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been the haven of the orthodex during the Sméikaldic Wars, and Augsburg the
home of the first Lutheran Confession. But Magdeburg was technically a bisho-
pric, though loﬁg a Lutheran city, in which there were only a couple of hund-
red Catholics. And Augsburg was an Imperial city which long had enjoyed Luth-
eran freedom, with its bishop tucked away to administer his lands from out-
side the City. Minden, Verdun, Halberstadt, Hildesheim, and other cities,
principalities and estates too numerous to mention were all threatened with
confiscation and violent conversion. The expulsion of dissenting subjects

has been authorized.

Only ; year before, Wallenstein had been quoted as saying that the
Imperial crewn should be hereditary. So loud had been the cry of protest from
the Catholic Electors, especially from Maximilian, at the possibility that the
constitution was about to be destroyed, that Ferdinand through the dean of
the Cathedral of Mainz had sent this assurance:

...truly as he desired to look upon the face of God,

he had never had any intention, wish, or thought, and

now had none, of reducing the liberties of the Electors

and Estates of the Roman Empire, or diminishing at all its

constitutional provisions; and if he knmegw that any one

. of his servants or officers cherished such a design, he

would have him beheaded.?2
At the same time he sent word to Wallenstein to be more discreet in his re-
marks! One wonders what the 8,000 Lutheran exiles from the city of Augsburg
alone (August, 1629) would have said of the Emperor's desire to see the face
of God!

And what was the Lutheran Elector doing while all of the constitutional
provisions and privileges he held dear were being trampled under foot? What
was he doing while his beloved fellow Lutherans were being driven from house
and home, and while reports reached him daily of Lutheran pastors and their

families starving to death? He was remaining true to his principles, con-

sistent with his Lutheran attitudes. But his patience was wearing thin, and
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his idealism was becoming tempered with a measure of cynicism. Wallensteini-
for example, assured the Elector's ambassador in November, 1629, that he had
no intention of enforcing the Edict of Restitution, and that he would not per-
mit his army to be used for its implementation. But John George refused to
believe him and declared that he would believe nathing that Wallenstein said.
But still he would not revdlt. He did send -- and he was the only Elector to
do so -~ a lengthybrief to the Emperor, clearly spelling out the ways in
which Ferdinand had violated the basic law of the Empire. But the letter got
little more attention than a similar, though shorter outcry from Swabia and
Franconia. The time was nevertheless drawing near, when pressedvbeyond en-
durance, the Elector would need not just to ask but to answer the question:
if'thevEmperorwbreaks the law and destroys the constitution, does he thereby
forfeit'the obedience enjoined on his subjects? The promises, repeated again
by Ferdinand, that he had no intention of destroying the Lutheran faith and its
adherents was beginning to have a hollow ring in the ears of the Elector. For
the refugees, the pleas~=of the clergy, the outcries of the populace in the
south and the northwest of Germany, the army of Wallenstein camped on his own
lands, none of these were conducive to continued trust. Who could help but
compare what was beginning in Germany with what had already taken place in
Bohemia -~ the refugees of Prague, Lutherans and others, were living in
Dresden on the Elector's doorstep.

But he did not rebel. He did not appeal to the King of Sweden for
relief, to the King of France for subsidies, to the King of Demmark for
ﬁis renewed intervention. Can there be a more striking contrast between the
character of John George and that of Ferdinand? Was the behavior of Ferdinand
consistent with his religiéus convictions? Certainly it was. Was the behavior
of John George still faithful to his religious convictions, and that in spite

of the clear and present danger to his House and his co-religionists that
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reached its peak in 16297 Certainly it was. Was his behavior consistent?
Was it at this point being determined by territerial, dynastic and political
considerations? :The questions answer themselves.

Germany was in a state of absolute and seemingly irveparable division.
The back of the Saxons was beginning to stiffen. The Catholics were at one
another's throats, with the Vatican openly hostile to'the Hapsburgs in spite
of their devotion to the Catholic Reaction; fo? Urban VIII feared an upsetting
of the balance of power between the Hapsburgs and the French, énd he feared
as well a re-run of the devastation of Rome attempted by the ariy of Charles V,
; fear made the more real by the Mantugn War, withinGermany itself the bishops
and the religious orders were squaﬁbliné over the spoils of the Edict, as
were the representatives of Maximilian and Fer&inand. And all ﬁﬁe while the
éfmy of Wallenstein was foraging over the countryside, destroying the lands
of friends, enemies, and neutrals with reckless abandon, and inéréasing the
ﬁeﬁéions between the Catholic Electors and their Emperor, as wéllmas winning
the enduring animosity of George William and the Calvinisﬁs, and.the bitter ‘
resentmenf of John George and the Lutherans. In a desparate attempt to bring
some order out of the chaos, the Elector of Mainz invited the Emperor and the
Electors to a Kurfllrstentag in Regensburg, which lasted from Julytoo November
of 1630. Perdinand had high hopes for the megting, expecting it tonrecognize
the omnipotence he had proven the year before witﬁ the issuance of the Edict.
That recognition was to take two forms: the election of his son as King of the
Romans, and the voting of support for his army in a proposed alliance with
Spain against the Netherlands. But Ferdinand was living in a dream world.

The Kurflrstenrat of Regensbu-g was the last chance for the Lutherans
to say in a comstitutional forum what their Elector had been writing te the

Emperor to no avail: the land was in ruins, famine and plague were everywhere,
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churches were closed, their bells and sacred vessels stolen, the clergy were

dying with their flocks, burgers were begging in the streets, farmers refused

to plant in the spring with soldiers standing ready to steal the harvest,

peasants were robbed and their houses and barns were burned, all security

in money and kind was lost, commerce was at a standstill, taxes and rents

had all but disappeared. And the constitution had been destroyed. With

righteous outrage the ambadsador of John George spoke to the Empeéror's request

for support of his armj at the Kurfllrstentag. The answer was an emphatic,

No! The ambassador made three points: 1) the Diets had never asked the

Emperor to raise an army; 2) The Lutherans had no intention of helping to

pay for an army which the Emperor was using to crush them (by enforcing the

Edict); 3) Nor had they any intention of supporting an army whose obvious

goal was the elimination of the German liberties and'the destruction of the

constitution. Nor were the Catholic Electors silent. They had had enough

of the predatory Wallenstein, and they demanded his removal, and lamented

that the Emperor had allowed someone from outside the Empire to become a

dictator within it. They wanted a new commander of the army, someone born

in Germany and a member of its Estates, i.e., someone the League could control.
Suddenly the omnipotent Emperor had clay feet. Hoping still to salvage

some support for his alliance and certainly the election of his son, Ferdinand

dismissed Wallenstein on August 13th. But even the dismissal of the General-

issimo did not stem the rising tide of the opposition: both the alliance and

the election were unanimously rejected by the Electors. Nor was that the end

of it. Behind the scenes, the Lutheran Lewis of Hesse-Darmstadt had been

seeking a compromise which would save the Empire from disintegration as a re-

sult of the Edict. But his attempts were rejected by the Catholic ecclesiasti-

cal Electors, who insisted on the implementation of the Edict. They neverthe-

less did agree to a "Compositionstag" of all parties in Frankfurt, scheduled
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for February, 1631. 'Having failed to accomplish his own aims, Ferdinand
closed the Kurfllrstentag without considering changes in the Edict. Germany
was sliding at an ever more rapid speed into the abyss. Frightened by
Ferdinand's power, Maximilian was moving into an anti—Hapsburg‘alliance with
France. In anguish over the shambles of the constitution and the prospect of
a Catholic Reaction autocracy bolstered by Spanish money and men, and/or a
Hapsburg-Bourbon collision with Swedish intervention in Germany, John George
was movi;g beyond protest; he was meeting with the Elector of Brandenburg,
and calling for a meeting of Protestant princes in Leipzig to consider joint
policy before the "Compositionstag' meeting in Frankfurt. At the same time,
Gustavus Adolphus had already landed (July 4, 1630) on the Pommeranian coast.

