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HUSSITE RADICALISM AND THE ORIGINS OF TABOR 1415-1418
by Howard Kaminsky

uEN John Hus decided to appear before the Council of Constance he
deliberately put himself in danger of death for the sake of a body of
ideas, a “Truth,” that had been worked out by a generation or mote
of Bohemian reformers, who had felt the ctisis of late medieval civilization to be
essentially a spiritual one, connected with the wotldliness and corruption of the
Chutch. Before Hus® time, however, the Bohemian reform progtam had been
primarily critical, pessimistic, and academic, looking to an improvement that
would come, if at all, from individual purification or from the secular cathatsis
of Christ’s Second Coming. Hus, and with him the other Prague Univetsity
mastets who took up Wyclyf’s ideas, could think of a real reform of society in
more practical terms: without abandoning an emphasis on individual moral
regeneration, not 2 kind of seatimental apocalyptic strain, they had no hesitation
in calling on the secular powets to reform the Church by force.  The appeal
was understandably well-received by the Bohemian nobility and coutt, but little
in the way of positive teform could be accomplished before Hus® death. This
event, however, faced the reform movement with an opportunity that was
also a challenge: the excited mood of the whole nation made great measutes
possible, but these could be cattied through only by a new development, in
theory and practice, of the movement itself,

The petiod in which the challenge was tealized and met ran from the time of
Hus’ departure for Constance (October 1414) to the time of Hussite victotry ovet
I:he first crusade (in the second half of 1420). Indeed it was the creation of a new
“Truth,” manifested in social and political, as well as religious, institutions,
that lay behind the Hussite fesistance in 1420, when Hus® followers met 2 hostile
!E".urope flot as martyrs walking to the stake but as “God’s Wattiors,” with sword
in hand. Quite clearly the meaning of the teform had changed. And it is an undet-
standable paradox t'hat those who refused to develop theit ideas beyond the stage
:ﬁached by Hus hm?self quickly found themselves wishing for nothing mote

an to be reunited with Rome, while only those ready to strike out on unexploted
paths of radicalism 2 proved able to embody their ideas in stable institutions. It

I Cf. R. R, Betts, “The Influence of Realist Phi .
R. , Philosoph i n
Bohemia,” The Slavonic and Fasy European Review, XXI)IZ (}{ 905?){%1%52159?:“1 i Bredscessos

2Int i i sl :
to religilcfzgz:igz dl,:S[‘Cilllss‘l‘on, “radicalism” is undetstood in its literal sense and with teference
- The “radical movement” is undetstood formally, as including a numbet
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was above all, therefore, the radical movement within Hussitism that made the
half-dozen years after Hus’ death yeats of cteative achievement, laying the founda-
tions of the more obvious military and political successes enjoyed by the Hussite
nation later on. 1

Even within these half-dozen years, the history of Hussite radicalism is extra-
ordinarily complicated. The greatest positive achievement of the radical movement
was the creation of ‘Tabor in early 1420, an act that consracted radicalism into a stable
society; it therefore seems reasonable to make this event the basis for a periodi-
zation of the movement. There was, accordingly, a preliminary petiod, from
1415 through 1418, a cracial petiod, from eatly 1419 through February 1420 -
(the chiliast movement, from November 1419 to Febraury 1420, will be treated
separately, but it forms part of the crucial petiod), and a Taborite petiod, from
1420 through 1421—essentially a petiod of consolidation and definition. Only
the first of these will be treated in the present papet. 2

The Hussite movement ptoper had its beginning in late 1414, when Hus
left for Constance and when his associate and friend, Master Jakoubek of St¥ibro
(Jacobellus de Misa), introduced the practice of giving communion in both
kinds to the laity. This innovation had been discussed even eatlier, but Hus
had wished it put off at least until the Constance process should have ended,
in order to presetve the unity of the reform movement. A number of the Czech
masters of the Prague University—whete the reform had its center—were opposed
to utraquism, 8 partly because it was unauthotized by the Church, partly because

of tendencies not actually united within a single movement: Jakoubek of Sttibro z}nd Univetsity
radicalism, John Zelivsky and the radicalism based on the Prague poot, the sectatian extremism
of the provinces. These several tendencies will be discussed in accord with the general purpose
of this study, which aims at understanding the origins of Tabot. . S
1F G. Heymann’s Jobn Zz’z"ka and the Flussite Revolution (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1955) offets a valuable discussion of the background of the Hussite movement (pp. 16:57),
as well as a sound general bibliogtaphy for those who would like to read more. The work itself
is a fine presentation of the historical figure of Zitka through a reconstruction of the flow of
events in which the great warrior had his being; as such it illuminates sevetal .sub)ects touch.ed
on in the present study. It does not, howevet, examine radical ideas on the bas1.s 9f a systematic,
detailed analysis of soutces, nor does it considet the different phases a'nd conﬂ.lct.mg tendenc;;:s
i\r/l[ the development of these ideas; this sott of study, which falls outside the limits assumed by

t. Heymann, is attempted in the present paper.

