
Praise for  
Lutheranism vs. Calvinism

The 1586 Colloquy of Montbéliard should not have been forgotten. Here 
we see what the real issues were between classic Lutheranism and classic 
Calvinism. The differences were real and important, but this Colloquy 
also shows where the two sides agreed. In order to avoid mischaracter-
izing classic, confessional Lutheranism and Calvinism, the Colloquy of 
Montbéliard should be required reading.

—rev. Dr. Benjamin T. G. mayes 
assisTanT Professor of HisTorical THeoloGy,  

concorDia THeoloGical seminary, forT Wayne, in 
co-General eDiTor, luTHer’s Works: american eDiTion,  

concorDia PuBlisHinG House

Due to this splendid translation and commentary by Dr. Clinton Arm-
strong, confessional Lutherans will be able to appreciate the contribution 
of Jakob Andreae’s defense of the Lutheran Symbols. Appearing six years 
after the Book of Concord, the record of this debate reveals the reliance 
of Lutheran theologians such as Andreae and Martin Chemnitz on the 
patristic Fathers who appeared first in the Catalogue of Witnesses (Tes-
timonies) to the original Concordia and here again in Andreae’s debate 
with Theodore Beza. The Chalcedonian Christology of Martin Luther and 
his contemporaries emerges here in renewed clarity in the tradition of 
Augustine, John Chrysostom, Gregory Nazianzus, Gregory of Nyssa, and 
John of Damascus, to name but a few.

—rev. fr. anTHony roeBer 
emeriTus Professor of HisTory & reliGious sTuDies, Penn sTaTe universiTy 

Professor of cHurcH HisTory, sT. vlaDimir’s orTHoDox THeoloGical seminary,  
yonkers, ny

Jakob Andreae’s Acts of the Colloquy of Montbéliard, his own report of 
the great theological dialogue with Theodore Beza, is a point-by-point 
accounting of one of the most important debates between Lutherans 
and the Reformed in the sixteenth century. Addressing distinctions and 



differences in doctrines such as Christology, the Lord’s Supper, Baptism, 
and predestination, this debate tackled what ultimately were practical-
theological questions, which still have bearing in pastoral practice, in 
teaching, and in broader theological conversations in current contexts. 
This English translation makes this debate accessible in the most detailed 
terms and is a valuable resource for historical understanding and theo-
logical engagement today.

—rev. Dr. GerHarD H. BoDe 
associaTe Professor of HisTorical THeoloGy,  

concorDia seminary, sT. louis, mo

In 1586, spokesmen for the Reformed and Lutheran pastors within the 
French-speaking county of Montbéliard, ruled by the Lutheran duke of 
Württemberg, met in public debate over their confession of the faith. The-
odore Beza and Jakob Andreae set down formative summaries of the posi-
tions of the two confessions. C. J. Armstrong’s translation of the Lutheran 
record of this historic confrontation opens a significant window upon the 
roots and development of the two confessional positions. Twenty-first 
century readers will better understand their own tradition’s teaching on 
the Sacraments, predestination, and public worship from this volume.

—rev. Dr. roBerT kolB 
emeriTus Professor of sysTemaTic THeoloGy,  

concorDia seminary, sT. louis, mo

For Lutherans and Reformed to remain true to their distinctive Reforma-
tion core beliefs, each must know how they came to believe what they do. 
Disparaging a widely held belief of a “one size fits all Protestantism” is 
the publication in English translation of the transcript of the 1586 debate 
between Jakob Andreae, an author of the Lutheran Formula of Concord, 
and Theodore Beza, John Calvin’s successor in Geneva. The 1586 debate 
between theological giants of the two great Reformation traditions opens 
the door to learn how they handled their differences on the Lord’s Sup-
per, the person of Christ, Baptism, and predestination without compro-
mising respect for each other. Even after more than 400 years, the debate 
makes for fascinating reading.

—rev. Dr. DaviD P. scaer 
THe DaviD P. scaer cHair of BiBlical anD sysTemaTic THeoloGy 

cHairman, DeParTmenT of sysTemaTic THeoloGy,  
concorDia THeoloGical seminary, forT Wayne, in 

eDiTor, ConCordia TheologiCal QuarTerly



This record of the 1586 Colloquy of Montbéliard between confessional 
Lutheran and Reformed pastors and theologians reflects the work of their 
contemporaneous churches, ministers, and theologians who were work-
ing out their own confession of the Word of God and simultaneously 
engaging those with whom they earnestly (and sometimes heatedly) dis-
agreed. Rather than downplaying and obscuring genuine theological and 
practical differences, these discussions explored the differences honestly 
and even brutally. We are indebted to Dr. Armstrong and to the publisher 
for making available for the first time an important source document in 
the study of the history of confessional Protestant theology.

—rev. Dr. r. scoTT clark 
Professor of cHurcH HisTory anD HisTorical THeoloGy,  

WesTminsTer seminary california, esconDiDo, ca

This translation of the Colloquy of Montbéliard opens a fascinating win-
dow into the second generation of the Reformation. Theodore Beza and 
Jakob Andreae discuss at length the divisive points between Lutherans 
and Reformed: the Lord’s Supper, Baptism, images, and predestination. 
Even after more than 400 years, the patience and diligence with which 
Beza and Andreae conduct their discussion impresses and rewards the 
reader. Dr. Armstrong is to be thanked for making accessible this piece of 
history which has relevance for today.

—rev. Dr. rolanD ZieGler 
roBerT D. Preus associaTe Professor of sysTemaTic THeoloGy anD  

confessional luTHeran sTuDies, concorDia THeoloGical seminary, forT Wayne, in

Hitherto I have encountered the famous Colloquy of Montbéliard as a 
beckoning but foreboding footnote in the history of Lutheran-Reformed 
relations: a must for the historian of theology, but who has the linguis-
tic proficiency these days, not to mention the time, to plough through 
a lengthy Latin manuscript? Dr. Armstrong has rendered signal service 
by putting this gripping debate into our hands, helping us to see that 
Lutheran-Reformed differences go all the way down, all the way across, 
and all the way up. His patient and skilled toil will help us put Jakob 
Andreae more accurately on the late sixteenth-century Lutheran map and 
will also make it plain that classic Reformed theology was governed more 
by philosophical a priori judgments than by exegetical findings.

—rev. Dr. joHn r. sTePHenson  
reGisTrar anD Professor of HisTorical THeoloGy,  

concorDia luTHeran THeoloGical seminary,  
sT. caTHarines, onTario
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Foreword

For those who believe in the Council of Constantinople’s (381) com-
mitment to the “one holy, catholic, and apostolic Church,” almost all the 
sixteenth-century colloquies mark the beginning of a heartbreaking time 
of division within Western Christianity. This fragmentation of the Church 
continues to this day, despite various attempts at ecumenical bridge 
building. Some readers will be familiar with the Colloquy of Marburg 
(1529), which revealed an irreconcilable difference between Martin Luther 
and Ulrich Zwingli concerning the nature of the Lord’s Supper. That was 
indeed an important turning point in Church history. Nonetheless, the 
records of the Colloquy of Montbeliard (1586) offer far more insight into 
the division between Reformed and Lutheran theologians during the 
sixteenth century. At that gathering, the principal participants were able 
to display mature, developed, and relatively consistent expressions of 
their theological traditions. This makes a document valuable not only for 
understanding the past but also for understanding the issues that divide 
Protestants. 

Observers today might be inclined too easily to dismiss the concerns 
of those assembled at Montbéliard. They might, for instance, wish to 
simply dispense with the nitpicking of the old theologians and reunite the 
various evangelical sects. Alternatively, some might brush off the con-
troversies of the past as overly abstract, intellectual, and scholastic.1 The 
precise and technical language of colloquy, even with translation, may 
further cause some to think the whole matter revolved around trivial con-
troversies. As understandable as such thinking may be, there are several 
reasons why these old disputes remain important to examine closely. 

1  For important insights into the role of the Protestant Scholastics, which tend to emphasize the theo-
logical consistency among the reformers, and their later academic consolidators, see Robert Preus, The 
Theology of Post-Reformation Lutheranism, 2 Vols. (St. Louis, MO: Concordia, 1970–72); Richard A. Muller, 
Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics, 4 Vols. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker 1987–1993); Carl R. Trueman and 
R. Scott Clark eds., Protestant Scholasticism: Essays in Reassessment (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2007); Eef 
Dekker and Willem J. van Asselt, Reformation and Scholasticism: An Ecumenical Enterprise (Grand Rapids, 
MI: Baker, 2001); and my book, Faith, Reason, and Revelation in Theodore Beza (1519–1605) (Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2003).
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First of all, proto-scholastics had concrete, life and death reasons for 
being precise and polemical with their theological writing and dialogue. 
Princes and city councils operating under the policy of cuius regio, eius 
religio or “whoever’s realm, his religion [is the official religion]” culti-
vated the best and brightest theological minds to explain and defend 
distinct confessions. Failure in the public square meant not only embar-
rassment but also the concrete loss of rights to worship and teach within a 
region. This means that, even in cases where the disposition of individu-
als such as Beza and Andreae might have been courteous and irenic, the 
political and ecclesiastical context all but required these men to become 
polemic if they were to accomplish the task assigned by both the princes 
and churches. 