The meeting of the deputies at Frankfurt attempted to deal with the issue
of the Edict. Lewis of Hesse~Darmstadt saw little alternative to submission
to the Catholic demands. But John George, recognizing the basic illegality
of those demands, would have no more of submission to illegal laws than he
would have rebellion against legal authority. He insisted on the withdrawal
of the Edict, though he was willing to limit the withdrawal to a period of
fifty years, after which the question of the ecclesiastical reservation could
again be opened. Maximilian too compromised; he was willing to see the further
implementation of the Edict pqstponed for forty years. But before any mean-
ingful progress could be made, word came to Frankfurt that Tilly's army had
invaded Saxony. Once more: total disregard of the constitution, not to men-
tion the innumerable promises of security made by the League and the Emperor
to John George.53 The Saxon delegation left and went back home.

We have now reached the major turning point in the Thirty Years' War
(from the standpoint at least the Lutheran behavior in the War). With the
Edict of Restitution, the refusal 6§ the Emperor to discuss it and of the

Catholic Electors to press for its withdrawal in the interest of peace, and
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with the failure of the Regensburg Kurfllrstentag to discuss it or the Frank-
furt Compositionstag to resolve the crises which the Edict had provoked,

the Lutherans have been forced into a corner and find themselves in am im-
possible position. It is most regrettable that we do not have available the
primary sources for this period, eséecially from the clergy, the Lutheran
universities, and the correspondence between the Elector and these his ortho-
dox Lutheran advisors. Of equal value would be the considerable body of
correspondence between the Elector and the Emperor, and that between Saxony
and Brandenburg. All of this and more can be found in Lundorp (especially
v.4), Neues Archiv flir SHchsische Geschichte, and in a book by G. Westen

entitled, Negotiation About Church Unity, published by Uppsala, Sweden, in

1932. Unfortunately, none of these works can be obtained locally. We are
left to consider what happened from the secondary sources already cited,

and then to analyze it in the light of the previously documented principles
of the orthodox Lutherans and their Elector.

But before we examine the change from support to active opposition to
the Emperor in the Lutheran camp of the Saxon Elector, let us briefly con-
sider the motives of the Swedish invasion and the character of Gustavus Adol-
phus for what light it may shed on Lutheran behavior inthe War. 1In the 19th
century the Swedish King was revered as a sort of cult hero among German
Lutherans, and any good Lutheran library will contain works whihhﬁsingmthe
praises of the Savior of Protestantism, works which often blend fact and
fancy, the wish and the reality. Even Charles P. Krauth in his monumental,

The Conservative Reformation and Its Theology joins the chorus.

~ ++. the name of the martyr-here Gustavus Adolphus,
whose name should be dearer to Protestants, and
most of all to Lutherans, who justly claim to be
the most Protestant of Protestants, dearer than the
name of Washington to Americans, for a part of the
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price he paid for the rescue of the religious lib~
erty of Europe was his own blood. But for him, our
Protestantism might have been borne down, and swept
away from the world in a torrent of blood and fire,

There can be no question that Gustavus Adolphus was a Lutheran and a
Swede to the core, but not always in that order. German Lutheran hymns of
praise to Gustavus in the 19th century tend to be addressing the question:
Could the Lutheran/Protestant cause in the Empire have survived without his
intervention? We, of course, will never know, but the best answer seéms to be,
Maybe not. From the standpoint then of such a question, the Swedish King
may well deserve a good share of the adulation reserved for him in the hearts
of many Lutherans. But if the question is asked: Did he invade primarily and
unselfishly to rescue the Lutheran Church from the Catholic Reaction and its
Hapsburg-Wittelsbach sword? then the answer must be, No. The German hymnists
to Gustavus Adolphus prefer to fogget that with him the House of Vasa was
striving for an imperium of its own, one which would turn the Baltin into a
Swedish lake, with substantial possessions inPoland, Pomerania, perﬁaps
Brandenburg, and wherever else Vasa's might be able to rest a boot and a boat.
From a strictly Lutheran point of view, it would be difficult to defend the
intervention on the grounds of the doctrine of the just war; for if the funda-
mental duty of the paradigm Lutheran ruler is to advance the cause of his sub-
jects without harm to his neighbor and to defend them from foreign attack,
then the Swediéh intervention was not a just war in the Lutheran sense of the
term. For by the time of the intervention, Ferdinand's dreams of making the
Baltic his own lake had been dashed on shaaisof Strasslund, and the Spanish
fleet which eventually set out could not at that time have been considered a

serious threatt (it was sunk by the Dutch off the coast of Zeeland a week before

the Battle of Breitenfeldss).
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Why then did Gustavus Adolphus attack Ferdinand? Much of what was
said by Gustavus himself and by his ambassador to the German Estates, John
Adler Salvius must be dismissed as propaganda aimed at conjuring up support
for a project having aiﬁs far different from those stated. Gustavus Adolphus,
for example, declared to the Swedish Estates assembied at Elbing on May 30,
1629, that to defend Sweden was to defend her faith,56 while Adler was busy
at the same time trying to convince the Estates of Germany that the reason for
.the invasion was the protection of the German liberties from the Hapsburg
tyranny. But in secret sessions the council of state declared that the real
goals of the invasion were the closure of German ports and the exclusion of a
German navy from the sea; thé king was warned not te speak of the w;r in
religious terms, lest he offend the Erench,57 That Gustayys Adolphus chose
to view the secutity of the north German ports in Swedish hands as essential
to Sweden's vital interests made the case for a "just war" at least to the
satisfaction of his own conscience. But essentially the war was a Swedish one,
not a Lutheran one. Indeed, if we look below the surface, we should not
expect it to be otherwise; for one of the oft repeated exhortations of the
Lutheran writers (notably Luther himself), as we have seen above, was that
wars shoﬁld not be undertaken as crusddes under the banner of the Cross and
pure doctrine. Given the crisis of the moment, it is difficult to judge the
Swedish King too harshly for using the expedient of religion in his propaginda;
that was-certainly a much easier course to follow than the contorted legic
that would have been necessary to justify the invasion for its real reasons.
At least Gustavus Adolphus' assorted reasons were not necessarily mutually
exclusive. We cannot place him in a class with the perfideous Ferdinand, nor
with Wallenstein, the star-gazing cynic. But he also does not belong in a class

with the straight-forward, honorable John George.
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Nowhere is it more evident that the invasion and subsequent war in Germany
was more of a Swedish adventure for Gustavus than it was a Lutheran one than

" He was not content

in the way Gustavus behaves whenever peace 'threatens.
with the protection of Lutheran and Calvinist liberties through the ressoration
of the constitution and the withdrawal of the Edict, plus some realistic satis-
faction for his troubles. He made it clear to John George in June of 1632 that
he would settle for nothing less than Pomerania, supremacy over the Catholic

lands he had conquered and the formation of a Corpus Evangelicorum; this latter

was to consist of all non-Catholic estates and was to be under the direction

of Sweden.J’8 While he moderated those demands when dealing with Wallenstein

in September, it remained clear that he had an imperialist ambition for him-
self and Sweden in Germany as a dominating goal, not simply the rescue of his
co-religionists mixed with a small dash of self-interest. There is even the
report that he told the Duke of Mecklenburg his plans, letting slip a sentence
which began, "If I become Emperor...."59

