts
the Council of TeEN: appeared during this period, the dialog plece WAS VO DE

AUSGESCHRIEBENEN I{ RIDENTISCHEN CONCILIO ALTEN SE DREY In D.| L which
would SCCIIL UILLC from the Magdeburg circle. Dr Luther Peterson called 1t
attention.
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these documents demonstrated, he believed, how the POPRDC had deceived
monarchs and mocked the Württemberg-Strassburg delegation which did
Irent Finally, the documents showed that the council WAas neither universal
nor free 11OT Christian 11OT7 legitimate. The pretface closed wiıth bitter reference
which reminded the reader of the coincidence of the CONVvOcatıon of the councıl
and the WAarTr agaınst the Evangelicals: }

IL} Reactions the Third Period of T TPHE

The Smalcald War and the subsequent battle with the Philippists did NOtTt
command all their attention 1n 563 4S Flacius and Gallus OEG agaın turned
their attention Irent By 563 their works WCIC also pointing orward
LICW dSC of inter-confessional polemic. Nonetheless, their treatments of the
council published that yYCal did contaın Occasıonal but torceful allusions
the persecutions of DS47 and 545 More importantliy, still 1ın 1563 what they

about the council WAaSs framed by their CONvıction that the cCouncil, the
Wal, and the »Augsburg Nnteriım« WEIC part of ONC CONSP1LLACY agaınst the gospel

and the council WAas being convened OQ1i1716eE agaın. The Smalcald War and the
Interiıms had marked these 188181 fOr life.14

Robert Stupperich has credited Flacius with being »the only energetic spokes-
188028  aD} the Protestant side regarding the council« Aat the time of ItS conclu-
s10n.!> Yet 15 1s NOT quiıte COÖOFFBe:E inter that only the Gnesio-Lutheran

13 SCRIPTA QUAEDAM PAPAEF MONARCHARUM, IRIDENTINO, OGNOSCENDAM
UERITIATEM ADMODUM LECTITIU UTILIA NUNGCG PRIMUM EDITA/ Cu praefatione Mathiae
Flacij HBTICH Basel n There 15 mention of recCconvocatıon of the council, the work
mMust have een composed before 60; it labels Elector John Frederick »Of D10uUSs INCINOTIVYV « and
thus IMUST postdate 15 (further, ıt quOotes Pıetro Paulo VERGERIO: Concilium 110  - modo
Tridentinum sed 80HRES papıst1ıcum fugiendum SSC omnıbus D11S. nD.|
/Matthias Flacius; Nicolaus Gallus| PROTESTATIO ONCIONATORV.: ALIQVOT ÄVGVSTANAF (CON-
FESSIONIS, ONUENTUM IRIDENTINUM, PERNICIEM LERAFL RELIGIONI ECCLESIAF
MOLIENTEM HAT CONUENTUS AUTOREM ÄNTICHRISTUM OMANUM n p.| 63,

761 02; Matthias Flacius!: LTREWE WARNUNG, FÜR DE  z OCHSCHEDLICHEN BETRUG DES
BAPSTS VNND SEINES CONCILIJ, SIE VNDIER SCHEIN DES ACHGEBENS
:ERIN: ÄRTICKEL DIE EL  ‚.EN CCHRISTEN JREN GREWELN ZWINGEN, VN
HOCHSTE VERBINDEN WOLLEN IN.D.| 63

15 Stupperich, 6I1{; the T1€: agaınst TtTen: published Dy Charles Dumoulin 1ın 1564, SCC

Kingdon, 1153
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raised VO1Ce against council during 1ts third period. It 15 significant NOtEe:
however, that 1t W as Gnesio-Lutheran theologians who placed their crıt1que of
the councıil before the German-reading public 1n 1563 while 1t W as still 1ın
SESSION.

The Official Reactıon by the Evangelical Estates (156I-1564)
In CONTrAaST, the combined Evangelical estates of Germany, under the leadership
of Württemberg, 5SaXOonY, and Hesse, placed their objections the councıil 1ın
memorandum form before much LLOTC restricted audience, the CINDCIOI and
other kuropean monarchs. They permitted only VCLY brief Latın rejoinder
the papal Invıtatıon be published immediately f indeed that undated »SucC-
cCinct _' I11SC« did aPPCal 1n The official memoranda of the Evangelical
estates cComposed INn opposıitıon the reconvened council WEIC kept from
publication for 1LL1OTEC than t[WO

Pope 1US published his intent CCONVCN the council 1n 5 60, and LW

papal legates, Zacharlas Delphino and (:10vannı Francesco Commendo, deliv
ered papal iInvıtatıon attend the councıl the German Evangelical princes
f the 1et which they WL holding 218 Naumburg In January ‘Ehe 1et had
een called resolve the doctrinal divisions afflicting the (‚erman Evangelical
MmMOovement It failed do S 1n part because of the protest of the duke of SaXOnYy,
John Frederick the Middler, who had long inclined toward the Gnesio-Luther-
4anıs and who stood yet at this poıint under the influence of Flacius’ thinking
Ithough he Was MOVINg toward final rift with his jeading theologian during

561) He pPrinNCces also failed resolve the problem of how respond the
papal invıtatıon councıl although they did rejeet 1t 1n the form delivered. 'his
rejection appeared 1n prıint, brief, tour-leaf in Latın, NOLT designed for
popular consumption.*® The princes AT Naumburg referred the question of
attendance EB the council special commıttee of counselors, which met Ag
Erfurt In April 1561 an reviewed several memoranda prepared for discuss@on.

16 POSTULATA I1 QQUARTI PONTIFICIS KOMANI OMINLE, PRINCIPUM GERMANORUM,
NAUMBURGI ONGREGATORUM, PROPOSITA, NON FEBR. AÄNNO ITEM SUCCINCTA RIN-

AD ILLE POSTULATA RESPONSIO. NNO LAXIL In Undoubtedly, theolo-
g1ans throughout Evangelical (‚ermanYy WEIC consulted by their Zg0vernments and produced
memoranda wiıth simiılar pOolINts of VIeEW, did the superintendent of the churches of Ulm,
Ludwig Rabus, 1ın memorandum composed 1n 62, Stadtarchiv Ulm 9059 formerly D
98 Rabus urged the councıl tO ask the CINDCIOT instıtute NCW, truly Christian councıil.
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mong them W as explanation setting forth 164S0O11S5 why the Evangelical
princes would NOT send delegations Irent, directed Emperor Ferdinand IL;
1ın addition, the commıttee considered AB least LW memaoranda which rejected
the council’s Jegitimacy and ecriticized key articles of Roman Catholic doectrine.
(One of these memoranda Camne from the electoral Saxon Court; another Was

drafted 1n 1ts final form Dy secular counselor from Strassburg, Fr Ludwig
remp, tormer professor of law at the Unı1versıty of Tübingen, whom uke
Christoph of Württemberg had commissioned for this task The Erfurt OCU-

WeIC reviewed and revised OC agaın by another commıttee which met
Aat Fulda 1n September S6T, an the address the CIMMPDCIOI and the electoral
Saxon version of the rejection of the councıl WCIC chosen the documents
which would regıster the Evangelical estates’ formal protest against Irent
They WEeIC presented Ferdinand VCal later Aı the imperial 1et at Frankfurt

Maın. The electoral Saxon CY1t1qUE, along with the estates’ letter the
CINDCIOT and their reply the papal legates Aat Naumburg, W as published 1ın

564 The Evangelical OvernmeNts also resolved aVe the remp crıt1que
published anonymously. It appeared first 1n 1564 also an W as translated 1nto
Latın for publication the following YyCal by OLLC of Gremp’s lawyer colleagues 1n
Strassburg, Lorenz TUppe:

GGremp’s Darcer 15 riefly outlined iın ÄLLGEMEINE DDEUTSCHE BIOGRAPHIE. Vol 879, 687
(n the Naumburg diet’s dealings ıth the papal legates, SCC Robert (CALINICH: DDer Naum-
burger Fürstentag, 1561 Gotha 1870, 188-208; Heinrich HEPPE: Geschichte des deutschen
Protestantiısmus 1ın den Jahren 5 - 1 XI Vol Marburg I8 39 5-401:; the Erturt meet-

Ing. Calinich, 3440-37/77/; eppe 421-429; the Fulda meet1ing and the presentatıon of the
documents the CINDCIOTL, Calinich, 377-382; eppe L 485-488 eppe reprinted the e-

ment addressed the CMPCIOTL, (Beilage 41], 149-155 In February 1561I the papal legate
ommendo had Iso met ıth Elector Joachim of Brandenburg 1n attempt induce hiım

send delegation rTen agalın, Delius, 09-2
The letter the CINDCIOL, the electoral Saxon document, aN| the gıven at Naum-

burg the papal legates wWeIcCc printed under the title CAUSAEF CUR ELECTORES, PRINCIPES ALILQUE
AÄUGUSTANAE CONFESSIONIS ONIUNCII STATUS IMPIUM CONCILIUM PONTIFICE PIO
[ RIDENTI NO Wittenberg 564 German translation, »Gruendlicher
Bericht vnd warhafftig Erklerung LDeren Vrsachen warumb die Durchleuchtigen hur VN!
Fuersten VnN! un die Stende der Augspurgischen Contession zugethan das verdechtig
vermaınt [80)82| aps Pıo Quarto verkuendigt Tridentisch Concilium nicht en besuchen
wollen die Roem. Kay May geschrieben«, appeared in Melchior VO  w HAIMINSSFELD:
Reichshandlung un andere ess Roemischen Reichs cta Von Macht und Gewalt ess
Keysers und Bapsts Hanau 1L609, 4-2 The rTemp memorandum Was published under