Second, the colloquy reflects the fundamental differences between 
the formal principles (that is, the authoritative sources of theology and 
the relative positions of those sources) of the Reformed and Lutherans. 
Specifically, the role of instrumental reason as a tool for interpreting 
biblical passages was elevated within Reformed circles. Likewise, logi-
cal consistency of various doctrines was valued more highly by the 
Reformed than the Lutherans. The following exchange between Beza and 
Andreae illustrates this difference well: 

Dr. Jakob: 
Paul writes, 1 Corinthians 10[:16], The bread which we break is a 

communication of the body of Christ. He does not say, it is a commu-
nication of the remission of sins, but rather it is a communication of 
the body of Christ. 

Dr. Beza: 
Prove it with a Syllogism. 

Dr. Jakob: 
Sayings of holy Scripture do not need to be proven with a 

Syllogism; they are rather believed on account of divine authority. 

Dr. Beza: 
Make a Syllogism. 
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Dr. Jakob: 
This is a novelty and unheard of in any school, that testimonies of 

Scripture are proved with a Syllogism. 

Dr. Beza: 
Make a Syllogism. 

Dr. Jakob:
The genuine meaning of the saying of Scripture should not be 

proved with a Syllogism, but should rather be demonstrated from 
Scripture. And what kind of communication is it where there is no 
reception?2 

Similarly, Andreae says repeatedly that he wants biblical backing for 
the axiom finitum non capax infiniti (the finite is not able to contain the infi-
nite), which the Reformed frequently employed: “I still hear no testimony 
of Scripture, but rather just a philosophical principle, that the finite is not 
capable of containing the infinite. This has its own place in Philosophy 
and the natural sciences. But it cannot hold a place in this mystery.”3 

Third, there is an important connection between Eucharistic theology 
and Christology. Neither party at the colloquy thought that the Lord’s 
Supper was merely a memorial ritual. Rather, they believed it had some-
thing to say about the very nature of God’s presence in the world, before 
and after the Ascension. In the following pages, one finds that for the 
Lutherans, the bread in Communion emphatically remains bread. It is 
redeemed. Sanctified. It has the privilege of being part of God’s interven-
tion in His creation. It is no mere superstition or affectation that caused 
the Lutherans to insist that in the Lord’s Supper one finds the real Jesus. 
Jesus is right there: not in some faint imaginary way, but right there. No 
metaphysical explanations are needed. 

Moreover, to deny this presence is at least as misguided as to deny the 
dignity of the bread’s presence. In God’s plan, the Lutherans believed, 
Spirit and matter unite. To insist on the divide between spirit and matter, 

2  Original pages 118–119.

3  Original page 280.
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as the Reformed did, was tantamount to rejecting the very core of the 
Eucharistic mystery itself, and ultimately the mystery of the Incarnation. 
Thus, for Andreae, a two-natured Christ is able to do two-natured things 
where and when He pleases. Beza, on the contrary, maintained that Jesus’ 
body remains at the right hand of God in heaven, and thus cannot logi-
cally be in more than one place at the same time when Christians around 
the world celebrate Holy Communion. The Christological implications 
here were obvious to both parties. For this reason, the reader will find 
Lutherans calling the Reformed “Nestorians,” after the condemned 
teaching of Nestorius, who emphasized the strict division between 
the two natures of Christ. The Reformed, in turn, called the Lutherans 
“Eutychians,” believing that they inordinately confused the two natures. 

Fourth, though the issues debated at Montbeliard might appear 
abstract and academic, they had deeply pastoral implications. Both Beza 
and Andreae recognized this. Beza, for instance, was concerned not to 
give the sense that a believer could fall out of God’s favor, and so rejected 
Andreae’s endorsement of the idea of mortal sin. On the other side, 
Andreae was startled that Beza could say, with respect to Baptism, that 
infants were only “probably” elect: 

Beza: “I answer: Infants sprinkled by water Baptism are  
probably, probably I say, considered sons of God. But we think 
that it is absurd to assert that they are renewed at that moment 
when they are baptized, such that they become new people with the 
old man destroyed. The reason for this is that children do not have 
faith, especially actual faith. But they are baptized in the faith of 
their parents.” 4 

Such teaching, for Andreae, threatened to take away a believer’s 
confidence in the redeeming work of God extra nos (outside ourselves), 
and dangerously turned a person inward, leading to a desperate attempt 
to find inward assurance that one was indeed elect. Andreae believed 
that pastors could point a troubled conscience to the words of his or her 
Baptism whenever they doubted God’s love and mercy. 

4 Original page 485.
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Getting Along 
Fifth and finally, the exchanges within this unsuccessful colloquy 

may provide a humane model for inter-confessional dialogue today. 
Beza and Andreae maintained simultaneously both (1) a commitment 
to courtesy and respect for their opponents and (2) an unwillingness to 
discard important doctrines for the sake of unity. They were thus prin-
cipled, rather than stubborn in their effort at reconciliation. For instance, 
both explicitly stated they would be glad for the uncharitable and false 
writings found in their respective camps to be destroyed, if such a move 
could restore peace. In other words, they were not so much committed to 
their egos or writings, but rather committed what they understood about 
the very nature of Christ. 

Toward the end of the colloquy, their discussion branched into a 
few other tricky topics, including predestination, the use of images and 
iconoclastic measures, the sort of music appropriate to churches, and the 
perseverance of the saints. But the nature of Christ—and what Christ 
means for poor, miserable sinners—remained the central topic for both 
Andreae and Beza. For that reason, we can return to this account with 
respect for all those assembled, including the laity and nobility, grateful 
for those who took their faith seriously enough to explore it in detail. 
We may be free to skim sections here and there in this book, just as the 
1586 audience might have snoozed here and there during longwinded 
monologues, but we ought not dismiss the sincerity and earnestness with 
which they sought to understand their Christian faith. 

Jeff Mallinson, D. Phil.  
Professor of Theology and Philosophy  
Concordia University Irvine



x

Introduction and  
acknowledgments

Near the border that France shares with Germany and Switzerland, 
between Strasbourg and Geneva, just west of Basel, lies the county of 
Montbéliard, home to a Peugeot factory and a population of which the 
majority claim to be Roman Catholic. This religious identity is rather 
a recent development, though, due to changes that took place over the 
last century. From the time of the Reformation the population had been 
majority Lutheran, ruled by the house of Württemberg until the French 
Revolution. Despite the modern world’s changes, however, the county 
enjoys a heritage that today still boasts Lutheran churches. The reasons 
for this include, in no small part, the political landscape and religious 
disagreements that shaped this borderland at the end of the sixteenth 
century.

This book is a translation of a document prepared by the German 
Lutheran theologian Jakob Andreae in 1587. The bulk of it is a transcript 
of a conference that had taken place the year prior, between him and the 
French successor of John Calvin at Geneva, Theodore Beza. The Colloquy 
of Montbéliard is, like other instances of dialogue among reformers 
that pepper the history of the sixteenth century, fraught with tensions 
both political and theological. This one, coming forty years after Martin 
Luther’s death, reprises in some ways the more famous Colloquy of 
Marburg that had involved that reformer and Ulrich Zwingli, more than 
half a century before Andreae would meet Beza at Montbéliard. The topic 
of the Lord’s Supper and examination of its attendant presuppositions 
regarding the person of Christ constituted the bulk of both colloquies. 
“Is means is” proved to be a sticking point on the Lutheran side at both. 
And just as Luther had refused to shake hands with Zwingli at Marburg, 
so also Andreae refused his hand to Beza at the end of Montbéliard. But 
the Colloquy of Montbéliard is significantly different in that it illustrates 
not the early Evangelical struggle between Luther’s German Reformation 
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and the radical Swiss, but rather, the tensions involving what were now 
Lutherans and Calvinists, reformers in churches that had grown up in an 
age of religious war and suspicion, churches that reached their adoles-
cence in an age of concession as much as of confession. 