But still he was a Lutheran. There can be no doubt that his religious
sentimehts were genuine and his sympathies with his opporessed brethren in
Germany sincere. By the standards of his day he was pious, even virtuous.
Lutheran worship services were conducted in his camp regularly, and he took
part in them. He did more than most generals to preserve discipline and pre-
vent looting, except in those areas‘which had stubbornly resisted him. While
his devotion to the Lutheran Church and its pure doctrine certainly did not
match that of his notable successor, Charles XII, much less approach that of
John George, he seems always to have had the best interests of his church at
heart. But his Lutheranism was not consisténtlY‘orthodox; both his subjects
and the German Lutherans grumbled about his easy attitude towards the Calvin-
ists and his apparent hope that Lutheran and Calvinists could become one

church. Some historians (among them the writers of the Cambridge Modern




-149-

History - p. 198) suppose that the agreement with Richelieu, requiring the
Swedish King to tolerate the practice of Catholicism in those territories
conquered by him, was odious to him. That is highly unlikely. It would have
been good.politics for him to make it appear distasteful, in order to extract
the most mileage from the '"concession" to the wily French cardinal. But both
in his personal conduct and in his Lutheran training there is only the Lutheran
loathing of the use of force in matters of religion. Wedgwood puts it well:
He was nevertheless convinced of the peculiar right-

ness of his own broad Protestantism, and could not

easily conceive how any man could beipersuaded by

force to change his religion. Yet he was tolerant

at least in this respect, that as he scorned those

who were converted by compulsion, he scorned himself

to use it. He was willing to allow the defeadted, of

whatever faith, to continue in their errors.

Back to the Elector of Saxony! At the Kurflirstentag in Regensburg he had
joined George William of Brandenburg in addressing a letter (August, 1630)
protesting to Gustavus Adolphus on the occasion of his invasion of Pomerania --
the Emperor sent a separate letter to the same effect. At the same time, John
George joined with the Brandenburg Elector in submitting yet another plea to
the Emperor to withdraw his detestable Edict. But they were answered by an
arrogant refusal even to consider it, coupled with another high-handed demand

for men and money to support him in his proposed Spanish alliance.5!

By

this time six bishoprics and their lands, more than 100 convents and count-
less urban and rurél churches in the two Saxon Circles had already been seized
and placed into Catholic hands. The thefts had fallen alike on rebel Calvin-
ists and loyal Lutherans, and it was clear that these were but the beginning.62
Committed to the preservation of German territorial integrity and to German
liberties, the Elector was caught between the proverbial rock and hard place;

both imperial integrity and the liberties of the Estates were of the very

essence of the constitution. He could not sit by idly any longer, contenting
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himself with protests to Ferdinand, while the latter were destroyed; but

he saw no point in himself subverting the constitution by flyiﬁg to the waiting
arms of Gustavus. He therefore did all that he could to rescue the Emperor
from his own folly and the consequent ruin of the Empire by maneuvering as best
he could within the narrow confines still left to him.' .It should be noted at
the outset that in all of his carefully laid strategems, he was struggling to
maintain both of these fundamental elements of the German constitution, and

in so doing, he was consistent and Lutheran. He had, to be suré, lost the in-
ﬁocence so uniquely his when he was dealing with the Emperor and ﬁhe League

at the outbreak of the Bohemian conflict. But he had not become a cynic nor
a.hypocrite in the intervening yéaré of betrayal by Ferdinand and duplicity

by the Catholic Electors, chiefly Maximilian. He doubtless had been toonaive
when he trusted them so completely in the first place. But he was no fool.
While the Emperor had given him more than enough reason to join the Calvinists
in revolt, and had doubtless forfeited his claim on the Saxon Elector's oath

of obedience by his own breaking of the constitution and the Wahlcapitulation
(not to mention promises made specifically to the Elector), John George could
only.be dragged into rebellion kicking and screaming. Precisely to prevent

the necessity of rebellion, he called a meeting of the Protestant princes at
Leipzig in February of 1631. If only the Emperor could be made to see tﬁat

he was not omnipotent, and that he was forcing Lutherans to the arms of the
Calvinists in rebellion, perhaps Ferdinand would cease his suicidal course of
action in Germany. As John George certainly expected, the Calvinists of Hesse-
Cassel were ready to fight again, and said so, as did the Weimar Dukes William
and Bernard. It is reported that even (especially?) Pastor Hod called for
resistance to the Emperor and his wretched Edict. With more political sagacity

than might ever have been expected of him, John George allowed the fiery
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speeches to proceed, and then insisted that he would not join a revolution!
But nevertheless, to make it crystal clear to Ferdinand that the Emperor's
course must change, he joined in the signing of the Manifesto addressed to
Ferdinand on March 28. The Manifesto declared that the Edict and the
Imperial-League armies were the cause of the destrnctibn in Gérmany; it be~-
wailed the disrespect shown to the Estates and the pathetic condition in the
country as a result.of these two evils; and it called on Ferdinand to join
them in remedying these evils. But this was more than the usual complaint from
the Saxon Elector: it wérned the Emperor that he alone would be responsible
for the consequences, if he refused, and declared that the Protestant Estates
felt obliged to arm themselves against further violations of the constitution
in their territories! The Manifesto was sent with yet another personal ap?eal
ffdm the Saxon Elector. It wés signed by Brandenburg and Séxony, together
with Anhalt, Baden, Hesse, Brunswick-Llineburg, Wlirttemberg, Mecklenburg,
Nllrnburg, Lilbeck, Strasbourg,‘Erankfurt—amMain, MUhlhausen, Nordhausen, the
Protestant Abbess of Quedlinburg, numerous independent nobles, and some of the
independent cities of Swabia. The Manifesto is a master stroke of diplomacy:
it pleads for German liberties; and by gaining the signatures of the Dukes of
Mecklenburg (whose territory and title had been usurped by Wallenstein at the
Emperor's appointment of the general as Duke of Mecklenburg) and the ever
combative Landgrave of Hesse-Cassel (a Calvinist) it also pleads for the terri-
torial integrity of the Empire. For the Dukes of Mecklenburg and thé Land-
grave of Hesse-Cassel had declared an alliance with Gustavus Adolphus; if the
Emperor would respond that alliance would be broken. Again, it was a master
stroke of diplomacy: it fell short of revolt, but at the same time declared
the unwillingness of Lutherans and Calvinists alike to endure any longer the

violation of their constitutional privileges.
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But the Emperor refused to be reasonable. He still clung to his illu-
sions of omnipotence, and inspired by past glories he was determined to wreck
the constitution and Germany on the rocks of the Edict. On May 4, he issued
an order forbidding any subject of the Empire t; assist in the recruitment of
the proposed and already begun Protestant army.