The letter of the estates the CIMNPCIOI and the offical memorandum
panyıng 1t repeated themes from the »Recusationsschrift« of 546 (and thus
from the Evangelical deliberations the papal call councıl of the 30S] and
appealed the Casc made earlier agaınst council conducted under papal
auspices. Not only had the papal councıil nOot een free, universal, and Christian;
INanıy of the decrees of 1ts earlier S1tt1Ngs contradicted 206 Word Without
g01Ng 1Into detail the memorandum called attention Irent’s C1101I$ tradi-
t10N, original SIN, and justification, fOr example. The Evangelical estates both
expressed fear that the DOPRC W as massıng forces 1n the spırıt of the Antichrist
that he might eradicate the Evangelicals and, at the SaImnec tiıme, these estates

called for the repudiation of Irent’s earlier decrees and the cConven1ing of iree,
ecumenical councıl which Scrıpture, NnOt the traditions of the Roman Darty,
would be the OIM

remp began his crıt1que by outlining twelve 1Ce24SONS why Evangelicals WCIC

compelled rejeGt the councıil. It W as illegitimate because the DPODC, NOT

secular official, had convened Lt; CONvocatıon by temporal leader had een the
practice of God’s people 1n the Old TLestament and 1in the early church. The
councıl did nNnOTt offer safety for Evangelical partıcıpants. It W as not truly
ecumenical, free, Christian council which had convened 358 Irent The
who had called 1t WEeIC guilty of INalıy crimes; above all; remp stressed those
connected with HHancEes, such 4S SIMONY. The Roman Was 1n SeEr10USs
doctrinal twenty-four specific articles of faıth 48 and 1t cultivated
superstition 1n 1ts cultic ite The DaDaCYy WAas urther guilty of LCYFaNNY OVCI the

the title STATTLICHE AussrFü UNG DER VRSACHEN DIE HUR NND FURSTEN AUCH

NDERE STENDE DE  — AÄUGSPURGISCHEN (CONFESSION DES BAPST PIJ 1111 AUSSGES éHRIBEN
CONCILIUM, I RIENT ANGESEIZI NIT KHUNDEN n.pD.| 564; Strassburg
1566, by uppe under the title AÄDVERSUS SYNODI ] RIDENTINAE RESTITUTIONEM SEU

CONTINUATIONEM P1IO IL, PONTIFICE‚ Strassburg: Emmel,
5j second edition printed by Gabriel Carter1us, See Salig 2, A 8 - 58

I8 remp1C.Aussfürung 5-244) SEISs torth crıt1que of Roman Catholic teaching
the invocatıon of the saınts, tatues and ıimages, mediation between God and InMall, Christ’s
merı1ts and human works, the Lord’s Supper, original S1IN, reedom of the will, justification,
taith aN! aSSUTIaAllll, the distinction of law and gospel, the perfect keeping of the law, Christ’s
passıon and death, the of the dead and urgatorYy, reconciliation and divineJ the
number of sacramen(ts, baptism, the oifts of the Holy Spiırıt, repentanCce, the mode of explatıng
SIN, COoMMUN10N 1n both kinds, the MI1N1StIYy of the gospel, marrı1age, exXxtreme unct1on, and
papal traditions.
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church; 1n sharp, well-ordered but brief sect1ons remp attacked papal claims
secular and PI1MaCy within the church. Furthermore, Irent’s earlier

decrees had een 1MP10US; remp examined number illustrate their CI1IOLS,
including those the Apocrypha, the traditions of the church, CONCUPISCENCE,
justification, the 4SSUTANCE of faith, PUurgatoOrY, the number of Sacramen(s, and
the Operato Nature of the SAacCcraments Papal councılsA caused HIOTE

discord than they PE abated, remp asserted. Papal ALII1OSAdl1CcC, for
secular rulers, and abuse of the ban demonstrated for him the basic Nature of the
PaDaCcYyY Finally, Irent had be rejected because aCCCPLANCE of the council
would INCAallı rejection of the truth and would thus damage the Christian C0()I1>+

SCIeNCE. Throughout this cr1ıt1que remp cited Scrıpture 4S ell 4S patrıst1Cc,
medieval, and CONtEMPOFALY authorities at length. The work concludes with
list of ten conditions which the Evangelical estates stipulated 4S

conditions for their partıcıpatıon INn council: that 1t be convoked by the
CINDCIOL, I1 (:erman SOiL, with all interested partıes who WL genuinely
concerned tOr the truth, and WCIC enem1es of sophism, spiritual, learned, holy 1n
lite, zealous 1n DIELY, and God-fearing 1n attendance; wiıth laity both princes
and 18819  , of lower estate playiıng role 1n 1ts decisions; with representatıves
from all of the universal church; without control by papal bishops and
clerics; without submission Irent’'s pr10r decrees; under the leadership of
Christian judge; with Scrıpture alone AS the HOFTH; and with the authority of the
Fathers and councils subject Scriptural authority.!?

Like the official Evangelical memorandum of SGT this document reflects
the Samme and takes the S”\dI1L11lc pOos1t10ns toward the council which the
Evangelicals had taken 1n their earliest ICSDOLNSCS Pope Paul call tOr
councıl assemble A Mantua quatter CENTLULY earlier. It built upON the
»Recusationschrift« of the Evangelical PesStates published first 1n 546 But 1t
appeared 1n aın and after the conclusion of the council 4A5 part of ell
ordered, governmental offensive agaınst the Counter-Retiormation, al offensive
which centered around diplomatic efforts within the imper1al diet, NOLT around
popular publicity Campa1gn.

I Ibid., Irent’s earlier decrees, 393-465; the condition for Evangelical partıcıpatıon ın
council, 490-578
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The Crnıt1quUeES of Irent by Flacius an Gallus (5563)
InJ the Cnesio-Lutherans although they also appealed the
peror’s S()  => and issued Latın Cr1t1ques of the counciıl for the educated digest
addressed the threat which they perceived 1n the Council of Irent with longer
and shorter pleces INn (erman, designed sound the warnıng agaınst papal
LYyIanNYy nobles and who would rtead their publications. In

562 Cyriakus Spangenberg, wh had studied with Flacius and Gallus AL Wıt
tenberg 1n the early 5405 and joined them 1n number of COMIMMNON polemical
CAauscs 1n the 5 OS and 15 60S, included VCLY brief and superficial crıt1que of
the papal councıl 1n attack agaınst recent Roman Catholic publica-
t10NS, them Pope 1US -  S bull of 60 reconven1ing the counci1il.?9

much LLLOTIC sophisticated serl1es of CY1t1qUES of Irent Camne from the C1ty of
Regensburg, where Flacius had recently joined Gallus, superintendent of the
C1ty’'S churches SINCE 5 They published LW works 1n OI! large volume 1n
1563 The first of these W Aas »Declaration of number of preachers of the
Augsburg Contession agaiınst the Council of Jrent, which StI!1VEes fOr the de
struction of tFu€e religion and the FL church; and agaınst the or1g1inator of this
assembly, the Roman Antichrist«.21 Although Flacius Was MOV1INg toward

Cyriakus ÖPANGENBERG: Wiıder die Ose Sıieben 1Ns Teutels Karnö {felspiel. N- D 1562, 11]
D17 The Gnesio-Lutheran authors of the MAGDEBURG CENTURIES diıd NOT develop their
Tre2tmeRt of the Council of ren: tar CaAall ell In the unpublished manuscrpt
fragments relating the sixteenth CENTLULY AT LO be ftound LtWO QOVeEerVIEWS of the Tridentine
SEeSSIONS from 1546 December 563 But critical evaluation 15 present ın these mManu-

SCrI1pts, at the Herzog ugus Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel, Cod Guelph. Aug foL, Z
and Cod Guelph. Aug tOl, 800-819'; the former apPpPCaIs be ALl expansıon of the latter. See
the observations of Heınz SCHEIBLE: Der Plan der Magdeburger Zenturıen un! ihre ungedruck-

Reformationsgeschichte. 1960, 195 H. UniV., 1 )1SS., 1960
SA See noOote I No indication of authorship 1S gıven, but SINCEe both Flacıus and Gallus SC

have worked the second halt of this volume, SCC NOote Y y it sate tO 4ASSULILLE that the LW

of them worked together this maJjor SUMIMALY of their pOs1t10N. Among the MOST promiınent
of those who subscribed the Protestatıo werTrTec Siımon Musaeus, Tilemann Hesshus, eorg and
Johann Friedrich Coelestin, ann Wigand, Matthaeus Judex, oachim Westphal, Nnton Utto,
Andreas Poach, and Joachim Magdeburg.