Space does not permit a thorough historical introduction, and it is 
probable that those interested in reading Andreae’s Acts of the Colloquy 
are already sufficiently grounded in the history of the later sixteenth cen-
tury to know what has led to the drama about to unfold between these 
pages. For a fuller treatment, the reader is directed to Jill Raitt’s 1993 
Oxford monograph, The Colloquy of Montbéliard: Religion and Politics in the 
Sixteenth Century. Her study broadly surveys the religious and political 
background of the 1586 Colloquy and outlines the debates covered in the 
week of the Colloquy via the primary sources that recorded it. The first 
and most comprehensive of these is the first edition of Andreae’s tran-
script: Acta Colloquii Montis Belligartensis: Quod Habitum est, Anno Christ 
1586 (Tübingen: George Gruppenbach, 1587). An English translation has 
been published here for the first time. Count Frederick’s Preface to the 
Acts claims that their publication in 1587 was inspired by false gossip on 
the Reformed side that the Lutherans at Montbéliard had had their hat 
handed to them; the last straw was a certain “notorious Epistle,” pro-
mulgated by the Reformed, that had included a document maintaining 
the Huguenot exiles seeking sanctuary in Montbéliard had been given 
official permission to receive the Eucharist under their own confes-
sion. Beza’s response to Andreae’s publication followed. Andreae then 
published a refutation of Beza’s response. Far from being conciliatory, 
these responses and counter-responses illustrate how entrenched the 
reformers were in their own positions, and how theologically far apart 
their churches were. When looking at the modern world and new world 
churches that have grown from their adolescent, confessional forebear-
ers, it appears we still are.

One might well wonder what advantage is gained by the existence 
of an English translation of Andreae’s Acts of the Colloquy of Montbéliard. 
After all, chances are that those who are entrenched sufficiently in the 
study of the history and theology of the sixteenth century even to know 
about the 1586 Colloquy probably have sufficient skill in the Latin lan-
guage and the history of Reformation debate to read the text, publicly 
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accessible these days via digital copy, in the original language. No 
attempt has been made here to modernize or beautify the language; it has 
some rough edges and often sacrifices fluid English for Latinate construc-
tion and vocabulary. But it is hoped that having the text available in 
English will help an Anglophone readership to explore the text more, to 
dig deeper into Reformed-Lutheran dialogue of the sixteenth century, and 
perhaps further that dialogue more in the twenty-first.

Accessibility is key, and though rendered into what is perhaps an 
easier language for a reader, the topics themselves do not become less 
vexing even into our twenty-first century. I have been shocked just this 
year to have been made aware of shots fired via social media in the 
continuing exchanges of both amateur and professional theologians, 
showing our celebration of 500 years of Reformation comes with plenty 
of baggage: a Calvinist charges a Lutheran of stercoranism (the idea being 
that Lutheran communication involves the reception of Jesus’ real body, 
therefore naturally, as with all food, its digestion, the end of which is solid 
waste in defecation); a Lutheran calls a Calvinist a Muslim (the idea being 
that Reformed denial of communication of majesty to Christ results in a 
Jesus who was endowed with created gifts (rather than uncreated), and 
who is therefore no more than a special prophet, not the Son of God). 
Accessibility to one’s native tongue is not a quick cure for the corruption 
of the human nature, curved inward to such a degree that it delights in 
such backstabbing. If nothing else, the modern reader of this translation 
will be able to see this in action 500 years ago; what the reader does with 
it at that point I do not know, but hazard a prayer that it may tend toward 
the more productive and edifying rather than the vitriolic and histrionic 
as in the case of Beza and Andreae.

For as devoid of style as this stark translation may seem, there is 
something of the character of the interlocutors that yet peeks out in their 
dialogue. Neither seems altogether likeable in a modern sense of politesse. 
Sure, as product of their cultural circumstances, they use the correct 
forms of address with nobles and guests, but when it comes down to it, 
these men are at table with a bone to pick, and a worldview that is abso-
lutely positive that there is one, and only one, capital-T truth, and their 
read of Scripture, orthodox history, and their place in it has led them to 
believe that their confession of that truth is the only confession there is, 
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all others be damned (quite literally). This is the spirit of Luther’s “Here 
I stand,” certainly, but the standing up for oneself on display in these 
reformers can aim blows below the belt quite often. Which, I’ll confess, 
is some of the fun of working with this text. There are some pretty good 
zingers here, most on the side of Andreae pointing up the inadequacy of 
Beza’s logical system and conclusions in light of his (Andreae’s) contrary 
hermeneutical presuppositions. This should remind the reader that this 
is a very Lutheran document. For a more comprehensive sense of the 
conversation (avoiding the adjective “fair and balanced,” as probably no 
writing in the sixteenth century can fairly be so described), the reader will 
need to engage the responses from 1587 and 1588 that followed this initial 
publication.

The text you see before you attempts to reflect, in some small way, 
the printing conventions of the 1587 text. Diamond brackets (<>) enclose 
page numbers original to the text. Gruppenbach’s publication set type 
so as to distinguish one speaker from the other, and so the translation 
attempts to do so as well. Marginalia in the 1587 text are here normally at 
the head of the paragraph they refer to, unless they are lettered annota-
tions that follow (like our practice with footnotes) after the paragraph 
they treat. We are used to seeing certain words capitalized, e.g., “New 
Testament,” “Holy Spirit.” The 1587 text writes these as “new Testament” 
and “holy Spirit,” capitalizing the first word only in abbreviated form. 
The text you see before attempts as much as possible to keep the capitals 
capitalized, as the original printer often indicated emphasis by doing so. 
When whole words or phrases needed emphasis, the printer put words 
in all caps; the convention of this translation has been to italicize these 
words and phrases instead. In place of quotation marks, the sixteenth-
century text used parentheses; these have been changed to quotation 
marks as appropriate. Greek in the printed text of 1587 has been retained 
intact where translation was provided by the Colloquy’s interlocutors. 
Where translation was not provided in the Acts, it is offered here with 
the Greek in brackets. The table of contents reflects the basic practice of 
the colloquy—reading of theses from both sides, responses to objected 
dogmas, and so on. I attempted to make the table of contents fairly con-
sistent so that readers might find their place more quickly.
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Finally, a word of thanks to those whose assistance allowed this 
manuscript to come to completion. The generosity of Christ College at 
Concordia University, Irvine, in awarding me the Harry and Caroline 
Trembath Chair in Confessional Theology in 2015–2016, allowed me 
to begin this work, following the encouragement of Rev. Dr. Benjamin 
Mayes, who models the mission of making more and more accessible the 
Reformation and post-Reformation world for a modern readership. Dr. 
Jeffrey Mallinson’s expertise in Reformation theology, philosophy, and in 
particular Theodore Beza, was a sine qua non for this project; his editorial 
eye and his ability to follow Beza’s logic helped to untangle not a few 
quandaries of rendering the language into a more understandable idiom. 
Several students of CUI had their first taste of late-medieval Latin under 
my tutelage, whose contributions in the section on the person of Christ 
led to a deeper understanding of the communicatio idiomatum, as well as 
keen translational insights: Kayla Biar, Aubrie Bogle, Kimberly Olivar, 
Bradley Smith, James Virant, and Phoebe Weaver. My family, of course, 
puts up with the brunt of the dark side of writing and research, as their 
father and husband is away while writing, even when present. Their sup-
port in reading, commenting, and even indexing are sacrifices I cherish, 
but that pales in comparison to their love, patience, and encouragement.
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<preface 1>

Frederick

By God’s grace the Count of Württemburg and Montebéliard, etc.

To the Christian reader, eager for  
heavenly truth, Greetings.

Christian Emperors once discharged a duty pleasing to God 
and worthy of his person, and in our generation many pious 
Electors, Princes and Orders of Government, although very anx-
iously, have weighed in on it with tireless zeal (sparing neither 
efforts nor costs), in order that Religious controversies, having 
arisen in Christ’s Church, might be laid to rest as soon as pos-
sible, or else might promptly be eliminated in a lawful manner. 
In their own pious attempt, they maintained their determined 
goal, that if they should wander <preface 2> off track, they would 
be led back into the way, and avoid the destruction of their souls, 
that both the sweetest consensus of heavenly truth and harmony 
in Christ’s Church, to the praise of God Almighty, might be 
restored, and might be heeded everywhere in the Churches.

With exactly this intention, and toward the same end, in 
the month of March, of the Year that most recently passed, 
We summoned to our castle at Montebéliard the Honorable 
Theologians Dr. Jakob Andreae, Provost and Chancellor of 
the Academy of Tübingen, and Dr. Theodore Beza, Professor 
and Pastor of Geneva, in order that there in our presence they 
might confer peaceably concerning articles that are controversial 
between themselves and might converse together. We organized 
all this for no other reason at all than that we might agree for 
certain amongst ourselves on something about the truth of our 
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 Confession. Indeed for some time we, with the Emperor’s Elec-
tors and the rest of the Princes and Nobles, have subscribed to 
the pure Evangelical doctrine, and have given public testimony 
to heavenly truth, <preface 3> from which, aided by divine grace, 
we will never depart. But we wish it to be furthermore confirmed 
and established, and to stand prominently for our posterity. But 
French exiles, who made a break from the Papist religion, had 
asked us humbly and resolutely to organize a Colloquy between 
those very famous Theologians, and besides this had conceived a 
great hope that a holy concord would be established concerning 
the controversial articles in which the French Churches disagree 
with ours. Through this salutary cure, it was hoped, the French 
Churches and certain other foreign ones would more suitably 
blend with ours.