Desperately John George tried to hold the signers of the Manifesto in
line. But both Gustavus and Ferdinand were forcing them into rebellion. The
Calvinists, who had fresh wind in their sails as a result of all of this talk
of united action, were again ready to fight against the Hapsburgs-in any event.
Brandenburg had the choice of occupation by the Swedish or the Imperialist
army. Though John George pleaded with George William not to enter an alliance
with the Swedes, the Brandemburg Elector had little choice: the Swedes were
already there, and Gustavus (who was married to the Elector's sister) was
growing impatient. Likewise Magdeburg was sorely pressed. Its'Brandenburg
administrator had returned and enthusiastically worked for alliance with
Gustavus and a posture of rebellion, But John George urged them,not without
success, to resist revolting: the citizens of "traurende Magdeburg' were less
than eager in their support of the administrator. The beha§ior of the Elector
at this crgcial juncture more than at any other time gives the lie to the
charge that he was motivated By political, territorial, or dynastic considera-
tions in his policy, or that his policy had no consistent direction at all.
Giﬁén the successes of Gustavus on landing, the soon—to-Be—heard cries of
anguish from Magdeburg, the-unity of all opposed to Ferdinand and the divi-
sions of all supporting him, political, dynastic, and territorial considera-
tions would have put him in the forefront of revolt. But he held back..
Embassy after embassy come from Gustavus, and each left empty handed —— the

Emperor all the while being informed of the danger to his House, if he did not

relent. Principle, Lutheran principle at that, kept the Elector of Saxony on
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a steady course during these most perlolous and difficult days from Angﬁst of
1630 through August of 1631.63

We forego speaking of the tragic sack of Magdeburg,64 beloved city
of Lutherans, 24,000 of whose citizens perished in the attack and the fire.
While important in itself and certainly important in the public attitudes of
the time, it did not alter the fundamental course of John George. .Many
may declare that mo further proof is needed of his inconstancy than this,
that he could have prevented the sack by allowing Gustavus to tfavel the
150 miles to its rescue. Apart from the trite observation that hindsight is
always 20/20; we would but note the following: the Electdr was trying to
prevent the destruction of all Germany; an alliance with Gustavus Adolphus,
even for the rescue of beloved Magdeburg could only guarantee that destruc-
tion of the Empire; that the Elector could see that when no one else could
is a mark of statesmanship and courage of the first arder, not a sign of
lunacy, céllousness, or greedy self-interest,

The incineration of Magdeburg took place in May of 1631. Tilly, who
wins the honor of being at least a decent.man by trying to mitigaté the horror
in the city, loses almost as much by his fanatical act of reconsecrating
the Lutheran cathedral as a Catholic one. Even this insult heaped on the
already considerable injury did not turn the Elector aside from his funda-
mental policy of keeping the Swedish King waiting and guessing, in the hope
that the Emperor would come to his senses. But at length even John George
could wait no lénger. On September 4, Till&'s army invaded Saxony to attack
Leipzig. Was it but a pre-emptive strike? Was it a miscalculation? Was it
just the mistake of an army out of control and hungry? It does not matter in
the least. The point was that the Elector's duty as an Elector, as a prince,

as a Lutheran, was to protect his subjects. He had no choice any longer but
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to defend his lands from aggression. Accordingly, with the constitution in
shreds anyway, and now with the unavoidable choice between the sacrifice of
German liberties and the integrity of the Empire (the latter as much in shreds
as the former), John George concluded a hasty alliance with Gustavus Adolphus
on September 11, 1631. The terms of the alliance too were master strokes of
policy. For while it contained most of the standard provisions (necessary
aid and quarter, no separate peace, etc.) it also contained two provisions
which were most unusual, but which reflected yet again the Elector's funda-
mental principles: there was to be joint command of the Saxon army, and
control by the Swedes as primus inter pares was to last only "so long as the
emergency continued!" That effectively and cleverly negated the provision
for no separate peace, and it gave the Elector the option still of seeking
the restoration (preservation was no longer at issue) of the constitution.65
Once again we must forego, this time the Battle of Breitenfeld which
crushed the army of Tilly and saved Leipzig. We do so while admitting that
as great as the victory was, it also proved that our loyal Elector was no
soldier -- Gustavus won the battle, after the Saxon troops fled in disorder,
with the Elector among the figst to flee. We must pass by as wéll the Battle
of Litzen in 1632, at which Gustavus was killed, and most of what happened in
between, as not particularly germane to the behavior of the Lutherans and the
reasons for it. Armies marched back and forth, and the nationvwept and bled
and died. Today Mars favored the side which lost yesterday, and tomorrow re-
mained veiled, while the peopie prayed that tomorrow would not come. Suffice
it to say that when John George invaded Bohamia, his army faired Eetter than
it had at Breitenfeld. But more importantly, the Elector made no attempt to
conquer the whole of the country. Some may interpret that to mean that he was
indecisive. Tt appears more reasonable to us to assert that he was being

consistent: Bohemia belonged to Ferdinand, and as soon as Ferdinand would come
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to his senses and restore the constitution,:the Elector planned to leave.
To be sure, the refugees of 1620-22 poured back into Prauge, and in the pro-
cess the Calvinists, chief among them the returned Count Thurn, showed that
they had not changed: Thurn wanted to stir up the graves again and begin all
over his radical Calvinist dreams -- Schlick must have turned over and groaned
in his grave.66 .
The death of Gustavus Adolphus at the Battle of ILilltzen in November,
1632, marked another important turning point, if not in the course of the
Wary , then in important attitudes toward it. Exhaustion -- that one word sums
up the German state of mind in the winter of 1632-33, whether speaking of Dres-
den, Munich, Berlin, Prague or Vienna. And the death of the Swedigh.King gave
space for the ventilation_of that attitude, which before his death was quite_
unthinkable. But thét exhaustion was not translated into peace. For the worst
fears of John George were about to be realized: Germany was to be held captive
by non-German interests, and the War begun by Catholic Reactioh and Calvinist
Radicalism for dominance inside the Reich was about to become the War in which
these equally erring sentiments are irrelevant 'and replaced by competing
nationalistic interests, Spanish, Swedish, French and Dutch. The Spanish court
was eager to hold the left bank of the Rhine a&s its German highway to the
Netherlands. The French court was just as eager to prevent it and to pursue its
general policy goal of European hegemony at Hapsburg expense. The Swedes were
determined to have their terms of satisfaction, which hopefully would ineclude
Pomerania. And the Dutch sought to keep the German pot boiling, so that with
the Hapsburg armies tied down in Germany the Spaniards would not be at liberty
to reassert their claims in Holland. Nationalistic (rather than religious)
intrigues became the engines of War; the Spanish Infanta married the King of

Hungary to tie the Austrian and Spanish branches of the House of Hapsburg more
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closely together; the skillful Swedish chancellor, Oxenstierna tempted the
Elector of Brandenburg with the prospect of marriage between the young Queen
Christina and the Flector's son, while France worked toward a Ekandenbﬁrg
alli;nce at counter-purposes with the French-Swedish alliance through the
subtle hint that Brandenburg could have Pomerania. In 1631 the still rapacious
Wallenstein had been recalled by Ferdinand and the League to pull their chest-
nuts from the fire, and his greed coupled with his desire to get revenge on
Maximilian would be in the muddled stew which confronted anyone interested in
peace moves at the end of 1632 and fhe beginning of 1633.