In the erzog ugus Biblithek, Cod Guelph D Helmst, 6-12 and 26-31 dIC LW INanu-

SCI1pts, respectively entitled »(ausae GÜr 110  - S1it Naumburgensi Formulae Suscribendum LEt
Cur Tridentinum Conciliabulum S1t modis omniıbus recusandum devitandum 561«, an
»(Causae GT Tridentinum concilium aliaque el simulia D1JS recusanda detestanda sint«,
without date These rough draft pos1ıtıion PapDcCcIS HC ın A hand frequently identitied that of

A



disastrous break with uke John Frederick the Middler during the result
of which W as his exile from the Unı1versiıty of Jena and the duke’s lands at the
end of the yCal It 15 entirely likely that the duke stil] would 4VE reviewed the
Erfurt and Fulda documents with his leading theology professor when ducal
SaXxonYy’s representatıves returned with them .22 SO 1t 15 quıite possible that
Flacius would ave had coples of ( remp’s memorandum 1n his possession when
he arrıved AR9 Gallus’ ome 1n Regensburg early In FE562 It 15 also therefore
possible that he reterred the remp document 4S he and Gallus prepared their
(OW CY1t1quUeES of the papal council, which WeIiIC published the ET VCalr How
CVCI, the remp pIeECE and the works by Flacius and Gallus, while VeCIY OCCaS1ON-
ally EX{TEMELY similar 1n detail, In general bear LLOTC resemblance each
other than might be expected In t[WO independently composed Oocuments
which proceed from COTILLILNLOINN wriıtten heritage of protest.“*

The Declaration W as subsecribed by thirty-four Lutheran theologians, includ-
Ing the MOSsSt promınent members of the Cnesio-Lutheran No Swabian
Philippist theologians had signed the document. The m1in1ısteri1um of Lübeck,
which stoo0d from the intra-Lutheran strife of the period, agreed
attach the of 1ts members the Declaration if Flacius and Gallus would
permıit them their OW. ormula for subscription; the miıinısterıum ormula o0es
NOT AaDPCAaA In the Declaration although the Aillc of 0)]81 pastor from Lübeck,
Peter Trimersheim, 0€es dDPCal the other subsecribers. Davıd Chytraeus,
leader of the church of Mecklenburg, wh also stood between the Philippist an
Gnesio-Lutheran partıes, Flacius and Gallus cordial reply their
invıtatıon him and his colleagues Joın 1n subscribing the Declaration. In
this letter Chytraeus also declined subseribe. He preierred that the Evangeli-
cal rejoinder agalınst Irent be contined the offical channels which the

Flacius; 1f ıt 15 NOT, ıt 15 likely that of 0)81> of his I1allue1Nses These L[WO drafts INnaYy represeNt
Flacius’ inıtıal at formulating his crıt1que of the councıil 1t W as called into SessS10N
101e agaın In the 60S
On the deterioration of Flacius’ relationship ith ohn Frederick the Middler, SCC Preger
1861]), 113-150

23 At points 1ın the general Structure of their outline, remp and the Protestatio appeared much
the SamInc, gl while arguıng that the CONVOcatıon Was illegitimate, not ecumenical, free,
Christian, NOT safe tor the Evangelicals. Arguments developed ın both the Stattliche Auss-
fürung 28-3 3 and the Protestatıi1o, FPACh the illegitimate ature of the CONVOCaAtıon of the
councıl A1IC VE similar, but such simıilarities 1n detail aATe nNnOot ftound ın allYy appreciable number
of instances.
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Evangelical estates had established 4T Erfturt and Fulda Chytraeus expressed his
general agreemen with Flacius’ and Gallus’ Declaration but deemed it 1mMpro-
DCI SINCE it W as the work of self-appointed band of theologians rather than of
the official representatiıves of the Evangelical estates and lands.?* Flacius, Sal
lus, and the thirty-two who joined them 1n subscribing the Declaration obvious-
ly had different 1eW of the prophetic calling of the individual pastor.

The second document included 1n Flacius’ and CahHus! Jlarger volume W as also
issued separately, both in Latın and 1n (:;erman translation. It W as called »The
standard an! the DIOCCSS accepted and sed by PODC and council for establishing
religion and the church AT for concluding CONtroversles«. The volume which
contained this work 273 the Declaration W Aas SCNT Dy Flacius an Gallus the
emperor’s SON, Kıng Maxıimilian J 1n ugus 1563 25 addition, during 1563
Flacius himself published ))A P10us and admonition the decrees
and CanonNnNs of the Council of Irent« and short ‘J ))A LTrUu: warnıng the
VE harmtul deceit of the PODPDC and his council«.26 The latter W as popular
appeal rally those who might be taken In by inıimal symbolic CONCESSIONS
agalnst such potential trickery. The former W as long Latın tredatISE; 60 quarto
pagscs, with the MOST detailed and careful reason1ıng and argumentatıon of the

The Lübeck letter, dated February F 3! 15 ftound 1n the erzog ugus Bibliothek, Wolten-
üttel, Cod Guelph. Helmst, ® Chytraeus’ letter W as co-signed by his colleagues at the
Unıiversıty of Rostock the Rostock minısteriıum, ONC of whom, eOrg Reich, did have his
1Laille attached the Declaration. 'hıs letter Was dated February 8/ 63, anı 15 ftound iın Cod
Guelph. Helmst, 346-3 I.l' Preger in \ y cCıtes the SUMMAaTLY of this letter 1ın tto Friedrich
SCHÜTZ: De vıta Davidij) Chytraeg]). Vol 720, 242-244; this SUIMMIMNAaLYy o0€es NOLT reflect the
tone of the letter quıte accurately.
Nicolaus (JALLUS: Norma simv| Draxıs constitvendae religionis ecclesiae, dirimendarvm-
UVC cControversiarvm S 1a pontifici et Synodo recepta visıtata/ mit einer Vorrede VO  -

Matthias Flacius. Regensburg 1663 translated Nicolaus GALLUS; Matthias FLACIUS: Von
dem Concilio Irıent Canon, Regel vnd Process, Wiıe der aps mi1t seinen Geistlichen, ın
dem selben vnd andern seıiınen Concilien, Kirchen vnd Religion sachen pflege handeln
Regensburg 563 Only Gallus’ 1aillc aDPCaIS the title Pasc of the atın though Flacius’
aDPCAIS at the end of the preface; both aDPDCai the tiıtle PaAscC of the German. (In
sending the entire volume, this work and the Protestatı1o, Kıng Maximilian, SCC Preger 2'I
B  n

76 Matthias FLACIUS Pıa ET necessarla admonitio de decretis et anonibus concili. Tridentini, Sub
Pıo quarto Rom. Pontit. Anno SG 62 et celabrati. Scripta iın gratiam pl1orum hominum, qu1
emendationem LDoctrinae ('aerımon1arum ın Ecclesia PCI Concilia tacıendum CXPECLANT.

3j ct Irewe Warnung,
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[OUT, dedicated the analysis of specific decrees of the council which had een
issued between January 62 and March

These four works represent the climax of almost thirty of crit1c1sm of
the pnapal council from the Wittenberg Flacius’ and Galhıs! works
SETt the foundations from which Hc kinds of antı-Tridentine polemic would
proceed. Flacius’ O W » Key the Sacred Scrıiptures« of 67 15 OILC such work.
More than half CENTLULY dYU Wilhelm Dilthey noted that Flacius’ »Clavis
Scr1ipturae« had OUut of his opposıtıon Anabaptist and Roman Catholic
claims regarding the obscurity of SCHptUure. Dilthey stated that the »Clavis
Scrıipturae« W as composed agaınst the background of the Council of Irent
specifically 4S attack 1ts 1e W of eccles1iastical tradition. One sect1on of the
»Clavis Scrıpturae« sSimply reproduces port1ons of the »Standard and PEO:
Cess«. 27 Another example of the L1CW kınd of work which emerged after the
council’s conclusion but OUut of the CONTEXT created 1n Dart by Flacius’ and
Gallus’ work 1s Martın Chemnitz’ »Examınatıon The doctrinal analysıs of
his work 15 certainly LLLOIC M1Z0Or0uUS and detailed than that of his predecessors, of
COUTrSe.?S

Flacius and Gallus attempted do three things 1n their four publications.
FiTSt, they repeated the objections papal council which Evangelical theolo-
g1aNs and estates had raised S1INCE the 305 Second, they examıned SOINC of the
decisions which the councıl had already reached. Third they condemned the
Roman party's attıtude toward and usec of Scr1ıpture while affirming 1ts absolute
authority, setting 1n Dlace the Lutheran side of debate which dominated
Roman Catholic-Evangelical exchanges in the Orthodox period and beyond.

It 15 1n the Declaration that the quarter-CeENtLUrYy old list of objections the
papal council, refined the basıs of actual experi1ence, W as presented. 'hat
document WAas indeed intended be political document, for 1t places 1ts
confession before (56d, the church, the emp1reE, and all temporal lords Further-
LLLOIC, 1ın 1t Flacius and Gallus reviewed ın SOINEC detail all the troubles which

Wiıilhelm ILTHEY: Gesammelte Schritften. Vol 1924, 3241. 'hıs N , »The rse of
hermeneutics«, 15 translated by Fredric Jameson 1n New literary history (Charlottesville, Va
972 229-244 The last of the second part of Matthias FLACIUS: Clavis Scriıpturae, SCUu
de SCITIINONC literarum, plurimas generales Regulas contiınens ‚Vol Basıl 609, 69
Z »Norma SCUu regula coelestis verıtatıs, Iractatus VIL«, reproduces /1 CTE the »Norma
simul et Drax1ıs«, tound ın the Protestatıl1o, 101-176

8 See nNnOote for the title of Chemnitz’s work



Emperor Charles and Kıng Henry {{ of France had had with the AT their
councıil. In the » P10uUSs and NCCCSSaALY admonition Flacius called uDONMN the
princes, whom C360 had appointed weft-Nurses of the church Isa ÄQ:23),

Christian ceremonı1es of superstition and PrOtEeCL the teaching of the
gospel from all and from papal tyranny.*?