As in time past, out of compassion we granted the French 
exiles lodging in our city of Montbéliard, mindful of the Pro-
phetic word, “Lead needy wanderers into your home” (Isaiah 
58[:7]) and the Apostolic one, “Do not forget hospitality” 
(Hebrews 13[:2]). We had no wish to refuse a Colloquy (since 
they were requesting it so humbly and resolutely) lest we seem to 
neglect anything that could be effective for <preface 4> the peace of 
Christ’s Church or our own eternal salvation.

But when the Theologians of whom we made mention above 
had convened in our castle, together with those whose names are 
registered in the Acts elsewhere, we admitted to the Colloquy 
not only our own Aides and courtiers, but also the French exiles, 
as many as desired to be present and were not ignorant of the 
Latin language. Nor did we wish to be absent from the Colloquy 
even for a moment; we considered moreover that amid such an 
important affair we should not consider other Political business, 
so that we might the more readily be at our leisure to address this 
one matter. Now this was the process of the Colloquy that was 
established and observed: the Theologians of our party would 
first hand over to the opposing party their Theses on each of 
the controversial Articles, and then receive in turn a written 
response from them. After the different writings were pub-
licly read out loud in the presence of all of those in attendance, 
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 <preface 5> Dr. Jakob Andreae and Dr. Theodore Beza conversed 
peacefully about each article (of which they treated the Theses 
and response). The Articles discussed were these: 1. Concern-
ing the Lord’s Supper. 2. Concerning the Person of Christ. 3. 
Concerning Images, temples, and similar matters. 4. Concerning 
Baptism. 5. Concerning Predestination. For it was well-known 
to us that between us and the French Doctors there was no con-
sensus regarding these Articles.

Although it is often customary in Colloquies of this sort for 
public and sworn Notaries to be appointed to record every single 
one of the things said by either party, nevertheless at the begin-
ning of this Colloquy it was determined and agreed upon by both 
parties that Notaries would not be used, so as not to protract the 
time of spoken presentations to allow transcription, and lest the 
slower speech be harder to understand by both the collocutors and 
the audience, since the attempt to accommodate dictation would 
involve breaking the conversation into many small bits. For it was 
our desire in this Colloquy that both parties, by joining together 
in friendly discussion, <preface 6> would lay out and explain their 
opinion to the other as simply as possible. Thus neither party 
could complain (as has happened often up to this point) that they 
were never sufficiently heard or rightly understood, since the 
opposing party would comprehend fully our intention in each and 
every one of the chief points of controversy, and in turn would 
declare their own opinion fully and abundantly.

In the meantime, though, each presenter was free to anno-
tate whatever he wished. And since we did not doubt even from 
the beginning of this Colloquy but that many who were absent 
would very much want to procure these Acts, certain members 
of our court made it their business to ensure that each and every 
thing that was said by either party was recorded very faithfully 
and as swiftly, skillfully, and diligently as possible. They were 
also collected into papers lest anything in the Acts that was nec-
essary to be known be left out, if they were ever made public. But 
the result was that both parties were compelled to confess that 
the Acts of that colloquy had been collected in good faith.
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It was not a source of trouble for us, moreover, to annotate 
by hand, <preface 7> what was being said, and obstinately asserted, 
by the opposing party, contrary to the pious, simple, and sincere 
doctrine understood in our Christian Catechesis. Such things 
included that we have no presence of Christ’s body and blood 
in the Lord’s Supper except that which Abraham had in the old 
Testament during his era (p. 67),1 when in fact the Son of God 
had not yet become incarnate, and his flesh and blood was not 
yet in existence; that the infinite properties of his divinity are 
in no way able to be communicated to Christ’s human nature 
(p. 290), and so omnipotence, omniscience, omnipresence, and 
adoration all fail to come together in Christ’s assumed humanity, 
even though they are personally united with the Son of God, but 
those things communicated to the human nature in Christ are 
only finite and created (p. 247); that countless children are bap-
tized who nevertheless are not regenerated (p. 473), and for this 
reason it cannot be said for certain that a baptized infant is born 
again, <preface 8> even though we ought to hold out good hope for 
it (p. 484); that Christ did not die for the sins of the whole world, 
but only for the elect, and that the rest perish by God’s hidden 
and eternal decree (p. 547); that David retained the holy Spirit 
and faith even in the midst of his adultery (p. 463), etc. These 
and similar things we particularly noted by pen. But afterward, 
when all our notes and signatures were collected together, we 
bid them be arranged as carefully and faithfully as possible into 
one corpus, that the context of the disputation also might be 
established. There are no gaps in the record of each oration, and 
nothing which pertained to the substance of the entire Colloquy 
was left wanting. Moreover, since we knew it could be pleasing 
and useful to a young scholar were the reproofs to be annotated, 
at the margin of those writings which the opposing party in this 
Colloquy presented, which briefly list the errors and the causes 
of the errors, we gladly gave our assent to this, even though the 
same errors are refuted abundantly in our responses. <preface 9> 

1 These page numbers refer to the printed 1587 document, referred to throughout in diamond brack-
ets (e.g. <67>).
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Our consideration in this matter was in fact based on the need 
to maintain the approach of the Alumni of that renowned Acad-
emy, of which our very praiseworthy Ancestors and Kin were 
founders. We once served as Dean at this illustrious University, 
where we gladly support singular students (for the service of 
our Churches and Schools). The usefulness of this document for 
these students and others who study Theology, which they will 
receive from the edition of the Colloquy organized by us, had to 
be considered of greater value than the viciousness of slanderers, 
who hold this opinion (from the wisdom of Theognis): Slander 
boldly: something will always stick.2 We have judged that the 
slanders of these wicked people are of little value in comparison 
with the benefit we can offer so many people. We publicly swear, 
in fact, that in the collection of these Acts, nothing at all has 
been inserted or left out which pertained to the CHIEF CON-
TROVERSIES. Indeed, nothing in this entire business has been 
presented either out of favor or animosity toward the one party 
or the other. 

<preface 10> And yet, however, at the start we did not summon 
the two aforementioned very renowned Theologians to a col-
loquy with the plan to publish the Acts of that colloquy. For this 
reason indeed we thought that public and sworn Notaries (as 
we said above) should not be employed, inasmuch as we thought 
these Acts could lie hidden (for the sake of peace and the greater 
tranquility) as if within private walls. Nevertheless necessity 
compelled us to change our plan, lest our silence defraud the 
glory of the divine name and the salvation of the Church. For 
as soon as the Colloquy concluded, various empty and stormy 
rumors scattered far and wide (brought up to us partly in speech, 
partly in letters), namely that our pious confession (which nev-
ertheless rests on the immovable word of God) had been refuted, 
defeated, and rejected by the opposing party, and that the confes-

2 This pithy aphorism is actually not to be found among the nearly 2800 lines of extant Theognidea; 
a closer comparandum may be found in Plutarch, relating in his essay “How to Tell a Flatterer from a 
Friend” the story of Medius, a sycophant of Alexander: “Now he urged them not to be afraid to assail 
and sting with their calumnies, pointing out that, even if the man who is stung succeeds in healing the 
wound, the scar of the calumny will still remain” (Moralia 1.4.65B–5E (Frank Cole Babbitt, trans., Plutarch: 
Moralia I, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1927).
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sion’s defenders had brought home confusion and disgrace. And 
though we were able to consider these hollow boasts worthless, 
since we knew (taught by experience) <preface 11> that spreading 
even gross falsehoods was very agreeable to the opposing party, 
and not in the least unusual for them, nevertheless once a certain 
Letter about the Colloquy of Montbéliard, published in print,3 
was brought to light, stuffed full of figments and falsehoods, and 
even published under a false author and imprint (which is still 
universally against the laws and statutes of the Roman Empire), 
it became necessary to assert the truth and dignity of our person, 
by means of this edition of the Acts of the Colloquy, against the 
insults of that light-shunning reprobate who spared no lie against 
us in his own report. So might the falsehood of that person be 
refuted in this way. And of course the opposing party, even 
had they not been able to prevent the aforementioned Epistle 
from being spread among themselves widely, and being retailed 
publicly in the marketplaces, should rightly have taken care to 
suppress that notorious writing, if pious concord and the tran-
quility of the Churches were dear to their heart. But the opposing 
party, by turning a blind eye to so shameless a fiction,  <preface 12> 
now spread abroad far and wide, has by this very oversight suf-
ficiently betrayed their own consensus with that hollow joker 
and slanderer, according to the old saying: The one who is silent 
seems to agree.