And where were the Lutherans and their redoubtable Elector in this
changing scene? With the death of Gustavus Adolphus, John George came to the
fore, and claimed leadership of the Prqtestént forces. Only one major source
considers his claim evidence of personal ambition with the goal the claiming
for himself the crown of Bohemia.67 In point of fact the Elector moved fo gain
control of the Protestant alliance in order to pursue his altogether consistent
policy. He had entered the alliance in the first place only because he had no
choice, givenithe total destruction of the constitution by Ferdinand and the
invésion of Saxony by Tilly. Buf with the death of the Swedish King, with

hints from Wallenstein's ambassador, Sparre, that peace could be achieved

through an abandomment of the loathsome Edict, and with the prospect that Ferdinand

was a last ready to compromise on that all-important point, John George began
to move towards a reconciliation with the Emperor{68

Unfortunately, the able Oxenstierna was able to play on the fears of the
Calvinists and on their bellicosity and thus keep the Calvinists as pawns in
the Swedish~French alliance against the Hapsburgs. The vehicle which kept the
troops fighting in Germany for non-German interests was the Heilbronn Alliance

of 1633. The alliance, consisting of estates from four German Circles, in-

cluded as its leaders the Calvinist Landgrave of Hesse-Cassel, the Calvinist

e
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brother of Frederick and the new administrator of recaptured Heidelberg, Lewis
Philip, and, of course, the Swedish chancellor. Though the alliance treaty
created an organ with four German and but three Swedish members, that organ

was purely consultative in nature —- direction of the new league was clearly

in the hands of the foreign Swedes. In answer to the invitation of the league
to join them, John George wrote a letter to its members, pleading with them to
avoid foreign alliances which could only wreck what chances for peace there
were.69 Not pique over the loss of leadership to Oxenstierna, not territorial
ambition, but the consistent desire for the peace of the Empire through the re-
assertion of the consittution motivated again the policy of the Elector.

In the pursuit of that policy, the Heilbronn League notwithstanding, the
Elector of Saxony eﬁtered negotiations with the Catholics whiech ended in the
Peace of Prague in 1635. That these negotiations were carried out "with
scant regard for Sweden and none for France"T0 by the Saxon Elector should sur-
prise no one; for he had never made any secret of his displeasure at ?he
foreign intrusions into the problems of the Empire, and, again, had entered
himself into foreign alliance only because it was the distasteful lesser of
two evils. All of the omens for a very favorable peace between Saxony and
Ferdinand (with Brandenburg dragged into it) existed until the Battle of
N8rdlingen in 1634 at which the Swedes were defeated. That the Hapsburgs in
alliance with the Spanish army of the Cardinal-Infante and the re-established
tie with Maximilian could win without Wasllenstein rekindled the loyalty of the
weary Ferdinand to Catholic Reaction. (Wallenstein had been betrayed by
Ferdinand in the interests of the Spanish and Bavarian ties, and then dismissed;
he was murderedAin February of 1634.)T} Were it not for the young Ferdinand ITI,
who had little zeal (compared with his father) for the Reaction, the peace

negotiations would have failed altogether.
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The Peace of Prague was for all practical purposes the last significant
involvement of the Lutherans and the Elector of Saxony in the course of the
Thirty Years' War. From 1635 events pass out of any effective control or even
influence of the Saxon Elector, as the War becomes more and more é European
war over graveyard Germany. But this final Lutheran act is s notable one; for
to the extent that the Peace of Prague afforded a framework for peace in Germany,
or at least a basis upon which negotiations could be conducted, the Lutherans
must receive the credit. The forces of Reaction did what they could to hinder
the honest efforts of John George.

Gindely has left us with a fairly complete record of the negotiations, and
Wedgwood gives us a well-documented summary of the motives at work as those
negotiations proceeded. John George, demonstrating how far he had come from the
‘time of innocence in 1619-20, offered conditions for the Peace which he must
have known would not be accepted. They were not the conditions of one coming
cap in hand, afraid that he might offend or ask too much. The very boldness of
his demands, however, assured him of getting more than he could have received
from the Emperor, had he left the wily but weary Emperor to his own d;vices.

The Elector'é opening terms, for all their brashness, are not at all inconsistent
with his total policy and the Lutheran principles which had guided those policies.
For himself and his Electorate he made the pgrfectly reasonable request that
payment of the Emperor's debts to him for services rendered in 1620 finally be
made. The extent of that payment was negotiable; among the options were the
cessation of Lusatia as a hereditary possession to Saxony, or some part of Bo-
hemia or Silesia in combination or with revenues from Silesia. The territory
which he sought in Bohemia and its dependencies were predominaently Lutheran.
Additionally, he asked consideration for the traditional claims of his House in
Magdeburg and Halberstadt, freedom from persecubtion for Lutherans in Catholic

and even in the hereditary lands of the Hapsburgs, the right of return of
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refugees to Bohemia without persecution, the restoration of all ecclesiastical
territories to their status as of 1612, and that in perpetuity, the restora-
tion of the Palatinate to the successors of Frederick and the Electoral dignity
to them after the death of Maximilian, the freedom of Lutheran subjects from

the control of Catholic clergy, the admission of non-Catholics in equal numbers
with Catholics to the Imperial courts in Spier and in Vienna, and the indemnifi-
cation of Sweden only at the expense of the Catholic Estates.

There, of course, was nc possibility that these demands would be met.
Maximilian was furious when he heard them, and the ecclesiastical princes were
outraged. But the negotiations continued. The worn out Ferdinand gave the
matter into the hands of his advisors for resolution; it was his hope that he
could tﬁereby satiéfy his reactionary conscience which loathed giving anything
back to the heretics, and stil; achieve peace for which he could take the credit
and which he could use still in the interest of reaction at Saxon expense. The
lands given back would be on the conscience of his advisors, and the strength
of now seasoned Saxon forces could be employed to crush recalcitrant héretics
who did not sign the treaty. At the last minute the Emperor still wavered, so
painful was it for him to give up the Edict and, one may suppose, its symbolic
proof of his own omnipotence. But his son, Ferdinand III, more ready to abandon
Catholic lands in the Empire than to put hereditary lands in’greater jeopardy,‘
intervened successfully in behalf of the treaty.72

The final terms of the treaty were a far cry from the Eiector's original
proposals and demands. Indeed one may be forgiven the observation, even the
criticism, that John George either could have or should have done better than
he did. But one must remember the devastation of Germany at the time, the
Elector's loathing of the foreign incursions by the Swedes and the Spaniards,
his fears for the future of the nation as well as the church should those in-

cursions continue, and the results of the Battle of N8rdlingen. With all of
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those factors considered, the Elector no doubt imagined that he had done the
best possible, the oppostion of his>wife, his general Arnim (who wanted a general
peace instead), and perhaps even some loyal Lutheran subject notwithstanding.73
The treaty, ratified and exchanged on June 15, 1635, contained the following
provisions: the loathsome Edict was withdrawn; the ecclesiastical reservation
however was not removed but only modified, i.e., possession of church lands was
to revert to the ownership status of 1627, and remain fixed for a period of
forty years; during those forty years each disputed case was to be prepared for
a peaceful settlement of the dispute; those cases not resolved after forty years
were to be submitted to the Imperial courts, which were to be reformed so that
they contained an equal number of Catholics and non-Catholics; John George re-
ceived Magdeburg for his son and Lusatia for Saxony; the Emperor however refused
the toleration of the Lutheran faith in the hereditary lands, including Bohemia,
with the exception of Silesia; the Elector was obliged to recognize Maximilian
in both the possession of his Palatinate conquests and in the Flectoral dignity;
thosé who lost lands since 1630 were to be re-instated in their territories;
with some exceptions; states were allowed to either sign the Peace of Prague or
sue for peace with the Emperor on separate terms, but the Emperor reserved the
right to punish rebels as the price of peace; the Elector nevertheless con-—
tinued to work for a general amnesty, excepting only the children of Frederick.
In this last gxclusion, under pressure from Hesse-Darmstadt against Hesse-
Cassel (Hesse-Darmstadt sought the exclusion of the Landgrave and the‘incorpora—
tion of Hesse-Cassel into Darmstadt), and in the recognition of the Lutheran
faith but not the Reformed, one sees the renewed irritation of the Lutherans at
the renewed militancy of the Calvinists. At the same time, it must be noted,
the Calvinist Elector of Brandenburg was induced to sign the treaty; to be sure
he had little choice, and he himself voiced the fear that its terms would be