After pledging their adherence the gospel and their submission the Word
of God, the sıgners of the Declaration promised reject which held

doetrine. They called for free cCouncil, 4s Luther had, and therefore
repudiated the Council of Irent and rejected the jurisdiction of alıYy council
which they could NOT recogniıze 4S legitimate and Christian. With SOINC touches
of their OW. Gallus and Flacius repeated the standard Evangelical attack the
legitimacy of the councıil. From Moses through Constantıne, Theodosius, Mar-
t1an, and Justinı1an, to the Charlemagne, the Uttos, an! the enNrIYys of
the tenth and eleventh GeANturIES; secular eaders had convened councils for the
people of 0d. they argued with SUPPOIT from Nicolaus of Cusa, and they quoted
Pope 1US 1{1 1n SUppOIT of their contention that the DPODC 0€es not Z
CONVENC councıl.3°9 Furthermore, the CILLDCIOL should preside AF legitimate
councıl. Thirdly, legitimate Christian councıls dIC held 1n the ALe In which the
1SSUes be treated WeIC originally raised; ser1es of imperial diets had called for
the councıl Meet In Germany The had defied this call by holding their
council 1n Frent Italian tOown days ourney from (ermany Not only
WAas Irent FemOLTE; prices WCIC high, the weather Was bad, and the place W as

generally inhospitable. Flacius and Gallus rejected the reason1ing of the Roman
that Irent W as sulitable sıte for revliewıng the Lutheran problem SINCE 1t

W as ocated within the Empıire
Next, the Declaration argued that the council Was NOLT iree for all bishops

attending had ath of loyalty the DODC Gallus and Flacius also

Protestatlo, 5y places the document betore the empı1re and 1ts temporal lords; materials relating
papal relations wiıth European rulers AI tound Z3 including cC1ıtations trom Johann

SLEIDAN: De religionis et reipublicae, Carolo Quinto CCaesare, Commentanıl. Base]l 562,
202 294 ‚on 25 of the Protestatio). Admonitio, o9f

3 Protestatio, yl 91 the document reproduces sect10n from chapter 13 of book of
Nicolaus (2USA° [Je concordantia catholica ‚de (usa: pera omn1a/ ed by Gerhard Kallen.
Vol 1964, 377 and sect10n from Aeneas Sylvius PICCOLOMINI: De gest1s concili
Basıiliensis cCommentarıorum librı 11/ ed nd by enys Hay and Smith Oxford
1967, SO 8 ,
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printed bull of Pope Julius 111 forbidding the reading of Protestant books 4S

urther proof of their claim, and they cited SUppOIT also from the of
Charles and eNrYy I8 Nor could the councıiıl claim be truly universal SINCE
1ts partıcıpants WEeTIC mostly Italian. Few (‚ermans and Frenchmen, and
Poles, Swedes, Danes, Englishmen, WCIC ın attendance. Greece, Africa, and
Asıa WeIC NOL at all represented. The laity Was excluded altogether, agaınst the
CUStOmM of the early church and the objections of LLLOIC rTrecent OommMmMentatoOors

although SOINC of their cC1tations from late medieval Mgures do nOot address the
precıise 1Ssue of the of the Jaity 218 council, which Flacius and Gallus
WCIC ra1sıng. Finally, the Declaration rejected Irent because ıt W as NOT
Christian council; 1t Was nNOT, the document argued Aat length, because 1t did NOLT

aCCept the Holy Scr1ıptures 4S the sole guide 1n 1ts decision-making. In Su the
council breathed the VCIY spirıt of Antichrist, the Declaration asserted, because
1ts procedures and practices revealed papal duplicity, LYFaNNY, and blasphemy.*1

The Gnesio-Lutherans SET OWN their OW. prescr1ıpt1ons for the PIODCI form of
council. They suggested that the bishops and clergy of the church could

convoke counciıl if neCESSItFY demanded 1t 'his divergence from the principle
that CII DCIOI should call the council, mentioned above, NOT only reflects the
Gnesio-Lutheran disillusionment with Charles It also coincides with the
principles which guided their OW. search for the solution of intra-Lutheran
disputes; they wanted synod of clergy resolve those problems while the
Philippists and Swabians promoted meeting of the Evangelical estates 4S the
AsCLICY for the creation of Lutheran concord.?2 Based principles outlined by
Nicolaus of Cusa, four other guidelines WCIC set OoOWN the council should 4ase
1ts deliberations the gospel, Christ and his prom1ses 4S presented 1n the
Holy Scr1ıptures; the council should discuss the atters before 1t 1n
fOCus, revieW1Ng the pOs1t10Ns of both partıes tairly and with the DPDTODCI under-
standing of each side’s argumen(Ss; the council cshould examıne all the 1SSUESs

31 Protestatıio, 31 69-70 on the 1ssue of the presiding officer and papal control of the council);
75 (\on the unsuitability of TeEN: the place of the council); 20-35 on papal LYyTaNnnNYy VCT

the councıl and 1ts ack of reedom]; 3574 on 1ts ack of universal representation]; 45 on 1ts
non-Christian character); R 6 summary).

32 Hans-Werner (GJENSICHEN: We condemn: how Luther and I6th-century Lutheranism COM

demned false doctrine/ by Herbert Bouman. StL 1967, LAı 52, Lreats the (N€es10-
Lutheran approach the resolution of intra-Lutheran disputes.



each sıde ralses; the counciıl should make its judgments according the CI1D-
LUre, nNnOt according human imagınatıon.>>

Flacius and Gallus NOt only criticized the conduct of the council. They a1s0O
began the taslk of eXamınıng 1ts dogmatic decisions, task which would be
completed 1n STCALEI analytical detail by Martın Chemnitz. In their „»Standard
and PDIOCCS“ the W Cnesio-Lutheran theologians chose number of 1SSUES
which Irent had already issued decrees, which the Evangelicals found LrOU-

bling Khey began with OILC of their chief doctrinalJthe sacritice of the
INass, addressing first the »decree CONCEMMINZ the INAannNeTr of living during the
council« of January P 546, which had instructed the clergy partıcıpatıng 1n the
counciıl »„celebrate 1n accordance with their duty the sacrıtice of the I1Nass A{
least Sunday«. Flacius and Gallus rejected the sacritice of the InNass 45

denial of the once-for-all character of Christ’s sacritice the C.  J for Christ
Was the only priest who could offer the perfect sacrıtice fOr SIN Thus, Ar 1ts
inception the councıl had committed itself that abuse of the Lord’s Supper
which turned 1t from SaAacCcrament sacrıfice.% The haltf pasc devoted this
Statement briefly summarized the Lutheran pOos1t10n; AF almost point 1n this
crıt1que of Irent did Flacius and Gallus introduce LLICW elaborations GV

extens1ive development of the Evangelical positıion V1S-2-VI1S Roman Catholic
teaching.

Without AallYy detailed crıt1que the »Standard and DIOCCSS« proceeded reject
the decrees of Irent’s fourth Sess10N (‚April Ö, 1546| regarding Scr1iıpture. As
noted above, this trea2atment of Irent’s teaching Scrıpture an Tradition
provided early tormulation of the approaches and ideas which Flacius W as

usc 1n his hermeneutical treatise; the the Sacred Scrıptures«.
Flacius and Gallus had elsewhere presented detailed argument agaınst the idea
that only the church, which they interpreted simply 1L11Call the POPC, could
interpret Scr1ıpture, they SaVC attentiıon the question of tradition, which
occupied Flacius’ and Chemnitz’s attention length, 1n their subsequent
works. The anathema which condemned those who did NOtT aCCECDL the Apocryp-
ha condemned thousands of Christians 1n the early church, including Christ

33 Protestatıio, 65-68; ct the c1ıtatıon ftrom De concordantia catholica 2, (de ( usa: pera mn1a
112-114|).

Norma, E1V'; Canon, FLV'; ct. CANONS AN  - DECREES IH  H OUNCIL ITRENT/ ed by
Schroeder. StL I194L, 201
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and the apostles, fOr they did NOLT those books the books of the Old
Testament. Agaınst the Tridentine decree CONcernNınNg the Vulgate, the »Stan-
dard and PITOCCSS« ridiculed the idea that translation could In allıy WaYy be INOTEC

authoritative than the original and asserted that the Vulgate’s CITOIS and diver-
SCNCCS from the Hebrew and reekK of the Bible twıst the true and natural
understanding of God’s Word.®>

In examınıng the decree original SIN Flacius and Gallus argued briefly
agaınst the ideas that original SIN 1S completely removed by baptism rather than
{orgiven and that CONCUPISCENCE 1n the saınts 1S NOT truly SIN Asıide from
quoting John, ))h€ who thinks he has SIN deceives himself« John and
Paul, »with flesh the law of SIN « ‚/Romans 25 the „»Standard and
DIOCCSS« did lıttle COUHRNTIEr the second point from the Tridentine decree.
Actually, Flacius and Gallus ignored elements 1n the decree with which they
MUST ave agreed, for example the OMg1N of original S1IN, and they did NOT

analyze the intention argumentation of the decree 1ts hasıs 1ın the medieval
theology from which ıt SPIang Their PUIDOSC 1n this W as clearly nOot

present simply earned theological examınatıon of the cCouncil, and they
WCIC cContent with LLLOIC superficial address central ideas, which Martın
Chemnitz would analyze ın SrCALEI detail.?®

Following brief reftference the decree which defined regular preaching 4S

the chief duty of the episcopal office reference which pointed Out that
bishops had long failed preach the gospel the subject of the reedom of the
11l W as mentioned the first of ser1es of toOD1CS treated by Irent’s decree of
justification. The Gnesio-Lutheran authors fejectcd the decree’s definition of
the free 11 after the fall 4S only weakened but by extinguished
Ichapter of the deecree), and they cited Romans, 3, 4, and 1n SUPpPOIT of their
definition of justification, which excluded the sanctification and renewal which
Irent had included 1n 1ts definition (cChapter VII) Contrary the Tridentine
decree ıchapter VI], love 1S NOTt p of justification, according
Flacius and Gallus, and they suggested that the council contradicted itself by
immediately defining love result of justification (cChapter VII) In serl1es of

35 Norma, Eıv'-F2’; ( anon, F1V'-H17]°; Admonitio, P rent, PES2ZO 296 Chemnitz: Ex-
INCN 69-99 (Examination D 217-307), tradıition.