That groundless Epistle, and other things written also by the 
opposing party from that point, have therefore both provided us 
the occasion and imposed the necessity of bringing the Acts of 
the Colloquy to the light, sealed truly and in good faith, and to 
determine that they be recognized by Christ’s Church, so that 
the holy cause of our party might be burdened the less henceforth 
by slanders, and so that our person might be vindicated from the 
insult of those slanders. And since the truth of our confession is 
splendidly demonstrated anew in those Acts, by this a true and 
God-pleasing peace is offered to our adversaries. This peace can 

3 The “notorious Epistle” (as Count Frederick will call it later in this Preface) is discussed in Raitt,  
160–4.
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be easily established if it is willing to embrace the heavenly truth 
with us in unanimous consent, the heavenly truth proposed and 
expressed in God’s word. This is our heart-felt desire, and we 
pray to God that it may come to pass. In fact we do not rejoice in 
the least in strife (especially in the business of religion),  <preface 13> 
and so it has neither been our intention to introduce new dis-
agreements, nor to offer reason for greater discord of spirits by 
the publication of the Colloquy.

The author of that notorious Epistle even bears false witness 
against us, as if we assumed to ourselves the role of JUDGE, and 
PARTIAL one at that, in the Colloquy so frequently mentioned 
already. In this matter he does us a considerable injustice.

In fact, with the blessing of God we learned long ago, through 
repeated reading of holy writ and testimonials of the Historians, 
that the one and only Christ was judge over the things expressed 
in the Prophetic and Apostolic writings, all controversies of reli-
gion, and even ones that rose up before (who alone the heavenly 
Father bid be listened to as our sole Teacher, Matthew 28[:20], 
Matthew 17[:5]). And we know well that Constantine the great 
(in name and in deed) seriously charged the Bishops gathered 
for the Council of Nicea to put aside hostile strife amongst them-
selves in order that they might take up the solution of present 
questions, <preface 14> from God’s book, the ordinances of the 
ancient Prophets, the Evangelists, and the Apostolic books. We 
were delighted when we heard that happening with our own 
ears, as our party maintained their affirmation of the first and 
unaltered holy Augsburg Confession, proceeding with care by a 
defense of the same truth. This made us exceedingly glad, con-
firmed in faith and our conscience. But on the other hand we 
were grieved when we observed that the opposing party made 
thoughtless sport of those most well-known and unshakable testi-
monies of sacred letters, in which they ought rightly to have been 
educated and called back to the right way, or when they twisted 
them by some human interpretation, and granted no place at 
their table for heavenly truth. To be sure, this most malicious 
obstinacy violently troubled our spirit.
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The author of the aforementioned Epistle seriously and 
unjustly injured us in the following, shamelessly daring to 
concoct the story that after the Colloquium had been held, we 
gave permission to the French exiles that they could commune, 
together with our citizens, under the free declaration <preface 15> 
that they wished to retain their French Confession, and take the 
holy Supper of the Lord. This is what before the Colloquy (as 
that joker maliciously makes up) we were unwilling to permit 
them. From this he opines that it must be deduced that we have 
become more acquiescent to the Confession of the opposing party. 
Therefore he tries to draw us into this suspicion before Christ’s 
Church, as if we began to incline toward the teaching of the 
opposing party, and to make some concession to it. In this entire 
claim the author of that Epistle is entirely without ground. For 
we are endowed with enough understanding of sacred things to 
know that the holy Supper of the Lord possesses, besides other 
ends, this use as well, that it makes known the religion and 
Confession which each man professes. For those who commune 
with any Church in the taking of this Sacrament profess publicly 
by this action that they embrace the teaching of the same Church 
and reject the contrary teaching, and separate themselves from 
others, just as when someone <preface 16> communes with Popes 
under one kind (as they say), shows that he approves of Papal 
religion, but those who with Lutherans take the Lord’s Supper 
(as they call it) under both kinds bear witness that they profess 
the pure teaching of the Gospel and reject the contrary.4 And so 
we have always judged that there should in no way at all be any 
deception in taking the Lord’s Supper, or any kind of pretending, 
a thing from which our spirit recoils. Because of this, as many 
times as the French exiles desired to commune with us (they 
made this petition rather often, though they had not been invited 
by anyone), we always sent them back to our Confession, follow-

4  By “both kinds,” the Preface refers to the practice in churches of the Reformation to distribute the 
Sacrament of the Altar entirely, both the bread and the chalice, for all to receive both elements. In the 
late 16th century Roman Catholic practice denied the chalice to the laity, distributing the Sacramental 
element under one species or “kind” only, namely the bread. The practice continued as an extension of 
medieval practice intended to curb the possibility of irreverence, and also in response to the churches 
of the Reformation which considered the withholding of the chalice as a Papist abuse.
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ing the Colloquy just as before the Colloquy, admonishing them 
that they should only commune if they embraced our Confession 
sincerely. However we were never willing to permit them to 
take the Lord’s Supper with our people under their unrestrained 
declaration (of retaining their French Confession), even though 
they petitioned resolutely and humbly. This will be treated more 
abundantly in the Appendix (which is to be appended to the Acts 
of the Colloquy).  <preface 17> For we readily understood that such 
permission would detract significantly from our pious Confes-
sion, and be a source of injury to sincere religion. We would 
come under suspicion, as if we were either defending yet another 
Confession, or at least secretly sponsoring it.

And indeed in this matter we have imitated Christian 
Emperors, who did not yield to the Arians’ demand, when they 
sought to be received back into communion with the Orthodox, 
before such time as they could confirm the doctrine of the Ortho-
dox: though even then they found it impossible to guard against 
them even with saintly vigilance, since many professed one thing 
by mouth and pen rather than holding it close to their heart. In 
such a way therefore did we send away the French exiles who 
sought communion with our people, to read and approve our 
Confession. Our purpose was that we might in the meantime 
advise them seriously but gently, lest they do anything with 
an uncertain conscience, since they would otherwise <preface 18> 
in doubt not take care of their conscience, and receive the body 
and blood of the Lord unworthily and to their judgment, since 
this salutary Sacrament instituted for life and salvation could 
result in death and condemnation for them. And so at Christmas 
(before the Colloquy was held) they abstained from the Lord’s 
Supper. But after Easter, which followed the Colloquy, they com-
muned together with our citizens, and they did the same thing 
the following Pentecost. Then we gathered together, and amassed 
a considerable part of the audience of the Colloquy, so that they 
might understand that our opinion about the Lord’s Supper 
rested on the firm and immovable words of Christ, and a pious 
person’s conscience could safely acquiesce to these.
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But then while we were traveling abroad, certain of the 
French exiles made a declaration in the presence of some of 
the Ministers of the Church at Montbéliard, namely that they 
intended to commune under the opinion of their French Con-
fession, but afterwards <preface 19> with the departure of the 
Ministers (who spoke against their declaration) the French 
even brought up an Instrument5 in addition to their declara-
tion through a Notary public. Not only did we not approve it, 
but we also consider it worthless, and are unwilling to think it 
of any value; we publicly spoke against it. For the Instrument 
clearly contends against true piety and our decrees, so often 
given regarding this matter, and it was produced without the 
knowledge of the Ministers of our Churches. Our Ministers 
of the Gospel did their duty and were unwilling to admit the 
French to the communion of the Lord’s Supper, being instructed 
by our decrees, unless they should first assent to our Confession 
and following a friendly explanation of their French Confession, 
acquiesce to our holy opinion. 

We undertook an embassy into France on behalf of those 
exiles (elected from great Men), not with the purpose of approv-
ing their errors which they continue to have in the business of 
religion,  <preface 20> but rather to try to bring relief to those who, 
besides being expelled from their ancestral homes, wander in 
exile, and shun the tyranny of the Roman Pontiff in the Church 
and the manifold Papal Idol-madness: for these we attempted to 
obtain a repatriation, and security and tranquility, but we never 
intended to encourage or propagate their errors. Rather, moved 
by pity, we wished to discharge our obligation of piety by inter-
ceding with the almighty King of France on behalf of the poor 
exiles. Certainly it was in the same spirit that our relative Duke 
Christoph of Württemberg of blessed and happy memory once 
gave generous alms to the French exiles dwelling at Frankfurt-

5  The “Instrument,” which is mentioned in the “notorious Epistle,” claims permission for the French 
exiles to receive the Sacrament from the church at Montbéliard from their own priests, under their own 
confession, authorized by Frederick himself; this is the reason he so vehemently attacks it as a falsehood. 
See Raitt, 161–68; she includes a transcription of the French text of the “Instrument” in her Appendix, 
203–5.
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am-Main, with this declaration attached: that he gave alms not 
to their religion, but to their need.