the death of the Reformed religion. Nevertheless, no one could have seriously
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believed, not Ferdinand and certainly not John George, that the exclusion of
legal recognition would in any way change anything: the Calvinists with
princely protection and support had advanced in the Empire for more than 100
years without such recognition. Nor was it the lack of recognition which made
them radicals and militarists; as we have already seen, such "isms" were inherent
in their systems, recognition or no. From a military point of view the Treaty
contained some hopeful provisions for the Elector; while it allowed for only

one army in the Empire and forbade alliance independent of the Empire, that
single army was to be paid for by the Estates, particularly the Electors, and
the Electors were to be its generalé. The fact that it was paid for by the
Flectors and commanded in part by the Electors as well, might serve as an effec-
tive check on Imperialist ambitions, at least in Brandenburg and Saxony and as
well in those territories over which their sphere of influence extended.
Ferdinand IIT was in over-all command; but he was no Wallenstein, Maximilian,

or PFerdinand II in his attitudes. All who signed the treaty were to piedge
support for this Imperial army in ridding the country of invading armies, i.e.,
the Swedés.

The treaty was signed by Saxony, Hesse-Darmstadt, Bavaria, Mainz, Branden-
burg, the Lutheran dukes of Mecklenburg (!), and some of the Imperial cities,
notably Frankfurth, Ulm, and Iflbeck. While such support was extensive, it was
insufficient td achieve the general peace on which Arnim insisted; indeed the
procedure for ratification almost assured that Arnim would leave Saxon service,
since the treaty was arranged only with Saxony, other princes left free to sign
it at will.

The Peace of Prague was immediately denounced, as might be expected, by
the Dutch, the Swedes, the French and the militant Calvinists who played into
the hénds of all of the others to the further ruination of their own lands and
of the rest of Germany. Perhaps the most interesting denunciation came from

the Pope, Urban VIII, whose anti-Hapsburg policies infuriated the Emperor. So
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outraged was Ferdinand that he answered the papal denunciation of the treaty by
informing the Pope that he had not the least interest in his opinion, and that
moreover he had lost all confidence in Urban as the real vicar of Christ. Such
talk from this most reactionary disciple would have brought down on his head far
different consequences 200 years' before. One can but wonder how he thought of
himself as Catholic without the Pope. The denunciations of the treaty continue
to this day: Wedgwood calls it a betrayal and a preparation for more war rather
than the peace intended by the Elector; she but follows Gindely whose opinions
of John George and the reasons for them have already been stated. But it was

no bebrayal when considered from John George's oft expressed reasons for enteriﬁg
the war in the first place, namely the Edict and the invasion of Saxony; the
removal of these two provocations left the Elector with no substantive reason
for continued rebellion. He had always opposed Calvinist radicalism, he had
always opposed Swedish intervention, he had always opposed revolution. While
the Peace of Prague was far from perfect, its alternatives, from the point of
view of Saxony's consistent poliey and the Elector's never hidden motivation,
were far worse: continued invasion, devastation and ruin, with no assurance
that either Lutheran or Calvinist would end up any better off for it. Indeed,
given the level of devastation, the death of Gustavus and the battle of N8rd-
lingen, it was not impossible to imagine that they would all be the worse for
continued war. Continued war there was, of course; and while the Peace of
Westphalia was more fair from a Calvinist point of view, that fairness was pur-
chased at the price of still further ruin and the secularization of the German
mind: whether it was worth the price, whether the same mightrnot have been
accomplished anyway and in the same time frame even, are questions worth asking.
When the treaty failed of general, not to say universal, acceptance, France pre-
empted any possibility of peace with a declaration of war in Mgy of 1635 —-

even before the treaty had been formally signed.Th
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Life is too short to spend it attempting to detail the fruitless struggles
vof the years 1635-48, the seemingly endless back and forth of the fortunes of
war, the political intrigues and power plays. As already noted, the Lutheran
influence and that of the Saxon Elector during these years is minimal., We will
contént ourselves therefore with but a cursory over-view of the events that
ended in the Peace of Westphalia in 1648. Withthe full entry of France into
the War purely German interests become secondary and religious considerations
all but disappear. The primary German interest is seen in the simply féct that
the international struggle is waged on German soil and at German expense. The
religious considerations come to the fore only dh those occasions when Hapsburg
successes on the battle field rekindle flagging Hapsburgvzeal for the Reaction,
only to have it extinguished again by defeat.

Throughout this final, long, ‘ggonzing period of the war, peace efforts
with the Peace of Prague as tﬁe starting point were never off the front burners
of Ferdinand's mind, though again, his pricé for peace varied with the fortunes
of his armies; Thus in the fall of 1636 he sought to consolidate a strong
position by calling a Kurflirstentag in Regensburg to elect (at last) his son,
Ferdinand IiI, as King of the Romans. Unlike the last attempt, this one went
smoothly, and Ferdinand was elected unanimously. Acting as though there still
was a constitution in full force, and an Imperial House that could be expectea
to honor its provisions, the Electors required of Ferdinand the usual Capitula-
tion, coupled with demands that the army's chief officers be Germans, that the
Emperor cease unlimited quartering of troops in Germany, and that Imperial
affairs be kept out of the Austrian chancery. With this last success accom-
plished the‘weary Ferdinand II was finally ready to make his long overdue exit
from the stage of this world. Viewed from his own perspective, his life had not

been a failure; viewed from the perspective of almost anyone else it had been
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a disaster of the first order. The purge of heretics was not complete, but
in the hereditary lands it was close enough; never mind that Bohemia was limp
and lifeless, and that the blood had been drained from much of Austria as well.
The about to die Emperor could rejoice and give thanks with tears in his eyes
as he stopped at Linz on the way back from Regensburg, and there saw all the
new Catholics on the way to Mass. They might be plégue-racked, pestilence-
ridden, poverty-stricken, with half their relatives dead and the other half
refugees, and they might only be there because they had no choice -— but they
once more enjoyed the beneficient protection of the Mother of God. That's what
really mattered, at least to Ferdinand. What is more, Hapsburg control over
Austria, Bohamia and Hungary was more secure than it had ever been, and with
the marriage of his son and successor to the Spanish Infanﬁa, the House was
again united. What more could his pre-Probabalist conscience have wanted?
After all, it was not for lack of trying that Calvinists still breathed and
Lutherans were still abroad in the Empire. In peace he died on February 15,
1637.7°

The accession of Ferdinand III? followed by that of the cléver Land-~
gravine Amalia to the regency in Hesse-Cassal (also in 1637) and then the
succeésion of Frederick William of Brandenburg in 1640 removed the Lutherans
stillAfﬁrther from any position of influence. Unlike théir predecessors, all
of these were consistently politicians first with religious motivations a very
distant secondary consideration. Ferdinand IIT was a pragmatist who looked to
the interests of his House and the consolidation of power for his House in the
hereditary lands at the expense of Imperial positions in Germany or pan-
Europeanrschemes in concert with decaying Spain.76 Not that  Europe was any
better off for the dominance of the politician over the ecclesiastical forces
of Calvinist Radicalism and Catholic Reaction: +the War dragged on now openly
in the interests of greed and raw power politics ~- earlier those had been

motives amidst other motives.
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With Germany groaning and crying for the peace which Prague had given, the
Kurfllrstentag met again in January of 1640 and agreed to the calling of the
Reichstag to consider conditions for the establishment of peace on the basis of
a general amnesty and a return of power in the Empire to some sort of status
ante bellum. ! Bierther's description of the difficulty encountered by the
princes, even some Electors, in attending the Reichstag demonstrates well the
state in which Germany found itself; so total was the devastation that the War
might make its own conclusion almost iﬁpossible: |