36 Norma, F2; Canon, 1) ' -Hin‘; Admonitio, yent, 21-23 3100-302 Chemnitz: Examen
99-10 \Examination L 309-332).
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rhetorical quest1ons designed demonstrate the pastoral CONSCYUCIHICCS of
Irent’'s rejection of the »Valn contidence of the heretics« ıchapter IX], Flacius
and Gallus attırmed agaınst the councıl that the Christian Can completely
that Coa/s H3 Christ 111 remaın SCEUTE for him and that he Call be assured
of salvation the basıs of G6ds faithfulness the prom1ses which he offers In
the Scr1ıpture. Flacius and Gallus might aV SET their criıt1que of Irent’s pOSI1-
tiıon 1n the cCONtext of their principle of the distinction of law and gospel,
fundamental principle for their theology. But such lengthy, analytical Tev1ew
of the council apparently diverged from their DUIDOSC for this DIeECcE of polemical
propaganda. They concluded their judgment Irent’s decree jJustification
with SUCCINCT repudiations of 1ts condemnations of those who teach that the
law CAannOt be kept (Chapter XI], that the Christian’s g00d works aAaTc still
imperfect chapter XVI], and that Christ did COMEC as Jawgiver |canon
Once agaln, detaijled analysis 15 NOT offered.

As the council’s first period A Irent W as cComıing close, In May SA 1t
issued decree cConcern1ıng the Sacramen(ts, 1n which those who denied that
there ALC SA  tTSs |(canon I} and that the SACramen(ts conter

Operato Canon ATC condemned. The „»Standard and DIOCCS5« rejects
these condemnations with brief summarıes of the Evangelical posıtıon each
1SSUe. The book then proceeds certaın decrees of the »present POPRC,
Imp1us IV << from the past VCAL, 6, In 1ts fifth SesSsS1ION of the third period,
July 6} the distribution of the Lord’s Supper In both kıinds had een treated, and
the right of the church dispense the SIiCrTLAMIEHT In only ONC kind affırmed
(Chapters and II} The »Standard and PIOCCSS«“, the » P10uUS and NCCCSSaLY
admonition €“ and Flacius’ » [ TuUe warnıng made much of this 1SSUE,
favorite Evangelicals from the early days of the Reformation. The » P10uUSs
and NECECSSCIY admonition sed extens1ive cC1tat1iıon from Johannes (Gerson

the 0OCCasıon of 1ts sharp Critique. Flacius and Gallus discussed COMMUNI1ON 1n
both kinds in this s1ıtuatıon NOtT much because of the appeal of this 1SsSue the
laity 4S because they believed that it. offered clear demonstration of the NAatctırFe
of papal CyrannYy exercised both agaınst the lay DCISON, who could nOot recel1ve the
CUD, and agaiınst God, whose Word Was being subjected human whim In the

37 Norma, F3a ct AL Canon, 1V'-Hi1”, ct UO*; rent, 6 305 on episcopal preaching).
Norma, F Canon, 111° -Hı1v’; Admonitio, 27%; yent, 29f 308 f IcEe will) Norma, F3'-F4°;
Canon, Hıv'-J1]'; Admonitio, 28-3 5i TENT. 32-42 -32 justification).
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» P10us and NECESSALY admoni1ition Flacius charged specifically that distribu-
t10n 1n only OTNC kind provided the Dy which Christians had een forced
1Into CVCIVY ftorm of pontifical idolatry. his 1SSUe of papal LYFaNNYy obviously had
lain close the heart of these Gnesio-Lutherans’ central COMNCECINM S1INCEe the
Smalcald War and the entorcement of the »Augsburg nteriım« by Spanish
OCccupatıon forces decade and half earlier. Here they joined 1t with the 1Ssue of
Scriptural authority and with medieval worship practice which had touched
the lives of al] and had become point of friction. On COoMMUN1ON 1n both Ikkinds
the „»Standard and PIOCCSS«“ repeats basic Evangelical arguments with OCCaS1ON-
] touches of rhetorical flourish but with LLLOIC extensive detail and analysis
than 1t had gıiven previously discussed 1SSUES. Flacius and Gallus inked the
decree cConcern1ng the sacrıifice of the MMNass, from the PreEV1OUS September, ith
that CONCEMNINgKg COomMmMUN1ON 1n both kinds 1n order highlight several CO11-

The papal Antichrist had arrogated himself the change ©o6d78
Word, they charged. The council had claimed scriptural SUppOIT for 1fs doctrine
of the 114SS$S but then could NOt 1t from Scripture, 45 they endeavored
chow AT SOTILLC jength:?8

In the » P10US and NECESSALY admonition CC Flacius examiıined the TeECceENt
Statement of the council regarding the 11Aass 1n much greater detail: LLLÖIC than
quarter of that 160 DAasC volume 15 dedicated that decree and popular
medieval COonNcept1ions relating the 1InNass his reflects Flacius’ SENSILLVLEY
the role of that central 2CT of medieval worship for the sixteenth CEHTUTLY lay
DCISON. Flacius recorded his regret that the councıl had nNnOt carrıed OUt 1ts pledge

restore the primıtıve uUusc of the Lord’s Supper but instead had continued
1eW 1t propi1ıtlatory sacrıiftice. Fırst, he rejected everaluadvanced
1n behalf of the sacrifice of the 111455 While 1t 15 tIue, he conceded, that the
Levitical sacritice Was incomplete, it W as completed by Christ’s sacrifice the
C.  / NOLT by the INass, AS he argued from Hebrews 185-285 and 3-14 While
Christ’s priesthood continues, he agaın agreed, i continues NOt In CONtINUINg
sacritice which takes place 1n the 1114S5S5 but rather 1n his CONtINUINg instruction
of believers and intercession for them, tOr intercession and instruction also

38 Norma, F4'; Canon, J1 rent, 329{1 on the SaCTAMENT: ın general). Norma, Canon,
Ill V_NI Admonitio, 99-135, CSP E3Y) the ciıtatıon I109-112 from »(CContra haeresim de
cCOoMMUNICAtIOoNeE La1ıcorum subh utraque SPECIE« Johannes GERSON: Prıma pPars OPCIUMN.
Nuremberg 1459, y2  V and y3'); rent. 132-134 144-145 406-4085 417-421 (on COoMMUN1LON 1n
both kinds and the mass]).
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belong the duties of the prliest. Flacius ridieuled the logic of other gu  S
for the 1L1L1455$5 being propitilatory sacrıtice. Just because Christ 15 prlest after the
order of Melchizadek and Melchizadek sacrificed bread and WI1ne, the 11Aass 15
NOT a sacrifice for the living and the dead, Flacius protested. Nor o0€es 1t make
5  388  J he insisted, that Just because the Old lestament paschal lamb W as NOtTt

but sacrıiticed that the body of Christ In the SACrament MUsSst be sacrıiticed:
Flacius affirmed that Christ’s body had GEn sacrificed the the
paschal amb for his people COr 7) Flacius W as willing concede that
according Malachıi E CGod’s people mMust continue perform sacrifices,
but he cited Salınt Jerome SUDDOIT his contention that Malachıi called for
sacrtıfice of pralse, nNOt of Christ 1n the mass.$? Finally, Flacius would NOT
the parallel asserted In the argument that SINCE Paul orbade partaking of the
Lord’s table and the devil’s table, and the devil’s table consisted of sacrifices
idols, therefore Paul taught that the table of the Lord 15 sacrıifice.40

Flacıus treated briefly number of elements of the doctrine and practice of the
11ass Agaıinst the teaching of Irent that hearing and see1ng the 114ass CONVCVS
the benefits of Christ’s sacritice partıcıpants 1n the SEIVICE; Flacius asserted
that those beneftits 4ATC conveyed those who partake 1n faith, according the
Scripture. He attacked the celebration of the 1114SS for the dead and ridiculed 1ts
celebration honor saınts SINCE Christ had instituted 1t 1n his OW. INCIMNOTLY,
NOLT that of the Sa1l1nts.