But we pray the eternal God, Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
to  <preface 21> cause the Colloquy of Montbéliard to produce such 
fruit through the holy Spirit, that those who are yet remediable, 
and who prefer not their own little glory to their soul’s salvation, 
may approach us in approval and Confession of heavenly truth, 
and in such a way a pious and hoped for peace and concord may 
be established between the French Churches and ours. Amen. 
Written at Montbéliard in our castle, February 2, in the Year 
from the birth of our Savior Jesus Christ, 1587.
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<1>

Concerning the Occasion of 
the Colloquy of Montbéliard.

The conversaTion of The Baron of clervanT wiTh Dr. JakoB anDreae 
concerning The organizaTion of a colloquy.

In the Year of Our Lord 1586, on the 13th day of January, the 
Ambassador of the judicious Lord, King Henry, Duke of Navarre, the 
Baron of Clervant, had come to Stüttgart, and had learned also that Jakob 
Andreae was there. He sent a messenger to him and invited him to a 
friendly Colloquy. He told him to bring with him others he would want to 
have there. Since this quite satisfied Dr. Jakob’s good pleasure, he brought 
with him a few things concerning French matters, and used his brother 
as interpreter, Baron Malroy, because Dr. Jakob did not understand the 
French language, and the Baron of Clervant could not speak Latin with-
out difficulty.

why Dr. JakoB Does noT Take JuDgmenT To himself concerning 
poliTical Business. The oracular BreasTplaTe of The high priesT.

After this, Dr. Jakob swore that he did not assume for himself the 
power of judgment concerning the French affairs which related to Politics 
(especially rebellions in the realm of France), since they were better 
referred to those skilled in law and their judgments. The Lord Baron 
insisted that in the old Testament, the Priests had also been consulted by 
the Israelites. Dr. Jakob replied that the model of the high Priest gave him 
an even better reason not to answer, as he was lacking one thing, namely 
the breastplate, in which were inscribed the names of the 12 tribes of the 
Israelites on twelve gems. When the high Priest, ordained by God was 
dressed in it, he would answer the people when they asked. But then 
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Dr. Jakob said to himself, Who decided that I should be Judge between <2> 

you and your brother? (Luke 2 [12:14]) Smiling at this answer, the Baron 
of Clervant let it go. He began a discussion about Theological topics, 
especially about the conflict which has endured now these many years 
between the German Churches which profess the Augsburg Confession 
and the French Churches which he himself called reformed, that is, which 
had thrown off the yoke and Papal Tyranny. This is what he wanted to 
converse about with Dr. Jakob.

The opinion of The Baron of clervanT regarDing our Difference of 
opinion.

It seemed to him that the Disagreement between the Theologians of 
either party was centered around merely one part of Christian doctrine, 
namely the Lord’s Supper, but that in the rest of the articles of faith and 
confession, he was himself indeed of the opinion that there was a holy 
consensus in every respect. 

The Baron of clervanT’s plan regarDing esTaBlishing concorD.

Nevertheless (asking the pardon of Dr. Jakob), it seemed therefore 
to him that the most convenient and expeditious way forward towards 
establishing holy peace and strong concord would be if precisely nothing 
further were disputed about Christ’s words by either party. Since Christ 
said, Take, eat, this is my body, etc. Take and drink, this is my blood of the 
new Testament (Matthew 26[:26–28], Mark 14[:22–24], Luke 22[:19–20], 1 
Corinthians 11[:24–25]), then these words of Christ should be embraced 
in simple faith, and the mode of presence ought to be entrusted to his 
omnipotence and divine wisdom, who is true, omnipotent, and wisest of 
all. And for this reason he is able to fulfill whatever he promises, so that 
he supremely exceeds the folly of human capacity and intelligence (as do 
the other countless works of God).

Dr. JakoB’s answer. an expeDiTious way TowarDs concorD in The 
conTroversy aBouT The lorD’s supper. luTher’s DocTrine concerning 
The lorD’s supper.

Dr. Jakob answered, This reasoning is indeed very expeditious and 
a way towards establishing holy concord—not only is this so, but it is 
also the same one as had been proposed by our people already from the 
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moment <3> when that unfortunate controversy arose. Had the Zwinglians 
entered on this path, this conflict either would never have arisen or it 
could have been very easily laid to rest again, since Luther, and those 
who agree with him, urged this simplicity of faith in all his writings and 
orations, namely that we understand the words of Christ’s Testament 
simply, just as the words themselves read, and that we trust simply that 
in the administration of the consecrated bread and wine there are distrib-
uted to us truly the body and blood of Christ, and they are received by all 
those eating in the Supper by mouth (for he thus teaches us to eat in the 
Supper). The mode of the presence, however, of Christ’s body and blood 
must be entrusted to God and his omnipotence (since it is not natural or 
Physical, but heavenly and divine, and a Capernaitic6 eating is not hap-
pening either).

how luTher’s DocTrine aBouT The lorD’s supper is conDemneD By 
zwinglians anD calvinisTs.

But Zwinglians and Calvinists have condemned this doctrine of the 
Sacramental eating of Christ’s body in the holy Supper, which up to this 
day they denounce as if it were Capernaitic carnage and cyclopic,7 carniv-
orous cannibalism [κρεοφαγίαν, καὶ ἀνθρωποφαγίαν] of Christ. And they have 
obstinately maintained that Christ’s words should not be understood as 
they read, but that this simple faith which we teach consistently is a hor-
rible Idolatry, which all Christians ought to flee.

sTrife BeTween calvinisT DocTors anD DocTors of The augsBurg 
confession in many arTicles of chrisTian religion.

Besides this, there is controversy between the Calvinists and our 
theologians in many other articles, not merely in this one article, and they 
are not of minor importance. Namely, in regard to the person of Christ, in 

6  “Capernaitic” is a word used throughout this document to refer to the belief that Jesus’ body in the 
Lord’s Supper is to be regarded as substantial, meaty flesh, and compares the eating in the Sacrament 
of the Altar to cannibalism. The word derives from the misunderstanding of the people of Capernaum 
addressed by Jesus in John 6: “The Jews then disputed among themselves, saying, ‘How can this man 
give us his flesh to eat?’” (v. 52); “When many of his disciples heard it, they said, ‘This is a hard saying; who 
can listen to it?’” (v. 60)

7  “Cyclopic,” another adjective referring to the belief in a cannibalistic reception of the Lord’s body, 
ultimately derives from Homer’s depiction of the anthropophagous, one-eyed Polyphemus of Odyssey 
9. The term is apt in a conversation with Beza, he had written a pamphlet condemning what he called 
Lutheran consubstantiation under the title Κρεωφαγία, sive Cyclops, published in Geneva in 1561.
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which all the articles of the Apostolic creed are involved, concerning the 
incarnation of the son of God, his nativity, <4> passion, death, resurrection, 
ascension, and his being seated at the right hand of God. Also, concerning 
his omnipotence, his infinite and inestimable knowledge and wisdom, the 
presence of the same in the management of all creatures, the devout ado-
ration and invocation of him in all tribulations, Baptism, Predestination 
of the elect to eternal life, and other things. Their explanations give birth 
to these errors one after another in great number. Unless a holy consensus 
is established regarding all these matters too, the intention to work at 
effecting concord in merely the one article (regarding the Lord’s Supper) 
will be in vain.

To this the Baron of Clervant answered: these things had not been 
heard by him before, and were by and large unknown also among the 
French. Thus far in fact he and most other French people were of the 
mind that the Lord’s Supper was the only difference of opinion between 
their and our Churches.

The Baron’s plan regarDing a colloquy esTaBlisheD BeTween Dr. 
JakoB anD Dr. Beza. whaT profiT shoulD Be expecTeD from The 
colloquy.

Concerning these things, after the brief conversation had taken place 
between the Baron of Clervant and Dr. Jakob, the Baron asked Dr. Jakob 
whether or not it would be possible to set up a friendly conversation 
between himself and Dr. Beza. The most convenient place for the business 
would be either Strasbourg or Montbéliard, where they could meet and 
peacefully discuss this issue. Dr. Jakob answered that as far as he was 
concerned, he would always be ready and willing. And he hoped espe-
cially that if consensus and concord could not be reached, that this would 
not be something to be despised, but that a certain fruit could be expected 
from it: namely, that with mutual accusations done away with, the per-
petual and consistent opinion of each party and its proper foundations <5> 

could be demonstrated to everyone, just as if painted in a small picture.

how The churches of The augsBurg confession are accuseD By Beza.

For he noted that the parties of both sides complain that the dispu-
tants falsely attribute many things to the other which are not to be found 
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in their writings. For example, Dr. Beza, with his colleagues, makes a 
public, written accusation not only in France, but also throughout the 
entire Christian world, that the Churches of Germany, of the Augsburg 
Confession, teach a Cyclopic and Capernaitic eating of Christ’s body in 
the Lord’s Supper, in which Christ’s body is ground with the teeth, passes 
through the throat into the belly, is digested in the stomach, and with its 
honor preserved, ejected through excrement.

why The french vary from The reformeD churches in germany.