* The form of the fol;lowing dispcussionlimr; been determined by the fact that most mgdt}m
scholatship in the field has been done by Czechs, writing in Czech, It has therefore seemedlﬁttxig
to include much material that might otherwise have been simply referred to; COHYCl‘S; y, the
discussion of certain points that might be of interest to a body of readers familiar with the %:ex}-
etal field has had to be relegated to footnotes ot dismissed in a ffaw lines. On another tack, it
should be noted here that the Czech-Eutopean ambiguity also existed in the fifteenth Tfn(m:tut};;
80 that the soutces for Hussitism ate partly in Czech, pattly in Latin. T have tr?.nslated a . zec
citations, and it has seemed desitable to do the same for }rlnany of those in Latin, although some
Latin is left untranslated whete the otiginal seems wotth preserving.

¥ For example, Hus’ successot as prgacher in Bethlehem C.hapel, Havlik (cf;.1 F. Mf E?é'tlollé,
defb_}' v dobé Husovd (Prague, 1947), p. 404); also John of Jesenic, who had served Hus fai y
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it expressed the whole complex of ideas held by the radical wing of the reform
movement in Prague, Stated, that is, in the form given it by Jakoubek, * utraquism
implied a judgment that the contempotary Roman Church had deviated from
the Truth, and that its authotity could be challenged by an appeal to the Christ-
janity of the New Testament and the Primitive Church.

These general judgments in turn tepresented a more detailed body of ideas
cutrent in Prague radical citcles, out of which, it will be seen, came most of the
priests who wete to lead the provincial tadical movement that later developed into
Tabor, This body of ideas was detived from several sources: the older Czech
reform movement, particulatly as embodied in the works of Matthew of Janov
(d. 1394), Wyclyfism, and Waldensianism. 2 Jakoubek was chiefly influenced by
the first two, but alongside him there worked the German Master Nicholas of
Dresden, whose ideas may be consideted as Waldensian. 3 Key ideas, primarily

as procutator when Hus had been cited to Rome, and who, throughout the period of this study,
seemed to the Catholics to be one of the most dangerous Hussite leaders : according to the Prague
radical preacher John Zelivsky, Jesenic had first opposed utraquism, then accepted it only
when ill (apud J. Trohld¥, “Husitskd kizini z let 1416-1418," Vestnik Ceské Akademie, VIII
(1899), 288). See below, p. 121 and p. 126, n. 4. :

_ *In his positive determination of the question, “Uttum expediens sit et necessarium ex
institucione Chtisti, quod communitas fidelium laicorum sumat sepius corpus et sanguinem
Christi sub duplici forma sactamentali” (unpublished; cf. F. M. Barto§’ catalogue of Jakoubek’s
\x{orks, Li.tera‘rni cinmost-M. Jakoubka e Stifbra (Prague, 1925), No. 33; this work is henceforth
cited as Cinnost). A number of tracts written for and against uttaquism in 1415 have been publish-
ed by H. von der Hardt, Magnum Oecumenicum Constantiense Concilium, I1I (Frankfort & Leipzig,
1'698),. Nos: 14'-22, and on the basis of these Bmile Amann has written a first-rate study of the
h1s.toncal significance of the controvetsy, “Jacobel et les débuts de la controverse utraquiste,”
Miscellanea Francesco Ebrle, 1 (Rome, 1924), 375-387. Throughout the whole utraquist contro-
versy, up to t%le Council of Basel, the radical formulation, that utraquist communion was neces-
saty to salvation, had to fight against the consetvative Hussite formulation, that it was helpful
ot expedient. Hus himself held the latter view. Cf. Barto§’ catalogue, Literdruf innost M. J. Husi
(P:;ague, 1948), No. 85. And see below, p. 121. ’

The controverted question of Waldensian participation in the Hussite movement will be
examined below; cf. R. Holinka, Sektdrsiv/ v Cechdch pred revoluct busitskon, Shorntk Filosofickd
‘Ij‘akulz_‘y U_’mv.emij,; I{omemke'lm v Bratislavé, VI (1929), 1374, Throughout the present papet,

Waldensianism® will refer. to 4 ceriain patiern of ideas and attitudes characteristic of the Lombard-
Germ.an btan.ch. of. the sect in the later Middle Ages, and generally conforming to the pattetn of
se'c.:taﬂar} Chn'stla:.uty as defined by Troeltsch, The ideas included many of Catharan otigin (cf. F.
Boﬁmer.s article in the ‘{Jrote:tzfnt{':fbe Realencyklopaedie fiir Theologie und Kirche, XX, 818, 826), as
%vve 1das, in some cases, :]'oachlmlte” docttines of the Free Spitit. Convenien’t sun;maries of the

aldenstanism In question ate provided by inquisitotial lists, published by Holinka, gp. ci?.,

pp. 176-179; J. Déllinger, Beitrige gar Sektengeschichte de 7 i
pp. 176- . nget, Wgescoichte des Mittelalters, II (Munich, 1890), 335-
docttinez —p:fzgflﬁa; ns;sgr;u:cance of Waldensianism in the Hussite movement was not in its