Die Reaction der Reichsstdnde auf das kaiserliche Ausschreiben
spiegelte deutlich die Schwierigkeiten, welche die Zusammenkunfi
der Stdnde wihrend des Kriesges bereitete. Die Berufung des Reich-
stages, von dem man vor allem die Bef8rderung des Friedens erwartete,
wurde zwar allgemein begrlsst [[except of course among those who were
not invited because of their continuing military operations against
the Emperor, e.g., Hesse-Kassel, the heirs of the Elector Palatine,
Braunschweig-Iillneburg 3 Widerspruch meldete niemand an. Die Folgen
des Krieges jedoch und der Fortgang der militHrische Auseinandersetzungen
machten es den meisten Stinden unmdglich, persdnlich nach Regensburg
zu kommen. Zahlreiche Stlnde hatten den Feind im Lande und welgerten
sich daher, ihre Residenzen zu verlassen und Land und Leute dem Gegner
schutzlos preiszugeben. Da was ferner die Unsicherheit der Strassen;
angesichts der Gefahren, denen man hier durch Ueberfille von seiten
des MilitHrs und des umherstreifenden rduberischen Gesindels ausge-
setzt war, glich die Reise nach Regensburg oft einem abenteuerlichen
Unternehmen. Als Haupthinderungsgrund aber nannten die Stinde immer
wieder ihre Mittellosigkeit. Die h¥ufigen Einquartierungen und
Durchzllge, die Belastung durch Kontributionen, die Ausschreitungen
der Soldateska und wirtschaftlicher Niedergang hatten viele
Stlnde derart ruiniert, dass sie sogar in ihren Residenzen auf eine
standesgemsse Hofhaltung verzichten mussten. Die Reise nach Regens-
burg und der Afenthalt am Orte des Reichstages, der nach len Lebens-—
gewohnheiten der Zeit und ihrer Auffassung von der NOtwendigkeit
flrstlicher Reprisentation grosse Unkosten zur Folge gehabt hitte,
war den Stdnden vor allem aus rein finanliellen Crlinden unmdglich.
Der Kaiser musste Regensburg erscheinen wllrde, aufgeben [with respect
to the personal appearance of the princes and some of the Electors.
Ausser dem Markgrafen Wilhelm von Baden-Bsden fanden sich nur einigé?
kleinere Reichsstlnde in Person zum Reichstag ein. Die Ubrige zum
Reichstag berufenen Stinde ordneten entweder eigene Gesandte ab
oder beauftragten die Gesandten anderer Stinde mit ih$gr Vertretung.

Das gleich Bild ergab sich auch bei den Kurflirsten.

Later she makes reference to the further difficulty presented by the ruined

state of the economy and the unsafe roads, namely the difficulty of even keeping
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correspondence going between the princes and their representatives at the
Diet: it took weeks for letters to be exchanged, as compared to days before the
War.

Since the fortunes of war for the Hapsburgs had reached another of its
high-water marks when the diet was called, Ferdinand IIT had expected to
dominate its deliberations. His policy was to force a peace along the lines
of the Peace of Prague, ignoring the claims of the European powers knee deep
in the struggle, and without the offer of any kind of general amnesty.Tg Bu£
the neW‘Elecfor of Brandenburg, Frederick William, seized the leadership of the
non-Catholic Egtates from the'Lutheran Elector of Saxony, and by his own mili-
tance Frederick William stalemated the pretensions of Ferdinand III. The new
Elector was fully the match for any Hapsburg in wily, worldly-wise self interest.
He was probably a cynic, with few or no principles, and without them he acted
no better and no: worse than the Hapsburgs did with too many of them. He
held before the Emperor the threat that Brandenburg would make a separate peéce
with the Swedes; that threat coupled with another change in the fortunes of
war, forced Ferdinand to chaﬁge his tactics. When a truce was signed between
Brandenburg and Sweden, the Emperor was left to the device of merely asking
the Estates to reconsider their views with reference to the Peace of Prague and
ﬁhe,'in November, 1641, to dissolve the Diet.(?

The Emperor continued to cling to his hopé that he could settle matters A
on terms favorable to himself by the execlusion of the Swedes and the French
from the peace process. Given the simple fact that the War was now at least
as much an international as a German one (that in spite of the Saxon efforts
to prevent it), such a hope became but an obstructionist illusion. Consis-
tent with this policy, Ferdinand supported the call of the Elector of Mainz

for a Deputationstag to meet in Frankfurt am Main in 1642. But the Swedes
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deftly countered with a more realistic proposal, calling on all (not just the
loyal Imperial) Estates of the Empire to assemble to settle their grievances
at an international peace conference. The conference was to meet in two
separate placed simultaneously; the Estates could deal with Sweden at Osnabrilck
and with France at Mlinster, and the date was set for March of 16L42. What
little chance the Emperor's favored Deputationstag had he ruined for himself,
when he proposed that the Estates grant him 13 million gulden; realizing that
he could only intend to use the money for the continuation of the War which the
Estates so desperately needed to end, the Estates accepted the Swedish pro-
posal and concentrated their energies and hopes on the confereqpe in Osnabrilck
and Minster. The Emperor attempted to nullify the conference by refusing the
Estates any right to vote in it. But the refusal of the Landgravina Amalia of
Hesse-Kassel to recognize the competence of the Frankfurt Deputationstag, and
especially the threat of Maximilian of Bavaria to make a separate peace and
withdraw from the Iﬁperial alliance if the Emperor did not cooperate, forced
Ferdinand to give way. He finally acceeded to the demand.of Brandenburg
thht the international peace conference be granted the status of a Diet, whose
acts, once accepted by the Emperor, would have the status of constitutional
law for the Empire.80

Continuing hostilities, changing fortunes of war, the rupture of peace
between Sweden and Denmark (whose king had offered to médiate between Sweden
and the Germans), the apparent eagerness of any and all to fight Just a little
longer to strengthen their respective positions in negotiations, all contri-
buted to the snail-pace of the conference. To these evidences of man's fallen
state were added others just as bad; unlike the behavior of the Estates at the
Diet of Regensburg in 1640-41, at which no one pretended that he was other than
broke, the Westphalian congress was an exercise in extravagance and preten-

sion. Delegated wrangled and fought over pride of place; they shamed themselves
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by their lavish dress.and entertainments, by drunkenness and groaning tables,
all to impress their opponents with the lie that their péople were not yet
exhausted and still prepared to carry on with the War —— and all this while
the German nation was wracked with poverty, plague and famine, Tt is scant
consolation thét the foreign representatives apparently led tﬁe way in all of
this conspicuous Waste.81 The actual business of the two branches of the con-
ference did not really begin until late spring éf 1645, On June 1lst, 26 votes
of the Diet were represented at Minster and 40 votes at Osnabrllck to hear the
proposals of the French and Swedish crowns. The discussion of all of the
issues at hand lasted until March, 1648, |

Basically, two main divisions of subject matter were considered and
resolved:

1. Matters of constitutional concern and importance for.the Empire
itself. These had to do with the ecclesiastical reservation in general, with
specific applications of Imperial power (the Donauw8rth case, left over from -
1608, the Claves-Jllich succession, the status of the Palatine and of Fred-
erick's heirs), all of which had been the prompting causes of the War in the
first place. Given the simple and painful fact that the Empire was divided
between Catholies, Lutherans, and Calvinists, and further divided between
Those still considered rebels and those loyal to the Emperor, two decisions
were of the greatest import, if peace was to be achieved. The first was a
general grant of amnesty to all who had been in a state of rebellion at any time
since 1618; the amnesty was granted, but with important reservations as to the
final dispostion of lands and estates within the Empire. The second decision
was the granting of legal recognition to the Calvinists, thereby preventing
the question of Calvinism from prejudicing any other resolutions of the peace.