The French have become convinced that our Churches teach this, as 
many as listen to Dr. Beza and trust him. They publicly attest that they shy 
away from our Lord’s Supper, especially because of just this one charge.

capernaiTic eaTing of chrisT’s flesh always conDemneD By luTher.

But since none of these things ever were imagined by Luther or us, 
nor can be produced in a single letter of any of our writings that Dr. Beza 
or any other like-minded critics could point to—rather to the contrary, 
they have condemned at every time in very clear words exactly this 
Capernaitic eatingx—we all need to agree that a step towards concord has 
been made by the sincere denial of Capernaitic eating on both sides. This 
fact should not be disregarded. Likewise, Dr. Beza could show with his 
brothers that he is not rightly understood, if our party were not compre-
hending their opinion and that of their people, but that what they would 
least wish to maintain is attributed to them against their will.

But in other matters if neither party were able to relax or yield from 
their own position or opinion <6> once those false accusations have been 
removed and the true status of the controversy has been assessed, the 
foundations of each doctrine, briefly represented, would be brought 
forward for argument. From these could all pious people, even those of 
middling intelligence, easily judge which party affirms its doctrine by 
the express word of God or, on the other hand, by human interpretation. 
So also in the remaining controverted Articles could it come to pass that, 
with a peaceful conversation taking place, those they call Zwinglians 
and Calvinists might be compelled to agree with us, whom they call 
Lutherans; either that, or they would understand that they were assert-
ing things so absurd and impious from which their pious minds would 
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wholeheartedly recoil, and would so disprove themselves by means of 
their own absurdity and impiety, that there would be no further need of a 
wordier refutation.

When these things had been treated in this manner between the 
Baron of Clervant and Dr. Jakob, the rest of the conversation continued 
on regarding the meeting and colloquy organized between Dr. Jakob and 
Dr. Beza.

conversaTion of The Baron of clervanT wiTh Dr. osianDer regarDing 
The colloquy To Be organizeD BeTween Dr. Beza anD Dr. JakoB.

For this reason, once the Baron of Clervant had conversed with Dr. 
Lucas Osiander in the Court of the Prince of Württemberg, he earnestly 
asked the same man to advance as much as possible this meeting of the 
Theologians Dr. Beza and Dr. Jakob. He said furthermore that he would 
take care that Dr. Beza should appear also, and declare himself eager for 
peace and truth.

requesT of The french Before The honoraBle prince freDerick of 
würTTemBerg, eTc., regarDing The colloquy To Be organizeD.

A few weeks later, while it was unknown to Dr. Jakob what the Baron 
of Clervant was doing in the meantime, the Honorable Prince Frederick, 
Count of Württemberg and Montbéliard, was solicited several times by 
French people exiled on account of Religion to Montbéliard, exhorting 
him, if it were in any way possible, to organize the Colloquy between 
Dr. Beza and Dr. Jakob. Prince Frederick was unwilling to agree to their 
request, <7> though, unless it should be agreeable to Beza himself, and if 
Dr. Beza should request this in writing.

The honoraBle prince, counT freDerick, asks Duke luDwig ThaT Dr. 
JakoB Be senT To The colloquy. Dr. JakoB summoneD To The colloquy 
By Two leTTers of The honoraBle prince, counT freDerick.

Once this was done, Count Frederick wrote his relative, the Honorable 
Prince Ludwig, Duke of Württemberg, and asked that Dr. Jakob be sent 
to Montbéliard for the purpose of the peaceful conference sought with 
Dr. Beza. 13 March had been set for it. He gently requested the same 
thing also with two letters written to Doctor Jakob himself, lest he wish to 
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decline the Colloquy with Dr. Beza that was being sought after so eagerly 
by the French.

companions of Dr. JakoB anDreae’s Journey.

Since therefore Prince Ludwig was in willing agreement and desired 
to gratify his relative Count Frederick, he joined to Dr. Jakob the 
Theologian Dr. Lucas Osiander and two Political Counselors, men out-
standing in the nobility of their birth and education, Johann Wolfgang 
von Anweil and Frederick Schütz, Doctor of both kinds of law.

Dr. JakoB wiTh The amBassaDors receiveD mosT courTeously By The 
french.

After the Württemberg Theologians and Politicians had arrived at 
Montbéliard on 14 March, they were received and greeted most courte-
ously in the Castle by the French exiles, by Baron Beluoës, Baron Vesines, 
and many noble, learned men.

Theses Drawn up By The würTTemBerg Theologians concerning The 
conTroverTeD arTicles. 

poinT 1.

Dr. Beza was still absent with his people, but the Württemberg 
Theologians in the meantime drew up very brief and clear Theses regard-
ing each of the controverted Articles, chief among them these five: the 
Lord’s Supper, the person of Christ, Predestination, Baptism, and the 
reformation of Pontifical church buildings, etc. And so that the conference 
would be the more expedient, the Theses were presented at the beginning 
in each single article, by which it is briefly shown what there is no contro-
versy about between both parties, <8> or ever had been. In this way many 
unnecessary disputations could be cut off.

poinT 2.

Then, the true and proper status of the controversy was presented, 
concerning which there is especially in each single article something 
being disputed and fought over on either side.
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poinT 3.

Third, the foundations of the assertion and confession of the Churches 
of the Augsburg Confession as comprehended in the book of Concord are 
proposed, drawn from the word of the Lord. By these do his Doctors and 
Pastors defend their teaching.

poinT 4.

Fourth, the teaching of the opponents and their dogmas are recited, 
and those are rejected which are in conflict with the express word of God.

The companions of Dr. Beza’s Journey.

After these things had come to completion, Dr. Beza arrived 
at Montbéliard on 20 March with those he had brought with him, 
Theologians Abraham Musculus of Bern and Antoine de La Faye of 
Geneva, ministers of the Church, as well as Peter Hiebnerus the public 
Professor of the Greek language in the Gymnasium of Bern, Dr, Claude 
Albery, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Lausanne, and 
politicians Samuel Mayer, Senator of the Republic of Bern, Antoine Maris, 
Senator of Geneva. The Honorable Prince Frederick summoned them 
to the castle, and they wanted immediately to greet the Württemberg 
Theologians. When this was made known to those from Württemberg, 
they also desired to make known the same courtesy to them.

firsT meeTing of The Theologians in The casTle of monTBéliarD.

When this first meeting happened, therefore, once Dr. Beza had 
willingly sworn that he had brought a teachable spirit to this peaceful 
conference, eager as he was for truth and concord, the Württemberg 
Theologians likewise declared their own <9> will in turn to them, promis-
ing categorically that they would prove their spirit of truth, not merely 
in word but also in deed at the scheduled conference, and that they had 
never been found wanting in zeal for pious and holy concord, nor would 
they ever.
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The french exiles ask also To Be aDmiTTeD To The colloquy.

On the following day, which was 21 March, the Honorable Prince, 
Count Frederick, was asked by the French (who were staying at this 
time at Montbéliard as exiles on account of religion) to be allowed also 
to be present at the Colloquy. His Highness indulged them, granting the 
concession to those who knew Latin, lest they be excluded from it.
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Conference on  
the Lord’s Supper 

Commenced 21 March.

assemBly of collocuTors in The colloquium.

Therefore at the seventh hour, when the Honorable Prince, Count 
Frederick had come to the place appointed for the Colloquy, together with 
his Counselors and Noble courtiers, the Theologians of either party also 
arrived, and at the same time French exiles in great number were pres-
ent. There were two tables in the room, separated not very far away from 
each other, and the Honorable Prince Frederick occupied the first with 
the Theologians and civic Ambassadors of Württemberg named above (to 
whom he joined his Courtier Marcus Gaspar Lutz as Spokesman). At the 
other Dr. Beza placed himself along with the Theologians of Geneva and 
Bern, Professors of Philosophy and Greek language, and those politicians 
accompanying him from both Republics.

<10> 

Everything was therefore ready for the commencement of the 
Colloquy. In the following oration, Prince Frederick, through his 
Chancellor, solemnly gave thanks to the Theologians for their fortunate 
arrival and gently exhorted them toward a readiness for peace and truth.
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Speech of the Chancellor of  
Montbéliard, Dr. Hector Vogelmann.

Thanksgiving of The honoraBle prince, counT freDerick.