Pa council had asserted that the of the i11Nass 15 free from C  J Flacius
took particular exception that He listed S1X CITOIS which he ftound In 1fs text
The Canon’s Statement that the 11ass 15 being offered for the redemption of souls
Flacius rejected 4S diminuation of the sole sacritice of Christ the The

CITS when it STAates that partıcıpants 1n the INass ATC aided Dy the mer1ıts of
the saınts and by their PIayCIS, FlaciusJaffirming that Christ’s mer1its an
intercession provide for all the needs of the believer. It 15 attempt
propitliate 04 through the INaASS, Flacius reasserted, asking whether the CanOonN’Ss
PIAayCI that the elements be acceptable eal sacriıtice should be under-
stood 4S DIayCI that God longer be with his Son  LA  s body and blood —

39 Admonitio, 75; cf Jerome’s »Commentarıorum 1n Malachiam Prophetam ad Mıneruium e

Alexandrum, liber unNUuUS« IS HIERONYMUS Presbyter: pera Pars I; Turnholt 1970, OI (n
Flacius’ crıtı1que ot the MMass, SCC Oliver (OLSON: The Mıssa Illyrica and the liturgical thought
of Flacius. 1966, 64-94 106-112.J Uni1V., 261 Dıss., 1966
Admonitio, 70-78; rent, 144-148. 4A17 AÄZE
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which, Flacius observed, 15 foolishness. In addition, the CIIS, according
Flacius, because it contirms the doectrine of pPUrgatOrYy and the practice of DIayCIS
fOr the dead He continued by taking 1SsSue with the Tridentine decree which
contfirmed the prıvate 1114SS$S5 T°he celebration of the prıvate 11Aass 15
the Practice of Christ and the apostles, Flacius argued, and he expressed his
disgust at Biel’s that the prlıest 1n the prıvate 111455 rece1ves for all
believers the mouth reCce1ves for the whole body.“*1 Comparıson of Flacius’
MOST detailed examınatıon of the Tridentine treatment of single 1Ssue with
Chemnitz’s parallel FExamınatıon reveals that Chemnitz’s analysis Was LLLOIC

exhaustive also 1n dealing ith the 11Ass Flacius intended CVCIl his MOST

analytic attack Irent NOLT SaVy the last and IMNOST carefully developed word
the councıl. Rather, he wanted sSet the 1SSuUes before the Evangelical EsSFIFES

and people of GermanYy that they might the council In informed WaY
that 1S, 1ın WaY intormed by Flacius’ understanding of the critical Natfkure of the

Juncture of the history of the church which the reconvocatıon of the papal
counciıl at Irent had brought about.

In the „»Standard and PIOCCSS«“ Flacius’ discussion of papal abuse of the Lord’s
Supper had led 1into extens1ive treatment of the WaYy>S 1n which »the Antichrist
has perverted Christ’s kingdom, Word, religion, and church and trampled them
underfoot«.42 hıs section of the work g1Ves the negatıve side, directed agaınst
Rome, of somewhat LLLOTC posiıtıve discussion found 1n the Declaration, which
laid Out the standards fOr Christian councıl 1ın of 1ts faithfulness
PIODCI scriptural interpretatiıon discussion which did include, of COUISC,
much negatıve crıtic1ısm of Roman Catholic treatment of Secripture). In doing
these works only SE forth line of argumentatıon fundamental the radical
Lutheran crıt1que of Rome for several decades. Indeed, Flacius’ Philippist OPDO
ent eorg a]or had foreshadowed this approach 1n his » On the Or1g1n an
authority of the Word of Cod« of B There he had employed somewhat
similar crıt1que of the Roman pos1iıt1ion, though ONC much LLLOIC primitively
formulated than Flacius’; he did nNOT, however, attack Irent directly 1n his
examınatıon of the Roman Catholic treatment of Scr1ıpture, fOr such attack
might still aV en un w1se In the g1ectoral 5SaXonYy of Mortitz at that time.

41 Admonitio, 81-97; ct Gabriel BIEL: anOon1s m1sse eXpOS1t10/ ed by Heiko Oberman,
William Courtenay and Daniel Zertoss. Vol Wiesbaden 1967, 32€
Norma, K”. Canon,
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Flacius and Galus: the other hand, WLLE developing 1n their works positıion
which foreshadows and lays the groundwork for Flacius’ massıve » Key the
Sacred Scr1ıptures« and thus point the increasıng ımportance of this debate for
Roman Catholic-Protestant relationships 1n later centurlies.*

Flacius and Gallus insisted that Scrıpture alone has authority decide
disputes Christlans. The authority of Scrıpture 15 supported and COH-

tirmed, according the Declaration, by the test1ımony, martyrdoms, and MmMI1ira-
cles of the prophets, Christ, the apostles, and the athers of the Carl church. But
above all Scrıpture CAall function 45 judge for Christians because If 15 God’s
Word, gıven by hiım for this PUrIrDOSC the church. S1Ince the Scrıpture 15 God’s
Word, and 268 15 WISE, truthful, and 700d, scriptural authority 15 SUTIC Men’s
words CannOot be authoritative because L1LLECIN dIC liars, foolish, and evil, but the
Holy Spirıit, who has spoken through the mouths of prophets and apostles and
has co-authored (conscriptum! through their hands, reveals there teaching both
w1se an salutary. Agaınst this authority of the Scrıipture the PaDaCY had placed
1ts OW. authority and that of the councils, Fathers, and law, Flacius and
Gallus charged, labeling thıs blasphemous. Christ had eriticized the Pharisees
fOor doing the Sa|amınıec thing, teaching the commandments of ILLE  D 1n arn effort
worship Christ. The Gnesio-Lutherans indignantly rejected the claims that
Scrıpture Was the SOUTICE of heresy and that 1t Was the basıs from which CO11-

SPITang rather than the judge of CONLtIOVEISY. Furthermore, the human
words of papal, conciliar, and patrıst1ic authorities could nOot be trusted because
the Fathers contradicted each other. Only God’s Word 1n Scrıpture 15 SUIC,
Flacius and Gallus confessed.“*

At SOILNC length the Declaratiıon the UuSsSCcC PUIDOSC of SCHIPtUFLE:
which 15 make people wWw1se salvation 1n Christ Jesus that the 11124  - of God
INay be prepared for good work Timothy - | 6 The Scrıptures WeIc

wrıtten console us and instruct us that might Mr the certaın hope of

43 (‚uüunter MOLDAENKE: Schrittverständnis un!: Schriftdeutung 1m Zeitalter der Reformation. eil
Matthias Flacius Illyricus. 1936, LraCcCes the development of Flacius’ understanding of

Scrıpture. eorg JOR’S work Was entitled: De orıgıne et avtorıtate verbi Del, UUaC
Pontiticum Patrum Conciliorum S1it autorıtas, admonitio hoc temMpOrTE, QUO de Coneilio
congregando agıtur, ualde necessarla ‚ Wittenberg ‚o]]
Norma, K-K2 K4 L; Canon, N -Nu1“ Nıv O1]'; Protestatılio, yr 53 57i 6I; cf Admonitio,
14-16, where Flacius complained that the Colloquy of Worms of had een doomed by the
ailure of the papal bind itself the Scriptures.
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lıfe |Romans s 4, provide al that 15 needed for true faıth and eternal
salvatiıon [0) z} Flacius and Gallus insisted the suffic1iency of cr1p
ture supply Christians with all C766 them know; they rejected the
suggestion that the Scripture needs eXpansıon and clariıfication from and
councils, from human traditions. They atfirmed the clarity of Scripture and
rejected their opponents’ claims that Scr1ıpture 1S ambiguous and In eed of
detfinitive interpretation by earned doctors. 'hıs had led the false CONCECPDL of
implicit faith, 1n which the laity WCIC instructed believe sSimply what the
church had taught; such CONCEPT, parallel thinking that the Sacraments dIiC

effective Operato, led C1I1I1OIS of alJ list of which 1s provided
the readers of the Declaration.“>

Instead, Flacius and Gallus demanded further, the laity should be acquainted
with the Bible Under the PAaDaCY INalı y did NOLT C VENn NOW that the Bible existed,
they claimed. )Che Scriıptures should be avaıjlable all 1n their natıve LONZUEC; 1t
would be think that the laity 111 VE for God’s Word if 1t 1S
placed before them 1n the language they understand.4e

Finally, Flacius and Gallus took 1SSuUe with the WaYy 1n which the followers of
the DODC had een interpreting the Scriptures. The MmMOSt fundamental problem
Was the simple i1gnorance of the Scrıpture, which according Flacius and
(CZafhus could be found CVCII 1n the wr1tings of the ven INanYy of the
Fathers but also CONTEMPOFALY papal interpreters of the Scrıptures could NOT
read the languages 1n which the Bible W as wriıtten. The papal interpreters had
CVeD attacked those scholars, such Reuchlin, Erasmus, Bude, Vıves, and
others who had promoted linguistic studies. The Gnesio-Lutherans WeIC NOt 1ın
the habıt of defending Luther’s 1n the CONTLIOVEISY [(1VET the boundness
of the will, but they did recognize his contributions ın Biblical studies. Further,
they objected allegorical interpretatlion, the method of Urıgen, which, they
charged, imported Platonic ideas foreign the Biblical MMNCSSAYC INto Christian
doectrine. Philosophy 1n general, and specifically the SYyStemSs of Thomas
Aquınas and Duns Scotus, had warped Biblical interpretation, but VEn
Flacius and Gallus asserted, WeIC those postils of the monks which merely
indulged 1n fables and superst1t1ons. Papal interpreters 1gnore the CONTtEeXTt of
their C1tat1ons. Finally, they misrepresent the intention of the Biblical writers,