Compensations were then granted to various princes whose lands had been given
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as partial satisfaction to others. Both the compensation of Imperial Estates
(especially Brandenburg) and much of the satisfaction for the foreign crowns

was accomplished through the secularization of churgh lands which had long since
ceased to be church lands in any case. All ecclesiastical estates were to be
left in the possession of those who held them in 162%; the date was much more
favorable to Protestants in the north and north west of Germany, but effec-
tively excluded the Protestants from any meaningful future in the south. To
settle the strife between the variqus Catholic religious orders., and to get

even with the Jesuits, who had taken advantage of that strife to enrich their
order, no order was allowed to take pbsseésion of a convent possessed by another,
unless that dispossessed order had become extinct in that place; and even

then, the Jesuits were not allowed to take possession. The Lutheran and Re-
formed princes agreed among themselves not to disturb the adherents of the other
religion in their territories, no doubt to the considerable relief of the Luth-

erans in Brandenburg. The right of cuius regio eius religio from the Peace of

Augsburg, and before that from 1525, was reaffirmed, though with some limita-
tions. Subjects whose religion iﬁ any ares had been banned in 1627 were to be
left free to practice their faith privately, to réise their childrent according
to their convictions, and to be granted burial according to the rites of their
faith; they were left free to emigrate, and some provisions of the peace seem
to imply that the prince was free to stroﬁgly encourage such emigration. In
the territories of the House of Hapsburg, of course, such a thing as freedom of
conscience (let alone the free exercise even in private of that conscience)
was steadfastly refused. Those who had fled Austria, for example, because of
‘ persecution during the War were permitted to return home, but would not be
allowed the exercise of their religion nor the recovery of their property.

In the Imperial cities the religion of 1624 was to be the established one; in
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those Imperial cities where both religions had existed in 1624, both were to

be allowed in the future. As the religious settlements represented an adjustment
of Imperial pretensions in the House of Hapsburg (and to a much lesser extent
among the Lutherans as well) to reality by the inclusion of the Calvinists and
the secularization of the already secularized ecclesiastical estates, so too

the adjustments to the constitution. As regretable as it was, no cohesion had
existed between the Estates and the Emperor for several generations;since the

Reformation and even before it, the legal formula of the Imperial decrees, Unser

und des heiligen Reichs Stinde, had come to mean less and less. The Hapsburg
Reaction of Ferdinand II and the Calvinist Radicalism of Frederick and the |
Margrave of Hesse-Kassel and others had destroyed what was left of it in the
vears 1618~1648. The Lutherans had been left alone to defend territorial in-
tegrity in theEmpire and balance between the power of the Estates and the power
of the Emperor, in short, the whole idea of the German constitution. Now, at
the congress in Westphalis, with the rebels granted amnesty and a Calvinist
(the Elector of Brandenburg) the leader of the non-Catholic Estates, parti-
cularism destroyed not only imperial centralism but the entire constitution:
the Estates are granted the right to make alliances and treaties with crowns
outside of the Empire. Gone was all balance and all possibility of unity
between Reich and Stlnde, and gone as well was the theoretical integrity of the
territory of the Empire. John Géorge, true to his loyalty to the constitution
protested but in vain; again, the Peace of Prague was the last act for the
Lutherans. The Peace of Westphalia for all its achievements buried moderation
and legalized the Reaction in the Hapsburg hereditary lands and the Calvinist
Radicalism in the rest of Germany. To be sure, the right to form alliances out-
side of the Empire was limited to such unions as were not directed against the

Landesfrieden, the Emperor or the Empire; that reservation was, however, little
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more than a nod in the direction of s past unity now gone. ILikewise the posi-
tion of the Flectors as first princes of the Empire and protectors of the con-
stitution was revised out of existence, and all of the Estates were given the
right of voting on all Imperial business. With the position of the Electors
and their power dispersed, their position became empty and the power of the
Estates so defused became impotence. Even the Diet to which this defuse power
came was crippled in its receipt: henceforth no decision of the Reichstag
would be binding on those who opposed it -- once again, Radicalism enshrined
to the ruin of the State. To be sure, the various commissions of +the Diet, to-
gether with the Reichskammergericht, were to be reformed so as to grant a
greater degree of equality between Catholics and non-Catholics; but with the
Empire reduced to a confederation of independent States, what did it really
matter?

2. The second subject of consideration related to the satisfaction of
the French and the Swedish crowns. In this the Emperor was pragmatic and so,
of course, sacrificed German interest to those of security in the absolute
possession of the hereditary lands. He saw that his position in the Empire
was being reduced to almost nothing and so he turned sharply eastward; he gave
up part of Pomerania to the Swedes, thus giving the Swedes seats in the Diet,
and he gave France Upper and Lower Alsace with the imperial cities and
bishoprics of Metz, Toul and Verdun. Brandenburg was compensated with secular-
ized bishoprics, as already mentioned. While the Emperor's rights in Alsace
-had amounted to little, so that in giving them up he lost little, nevertheless
- the position of the French on the Rhine was now secure and assured weakness
for Germany. The only direct loss of territory to Ferdinand was Breisach's
fortress; his gain was the consolidation of his own lands and the exclusion of
non-Catholics from them, at a cost of German territory ceded to Sweden and

82

France.
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The Peace of Westphalia was finally signed in October, 1648, and ratified
in February, 1649, when France and Sweden undertook_to guarantee its provisions.
Calvinist Radicalism and Catholic Reaction left Germény exhausted and in ruins.
The course of Lutheran moderation had failed to prevent the War, failed to
keep it from becoming international at German expense, failed to preserve the
constitution —- but certainly not for lack of effort. The Catholic Reaction
got its way in the Hapsburg hereditary lands and in Bavaria; the Calvinist
Reaction got its way as well (after it had ceased to matter very much) in much
of the rest of Germany. But at what cost! By 1648 peace was better than war,
and judged by that standard, the Peace of Westphalia was a good peace. The Pope,
Urban VIIT, had done all he could to prevent treaties with heretics at the
time of the Peace of Prague; now Pope Innocent X, on No&ember 20, 1648, issued

the Bull, Zelo domus Dei in which he detlared the Peace of Westphalia:

null and void, accursed and without any influence
or result for the past, the present, or the future.

In keeping with the practice already yellow with age, he reminded one and all
that promises and oaths made to and with heretics were not binding.83 But
Germany was too tired to listen. As irrelevant as '"what if" questions are in
history, one cannot help but put at least a few of them:

What if the world had listened to Luther's clear distinction of the roles
God gave to Church and State?

What is the Hapsburg wall which separafed honor from reality and instead
wed honor to a reactionary sword had been beaten down by the irénic principles
of the Lutheran moderates?

What if the Calvinist Radicals could ha&e seen, as the Lutheran Elector‘

did, that their radicalism would end in the destruction of their nation?
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What is historians of the present would stop judging the moderate
principles of Luther and his successors by Calvinist and Catholic standards,

view them objectively and judge them by the candle of orthodoxy?

2
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