For some time the Honorable Prince, Lord Frederick, Count 
of Württemberg and Montbéliard, etc., my most Merciful Prince, 
had been urged, more than once in former years, by certain 
distinguished men of the glorious French nobility, to grant them 
a place in this town and by the court of his Highness for organiz-
ing a conference regarding certain controverted Articles in the 
business of Religion. This place could provide a most convenient 
opportunity for such a gathering, especially because we can 
enjoy the use of the French language and the Realm. The recent 
Lord exiles also <11> have repeatedly followed up their request. 
And so my most Merciful Prince, by virtue of his own innate 
integrity, in order that he might relieve in some measure their 
burdensome exile and their conscience (with the changing for-
tunes of which he sympathizes in a pious and Christian way), 
was unwilling to come short of their desire and prayers. And so 
after he had reported the business, as difficult as it was salutary, 
to the relative of his Highness, the Honorable Duke Ludwig of 
Württemberg, etc., he conducted the entire affair such that his 
Highness gave his approval in view of his own pious love for the 
Christian Religion, and he dispatched here his own very Rever-
end Theologians, eager for peace and concord, with certain noble 
Politicians, something which appears also to have been done by 
you. My most Merciful Prince wholeheartedly rejoices at the 
arrival of all of these people, and begs God Almighty with his 
prayers above all that by the grace of his presiding holy Spirit, 
everything said may be to the glory of his <12> name, and opin-
ions be unanimously expressed by you to the salutary concord of 
the Republic. And as the matter has in this way commenced with 
a good beginning, may it also continue on to a desired outcome. 
My very Kindhearted Prince bids you, Reverend Dr. Beza, by 
virtue of your singular courtesy, to lay open your mind and that 
of your Colleagues. And the Theologians of the Honorable Duke 
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Ludwig, etc., will do the same. And please be convinced that his 
Highness will endeavor with his whole strength to satisfy, with 
public vows, the desire of everyone, above all and as much as 
possible, without violation of truth.

After the Chancellor had delivered this speech, Dr. Beza conferred 
the honor upon Dr. Jakob that he should respond first to these things. 
But since Dr. Beza had been specially addressed by the Chancellor’s 
Speech, Dr. Jakob entreated and urged Dr. Beza to answer the bidding of 
the Honorable Prince Frederick, and lay open his mind concerning the 
process of the Colloquy.

<13> 

Dr. Beza:

Beza’s preface. Beza woulD Desire The conference To Be organizeD 
wiTh wriTings.

Dr. Beza therefore first gave thanks to the Honorable Prince, 
Count Frederick, for his pious prayer and very kindhearted will, 
by whose piety this conference was organized at the request of the 
French. But as to the process of the Colloquy, he was of the opin-
ion that everything should be executed in writing. For it would be 
possible in the instituted conference for someone to let fall an incon-
siderate word, but in writing one could take care, in a place where 
all things could be accurately considered, and each thing written 
more judiciously.

Dr. Beza’s consensus aBouT The process of The colloquy.

But he agreed that that way was satisfactory which was made 
known to him a short time earlier by the Prince, Count Frederick , 
immediately upon his arrival, on the opinion of the Württemberg 
Theologians, namely that very brief Theses would be presented first 
about the controverted articles, in which the points at issue in the 
single articles would be sent beforehand between the disputing 
Theologians. Then the status of the controversy would be presented 
distinctly, clearly, and briefly, in order that the audience might 
understand why it was being discussed.
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Third, the Foundations of the opinion of either party would be 
presented from God’s word alone, by which one or the other party 
might confirm their teaching in the controverted articles.

Finally, the dogmas would be repeated which seem, either by this 
or the other party, to be in conflict with holy Scripture.

Furthermore, a passing over from one Article to another would 
not happen in the scheduled conference, but the Theologians would 
converse about only one at a time, until such time as either a pious 
consensus may be established in it, or else it be plainly demonstrated 
that concession could be made on either side in these matters.

Dr. Jakob:

summary of Dr. JakoB anDreae’s response To The speech of Beza 
concerning The process of The colloquy.

Dr. Jakob, when a space for speaking had been given to him also, 
first gave thanks to the eternal God, the father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, <14> for this scheduled conference, and asked him to be will-
ing to be present by his grace, to direct the hearts of either party by 
his own holy Spirit, and to aim the thoughts and speech of each man 
towards the glory of his name and the salvation of the Church.

He gave thanks also to the Honorable Prince, Count Frederick, 
that this Colloquy had been undertaken because of His piety and 
most compassionate will for the propagation of the truth of heavenly 
doctrine and for achieving a harmony that is holy and pleasing to 
God. And he said that God would repay him abundantly for sparing 
no expense in promoting it.

The worD of goD The norm anD rule of JuDgmenT.

But as far as the process of the Colloquy is concerned, he 
attested that the proposed procedure met his approval, and that the 
Württemberg Theologians thought too that they could not envision 
a better way to conduct and expedite everything thus in brief. But he 
also declared that the only and sole norm and rule of evaluating all 
controversies was the word of God, which would suffice in the Church 
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for bringing all fights to an end, and is the best interpreter of itself, to 
which all things are subject.

Dr. JakoB pushes forwarD The colloquy.

That the business would take place only in writing seemed to him 
not at all well advised. If in fact this approach to the discussion had 
been entered into, it would indeed have been possible for both par-
ties to spare expenses and to be relieved of as many vexations as 
possible, which would have to be endured by going on a journey and 
returning, especially given the nastiness of the weather.

But then again, he said, the audience would not have reached the 
desired goal. Although they had read the writings of each party for 
a long time, nevertheless they had not always been able to explain 
themselves in them. Therefore it was his wish and desire that the 
business be conducted in the form of a friendly conference, in which 
each party might explain its beliefs lucidly and clearly by means 
of live speech (which possesses a kind of latent energy), respond-
ing to the questions of the other party. He hoped that this would be 
no source of trouble or burden for Dr. Beza, adding that there was 
no need to fear that there would be any treachery or deceit in this 
matter, for business would be done honestly and sincerely, since the 
whole point was the search for truth. Furthermore, he would remain 
free of bias for both parties, if anything happened to be said care-
lessly, either retracting what was said or more clearly explaining his 
position.

<15>

why The colloquy shoulD sTarT wiTh The lorD’s supper.

Because the start of the controversy, which has endured for 
many years between the French Churches and the German ones of 
the Augsburg Confession, originally began with the Article concern-
ing the Lord’s Supper (from which thereafter other controversies 
have also arisen), it seemed good to them to decide that the com-
mencement of the peaceful meeting should also begin with this 
same article.
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In this regard, in order that the meeting might be more expedited, 
Dr. Jakob put on display a few Theses included in Dr. Beza’s writ-
ing, and asked that he not only carefully consider them with his own 
Colleagues, but also examine and discuss what was in them one by 
one. He asked that after they had themselves expressed it in a brief 
essay, they would willingly give to the Württemberg Theologians the 
explanation of their position on the Lord’s Supper. When both par-
ties had read through them, they then would proceed to a friendly 
meeting in the presence of the Honorable Prince and the rest of the 
audience.

1a. THeses of THe THeoloGians 
of WürTTemBerG concerninG 

THe lorD’s suPPer.

The DisTincTion BeTween eaTing The flesh of chrisT in John 6 anD 
sacramenTal eaTing.

1. 

It is beyond dispute, that all faithful people eat spiritually the 
flesh of the son of man, and drink his blood; according to that saying 
of Christ: Unless you eat the flesh of the son of man, and drink his 
blood, you will not have life in you (John 6[:53]). This spiritual eating 
happens through faith, even without the use of the Lord’s Supper; 
and it is always salutary. Christ in fact states thus: He who eats my 
flesh, and drinks my blood, has eternal life, John 6[:54]. But some-
times the eating in the Lord’s Supper is dangerous, and leads to 
judgment. And so it stands that the one is different than the other: 
though reception of the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper is beneficial, 
a spiritual eating is necessary.

<16>

The capernaiTic eaTing of chrisT’s flesh conDemneD.
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2. 

We have never been of the same mind, nor ever will be, as the 
Capernaitans who thought that the flesh of Christ is rent in pieces 
by the teeth, and is to be eaten after the fashion of cow’s flesh or as 
other food is eaten. Wherefore it is not necessary to dispute concern-
ing Capernaitic rending or eating.

papisTic TransuBsTanTiaTion conDemneD.

3. 

Nor do we accept transubstantiation of the Pontiffs, who teach 
that the bread in the holy Lord’s Supper is changed into the sub-
stance of the body of Christ, and the wine transformed into the blood 
of Christ: but we confess that in the holy Supper we eat true bread 
and drink true wine, without the intervention of transubstantiation.

The presence of The BoDy anD BlooD of chrisT is noT local.

4. 

Nor do we assert a Physical and local presence or limitation of the 
body and blood of Christ in the holy Supper.

The sTaTus of The conTroversy.

5. 

It has come into controversy however: Whether the true body 
and true blood of our Lord Jesus Christ are really and substantially 
present in the holy Supper; and distributed with the bread and wine, 
and taken by mouth by all those who use the Sacrament, whether 
worthy or unworthy, good or evil, faithful or unfaithful; in so far as 
the faithful receive in the Lord’s Supper comfort and life; the unfaith-
ful however take it to their judgment. Concerning this question we 
embrace and defend the affirmative thesis.