45 Norma, < M Canon, "-N1] MS Protestatio, sof 59-6I
46 Norma, DA Canon, J1 -NIiv”.
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for instance by turnıng 1Into HCTE counsels what Christ had gıven 4S COMN-

mands.47 Once agaln, though Flacius and Gallus went length CL T:-

Ate points of ditferentiation between Evangelical and Roman Catholic attitudes
toward Scriptural authority, between their treatment of the Bible and their
respect1ive interpretive principles, they relatively little time developing
each poıint 1n detail CY1t1C1ZINg the Roman posıtıon analytically. Though
hardly developing DCW Evangelical point of cr1ıti1ic1ısm 1n their uUusc of the 1Ssue of
Scriptural authority, Flacius and Gallus, by emphasizing this 1SSue strongly,
did indicate how ONEC key 1Ssue dividing Evangelicals and Roman Catholics
would be addressed during the COM1Ng£g Orthodox period, beginning with Flacius’
OW.: » Ke'y the Sacred Scrıptures«. Flacius and Gallus, 1n their works agaınst
JTrent, did NOLT do that alıy other 1SSUE, for they treated ON other 1n
comparable detail, from the 114SsSs

They had NOT, quıte obviously, set OUuUt produce examınatıon of Triden-
tiıne decrees of the Lype which Martın Chemnitz would begin constructing
cshort time later. Fhey WCIC wrltiıng rather sSet the Council of Irent 1n DIODCI
focus fOr their Evangelical fellow-believers NOt Just the Gnesio-Lutherans but
also those of other partıes, and above all for the COININOIN people of
Flacius attfirmed toward the beginning of the » P10US and NECESSALY admoniı1ition

that the laity oe€es NOLT eed the decisions of councıls but Call decide what 15
true and false the basıs of the catechism. He W as MOST strenuously concerned

Walill agaınst papal LYFanNnNY, the clerical yoke which Irent W as Iyıng
1impose OTMCC agaın uUDOI1L the Evangelical estates.*8

1wo LraCts composed by Flacius iın reveal something LLLOIC of the M1Nd:
set behind his and Gallus’ longer works agaınst Irent than these works
themselves reveal. The first 15 Flacıus’ » ITue warnıng the VeIY harmftul
deceit of the POPRC and his council« the second 1S his » Proof that according the
Passau JIreaty and the FEdict of the Augsburg [ iet of IX the papıst BOVCIH>-

do NOt A the authority persecute their subjects 2AECOUNEFt of the
Augsburg Confession, much less drive them Out of their lands and force them

Norma, K3"-L2*; Canon, N4"-O11]”; Protestatıio, S:E :3 $ 64
45 Admonitio, $ the laity, 1-160 papal LYyrann y On similar uscs of the catechism

standard by 16 lay people Cal judge theologica. controversı1es, SCC Robert KOLB: »„The
layman/’s © the us«c of Luther’s Catechism 1n the (;erman late Retormation. In Luther’s
Catechisms 450 years/ ed Dy Daviıd Scaer and Robert Preus. Fort ayne, Ind 1979,
2N

OIl



sell their POSSESS1ONS, Aceurately taken from the TeXTt of these OcCcumentsSs«.
The title of the latter SsSUummMarTızes 1ts argument. In brief conclusion after the
C1tat1ons of the relevant 7 Flacius recalled Luther’s prophecy of DCISCCU-
t10n. He expressed his OW. belief that Out of the »Sodomite false council« of the
Roman Antichrist would COILNC »C1vıil W AarTr and blood bath which would bring
atrocıties uDON the German Evangelicals » 4s he Ithe Antichrist| has often one
before«, reterence the Smalcald War and the time of the Augsburg nterım
and the first SEesSsSION of Irent 1n all likelihood.*?

The » [ Tue warnıngto sell their possessions, accurately taken from the text of these documents«.  The title of the latter summarizes its argument. In a brief conclusion after the  citations of the relevant texts, Flacius recalled Luther’s prophecy of persecu-  tion. He expressed his own belief that out of the »Sodomite false council« of the  Roman Antichrist would come a »civil war and blood bath« which would bring  atrocities upon the German Evangelicals »as he [the Antichrist] has often done  before«, a reference to the Smalcald War and the time of the Augsburg Interim  and the first session of Trent in all likelihood.“  The »True warning ...« also reveals that Flacius and Gallus viewed the  opening of the third period of the council as a critical juncture in the war  between the papacy and the Evangelical movement. They did not trust agree-  ments made by followers of the pope in the Religious Peace of Augsburg. They  feared that the new sessions of the council would lead, as had its first sessions,  to a period of critical conflict, and potentially, of betrayal by other Evangelicals,  matching the earlier betrayal which Gallus and Flacius believed had so serious-  1y damaged the Evangelical cause when the Philippists had forged the compro-  mise with the papacy in the »Leipzig Interim«. Thus, in this tract Flacius  compared the situation of the Evangelical movement in 1563 to that of the  church at the time the papacy suppressed the Council of Basel and at the time of  the »Augsburg Interim«. He warned against any attempt to compromise  through a series of theses which declare that the articles of faith are inseparable  and that abandoning one article of the faith not only insults God but also leads  to abandoning other articles of the faith. This tract was written in response toa  request from Lutheran nobles in Bavaria. There Duke Albrecht V, a loyal  supporter of Rome, was trying to counteract the growing Lutheran movement  by granting concessions regarding communion in both kinds and clerical celiba-  cy (both concessions offered in 1548 by the »Augsburg Interim« to the Evangeli-  cals) as well as fasting. Leaders of the Lutheran nobility in Bavaria requested  that Flacius and Gallus formulate a reaction to the ducal program for them, and  the »True warning...« was the result. Joined to its warning that compromise on  49 BEWEISUNG DAS VERMOEGE DES PASSAWISCHEN VERTRAGS VND ABSCHIEDS DES AUGSPURGISCHEN  REICHSTAGS ANNO M. D. LV. DIE PAPISTISCHE OBERKEIT NICHT MACHT HABE DIE VNTERTHANEN DER  AUGSPURGISCHEN CONFESSION HALBEN, YRGEND AUFF EIN WEISE ZUUERFOLGEN, VIL WENIGER DIE  SELBIGEN AUS DEN LANDEN ZUUERTREIBEN, VNND JHRE GUETER ZUUERKAUFFEN ZWINGEN, AUS DEM  TEXT SOLCHER SCHRIFFTEN TREWLICH GENOMMEN. N.p. 1563. Flacius’ comments are found on  Biiij”.  92also reveals that Flacius and Gallus viewed the
openıng of the third period of the councıl 4S critical Juncture 1n the Warl
between the PaPDaCY and the Evangelical T hey. did NOT CC-

made by followers of the DODC In the Religious Peace of Augsburg. They
feared that the LICW SESS1ONS of the council would jead, 4S had 1ts first SESS1IONS,

period of critical conflict, and potentially, of betrayal by other Evangelicals,
matching the earlier betrayal which Gallus and Flacius believed had SEr10US-
1y damaged the Evangelical when the Philippists had forged the COILNLDIO-
mi1se wıth the DAaADaCY 1n the »Le1pz1g nterim«. Thus, 1n this Flacius
compared the s1tuatıon of the Evangelical 1n 1563 that of the
church the time the PAaDaCY suppressed the Council of Basel and AL the time of
the »Augsburg nteriım«. He warned agaınst anı y attempt COMPpromı1se
through serl1es of theses which declare that the articles of faith A MS inseparable
and that abandoning ONC artıcle of the faith NOT only insults God but 4180 leads

abandoning other articles of the faith his WAas wrıtten 1n
request from Lutheran nobles ın Bavarıa. There Duke Albrecht V, loyal
Supporter of Rome, W as tryıng COUNLeErAaCT the growıng Lutheran
by granting CONCESSIONS regarding COoMMUN1ON In both kinds and clerical celiba-
C (both CONCESSIONS offered 1n 548 by the »Augsburg nterım« the Evangeli-
Cals) ell 4s fasting. Leaders of the Lutheran nobility 1n Bavarıa requested
that Flacius and Gallus tormulate reactiıon the ducal PIOSTAaIN for them, an:
the » [ TUuUe warnıng Was the result. Joined 1ts warnıng that COMpromıi1se

49 BEWEISUNG DAS DES PASSAWISCHEN ERTRAGS VN  - ÄBSCHIEDS DES ÄUGSPURGISCHEN
REICHSTAGS NNO DIE PAPISTISCHE OBERKEIT HABE DIE VNTERTHANEN DER
ÄUGSPURGISCHEN CONFESSION ALBEN, RGEND UFF EIN ZUUERFOLGEN, VIL ENIGER DIE

AUS DE  7g LANDEN ZUUERTREIBEN, NND JHRE UETER ZUU  FE ZWINGEN, Aus DE
EXT SOLCHER SCHRIFFTEN 1563 Flacius’ IM! ATeC tound
B111)”
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SOTILNC 1SSUES of doectrinal dispute would undermine the whole taith 1Ss Flacius’
rejection specifically of the three leading CONCESSIONS 1n Albrecht’s PIOSTAaIN.
Flaciıus MUSt aVe made his point effectively, for Friedrich Staphylus, lay
advisor of Albrecht’s who had converted from his Lutheran faiıth Roman
Catholicısm, issued rejoinder 1t 518 In exile 1n Regensburg Flacius could NOLT
NOW that both the Religious Peace of Augsburg and the loyalty of other
(German Lutherans would SUrV1ve Irent’s third period intact. (In the basıs of his
OW. EXpeMENGE OVCI decade and halt he had 1C4SON fear hat ear coupled
with his zZest for Luther’s gospel, made him, with Gallus at his side, at least »the
INOST energet1c spokesman the Protestant side regarding the council« at the
time of 1ts conclusion.

But he W as NOLT the only such spokesman. Fach within the (‚erman
Lutheran had 1C4SON take public eXception the counciıl 1n ONC

form another. The reactions of the (serman Evangelicals the CONvOcatıon
of the Council of Irent 1n the Catly 5608 took form 1n Occasıonal writings,
works which addressed the sıtuatıon of the mMoOoment 4s 1t W as perceived 238 the
time. Before the conclusion of the council, of COUISC, Evangelical W as able
approach the kind of analysis which Martın Chemnitz could undertake short
time later.>1 "Phe Lutheran cr1ıt1ques which WCIC composed 1n IS61:1563 WCIC

Irewe arnung, A2'-Ad” I1wo Bavarıan noblemen, oachim VOINl Ortenburé and Pankraz
VOINl Freiburg, requested Flacius’ and Gallus’ help iın preparıng crıt1que of Albrecht’s PIOSIAN,
1n instructions tO Joseph Fröschl, uly 3y 1563; SCn BEITRÄGE AB  z (GESCHICHTE HERZOG AT-
BRECHTS UN DER SOG DELSVERSCHWÖRUNG VO 5637 ed by Walter oetz and Leonhard
eo 3 62-65 SCC Iso Aloiıs KNÖPFLER: {dIie Kelchbewegung 1n Bayern unerzog
recht 1591I, tor details uke Albrecht’s PIOSTIAaM. On Flacıus’ an Gallus’ reactıon

the PIOSTIAN, Nala Iso arl SCHOTTENLOHER: [)as Regensburger Buchgewerbe 1m E und
16 Jahrhundert 1920, 38-43 hat there Was SOINC possibility that the Council of TCN:
might indeed the CONCESSIONS about which Flacius WasSs concerned 15 cshown 1n Knöpfler,
96-106, and by Paula Sutter FICHTNER: The disobedience of the obedient: Ferdinand and the
PaDaCcY, 1555-1564 SC)J 1980) 2, Friedrich STAPHYLUS’ rebuke W Aas entitled: Irewe
WaINnNunNg, An alle ftromme guthertzige Christen, wWw1e s1e sich yetzıgen vertuerischenZeY
VOI Irrthumb, vnd dem, yetZ aussgebreyten talschen schwermerischen rhat vnd derW -

WAaInNnunNng huetten INOCSCH. n.p.| 563
y i Chemnitz’s MmMassıve crıt1que SCEe nNOte I dıd NOLT end the smaller, less definitive Evangelical

react10ons; SCC, g the published under the aIine Theophilus BALDANUS: Warhafftftige VN!
ın Goettlicher ChHrıiit gegruendte aussfuerung [ J)as das Concilium Triendt hat wıder ott
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functional DIECCS designed 4S much for political public 4S for theological
audience

The Evangelical est4tes did what politically responsible officials had do
Their overlord, Emperor Ferdinand, had granted the »Augsburg Confession«
legal STAtUSs %5 but he had NOT abandoned either the hope for his OW.

efforts towards the reconciliation of the LW Jlegal contessions within his
DIIC The Evangelical PTINCCS believed that they owed the CINDCIOI explana-
t107N of their rejeCt10N of the papal 1INV1tatLL10N Irent It 4S little
that they reiterated the SadIilLlc basıc which the Evangelical estates had
forged quarter GEHNLUTY earlier The Evangelical PIINCECS did NOT publish their
CY1U1QUES immediately; their political SCNSIELVIECY kept them ftrom publicly ob
JeECLINg the councıl until 1T concluded 1fSs hen they shared with the
public their T1CE4SONS fOr NOt Irent

FOr the GNnes10 Lutherans the TeCOoNvOoCatıon of the councıl produced immedi-
ATe 4SSOC1at10NS with that complex of EVeENTS 45 545 which they believed
had ser10usly threatened the VC eXASFTENGcE and survival of the Lutheran INOVC-

MmMent FOr them Irent W as inextricably bound the Smalcald War an! the
»Augsburg nterim« both and violent eradicate the teach
1NSS of the »Augsburg Confession« The »Augsburg nteriım« had attempted
seduce Evangelicals with the mınimal CO  115 of the CUD fOor the laity an!

fOr prlıests, Just A4AS SOINC delegates AT Irent and the Overnment of Duke
Albrecht of Bavarıa WCIC promoting such 78)  115 the early 560S SO
Flacius and Gallus telt compelled attack the council immediate threat

the safety of their faith and there W as ON forum which they viewed 4S the
MOST effective SCELLING for their ideas the forum of printed words which would
reach both the Latın reading and the (serman reading public Flacıus and Gallus
responded the council and 1fSs INCNACEC with traditional arguments agaınst 1fs

legitimacy and with traditional arguments agaınst doetrines which they had
long objected and which they had earned Irent Was codifying Finally, they
attacked the CONCEDL of papal authority with EeXfENSIVE which
opposed the authority of the POPC that of Scr1ıpture

vnd SC11I1 heiliges Wort alsche vnchristliche nnd Gottslesterliche anones vnd Satzungen
gemacht Lauingen 1569; Nuremberg 1570 'hıs work listed pseudonymous but
without identitication of 1ftSs author Emil WELLER Lexicon pseudonymorum Regensburg
1886 58 Very likely, this work Iso trom the Flacian circle



The fears of Flacius, CGallus and other German Lutherans 1n regard
the Council of Irent WCIC NOT realized, and the Occasional DIEGES published 1n
1563 and 64 by (‚erman Lutherans disappeared Jargely from 1e W However,
at least ONC Roman Catholic, the French Francıscan Joannes Porthaesius,
thought Flacius’ crıt1que of the 114S55 1ın the » P10uUS and NECCCSSaLY a1dmonitionThe worst fears of Flacius, Gallus and other German Lutherans in regard to  the Council of Trent were not realized, and the occasional pieces published in  1563 and 1564 by German Lutherans disappeared largely from view. However,  at least one Roman Catholic, the French Franciscan Joannes Porthaesius,  thought Flacius’ critique of the mass in the »Pious and necessary admonition  .« important enough to demand an answer. Porthaesius was engaged in  Counter-Reformation activities in the Low Countries in 1566, at the same time  at which Flacius was serving the Lutheran church in Antwerp. His rejection of  the Flacius critique of the Roman Catholic doctrine of the mass appeared in  1567 and was republished twice, in 1585 and in 1586.° Indeed, the Lutheran  critique of Trent during its third period did make some impact on the form and  agenda of the continuing debates between Roman Catholics and Lutherans.  If there ever had been a time in which reconciliation of Rome and Wittenberg  had been possible, it had certainly past by 1562. When the final sessions of the  Council of Trent were being held, there was fundamentally only one stance  which the German Evangelicals could take. Divided into parties as their move-  ment was, their responses differed in specific motivation and mode, but they  shared a common stance toward the Council: they rejected the power of the  men who had gathered at Trent to repudiate and repulse the German Evangeli-  cal movement, and they rejected the validity of the ideas which those men  advanced to counter and condemn Luther’s understanding of the gospel.  52 Joannes PorRTHAESIUS: De Verbis Domini Hoc Facite pro oecumenico concilio tridentino  adversus Sophisticas nebulas Matthiae Flaccii Illyrici Concilium Catholicum Tridenti  Habitum. Antwerp 1567.  95important enough demand 4ANSWCT Porthaesius Was engaged in
Counter-Reftormation actıvıtles 1ın the LOW Countries 1n 66, AT the Samııe time
AT which Flacius W as Serving the Lutheran church In Antwerp. Hıs rejection of
the Flacius CIIIALE of the Roman Catholic doctrine of the 111L4Sss appeared 1n

567 an! W as republished twWICe, 1n 55 and In Indeed, the Lutheran
cr1ıt1que of Irent during 1ts third period did make SOINC impact the form and
agenda of the continulng debates between Roman Catholics and Lutherans.

If there GVT had een time 1n which reconciliation of Rome and Wittenberg
had Fen possible, 1t had certainly past by 1562 When the final SESSIONS of the
Council of Irent WCIC being held, there W as fundamentally only ONC StTanCce
which the (GGerman Evangelicals could take. Divided 1into partıes their LOVC-
mMent Wds, their ICSDONSCS differed 1n specific mot1ivatıon and mode, but they
chared COTILLINON STANCE toward the Council: they rejected the of the
18810 who had gathered at Irent repudiate and repulse the (‚;erman Evangeli-
cal MOVEMENT, and they fejected the validity of the ideas which those HACH

aqadvanced COUNTeEer aın condemn Luther’s understanding of the gospel.

Joannes PORTHAEFSIUS: e Verbis [Domiıinı Hoc Facıte PIO OecumeN1CO concilio triıdentino
adversus Sophisticas ebulas Matthiae Flaccıii Illyrici Concilium Catholicum Tridenti
Habitum. Antwerp 67
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