. . te offered by Wyclyfism—but in its introducti ctnal world o
’def a‘Te;tabhshed among groups of common people by the wotk and séggrionfgaﬁfagenerationg
of Whic:fieare two modc?tn studies of Nicholas based on firsthand study of his wotks, almost all
“Vanil o ﬁézm ur;%ubhshsﬁ: Jan. Sedlék,. Mikulds 3 Drd$d’an (Beno, 1914), and F. M. Barto§,
the soutcelzowhﬂ YBt OLSEVE”, Husit stvi a eiina (Prague, 1931), pp. 113-153, Sedldk stays close to
tetprotations et arto§ tries to entich the figure of Nicholas by vety bold identifications and in-
seems clear th 2 ﬁ'ever escape from the realm of the hypothetical. T therefore follow Sedldk. It
' ar that Nicholas of Dresden was a priest, probably a master of arts, a bachelor in
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the hatred of simony and of Roman corruption, the evangelical conception of
religiosity as opposed to the norm of post-Primitive Roman tradition, * and the
identification of the Pope as Antichrist, wete common to all three soutces, 2
while the circumstances of the immediately pre-Hussite petiod (sz. 1408-1415)
seem to have encouraged close cooperation between Jakoubek and Nicholas,
and perhaps a radicalization of the former to the point wete his temper coincided
with that of his essentially mote radical associate. 3

The reform ideas of Jakoubek and Nicholas otiginated in a teaction against
the cutrrent condition of the Church. ¢ Both, as stated above, sought the model
of purity in the Church of the Gospels and of the Apostles. The Chutch of Rome
had been seduced by Antichtist, chiefly through the Donation of Constantine
and the subsequent endowment of the Chutrch with wealth and civil dominion.
‘This wealth and dominion ought, thetefore, to be taken away. Pluralism, holding
incomes by civil title, taking money fot the sacraments, scheming to get prebends,
all these wete simony, and simoniacal ptiests wete to be shunned. Nicholas held
that such ptiests had lost their sacramental powet.

The beliefs, tites, and customs elaborated by the Chutch since the days of the
Apostles were criticized. Nicholas took the extteme position, attacking much
of the hierarchy, the regular ordets, the “supetfluous” rites, vestments, and cetemo-
nies connected with the mass, Purgatotyand all the practices predicated on its exis-
tence, veneration of images, pilgrimages, the cult of saints, and all sotts of bless-

canon law, and one of the leaders of the German “School at The Black Rose” in Prague, where
philosophy and theology wete taught in the light of Waldensian ideas. For this school, see
H. Bshmer’s “Magistet Petet von Dresden,” Neses Archiv fiir Sichsische Geschichte und Altertums-
kunde, XXX VI (1915), 212-231; Sedl4k, pp. 1-3, holds that Nicholas fisst joined the school when
it came to Prague from Dresden in 1411/1412, since his Prague wtitings date from at least as
eatly as 1408, See below, p. 122, n. 3, for the further significance of the German school in the
Hussite movement. .

1 E. Amann, op. ¢it., demonsttates the remarkable fact that Catholic opponents of utraquism
explicitly set the Roman tradition above even the New Testament, as authority, not just intes-
pretation, )

2 In about 1421 Jakoubek attacked various heretical tendencies in or associated with the
Hussite movement. Of the Waldensians he wrote that “they have today abused the papgl endow-
ment [nadéni pape¥ovo] and under this heading have denied many truths, such as the existence of
Purgatory, the value of saints® intetcessions, etc. (i.e., Catholic doctrines accepted by \Wyc}yf and
the Wyclyfite Hussites) (ap#d V. Flajshans, “Viestevnik Husuv,” Vésinik Kralovské Ceské Spoled-
#osti Nank (1903), p. 166.). The attack on the “papal endowment”—the wealth and secular
powet held by the Roman Church—was thus accepted by Jakoubek, and weknow this from othet
sources as well. One may suppose that this attack was the basis for the eatly collaboration between
Waldensian and Czech University reformers in Prague, and that the points of difference becan‘&e
important only latet. Cf. Holinka, op. cit., p. 140; J. Pekal, Ziska a jeho doba, I (Prague, 1927)1’4715;

® Peka, op. ¢it,, ch. 1, discusses the eatly telationship between the two in detall._ After
the differences wete to become mote ptominent. Jakoubek, like the mote consetvative masters,
accepted the intellectual universe of scholasticism, while Nicholas, dgsplte considerable eruc.h-
tioln, belonged to the world of sectarianism, which was essentially hostile to the works of medie-
val civilization, See below, p. 125 f.

4 The {ollowing discussign is based chiefly on Batto¥’ Cinnost, Nos. 1, 2, 3,19-26, 28, 31, 51,
53, and Sedlék, op, ciz., passim.
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ings and cults established by the Roman Church. Jakoubek did not reject any
of these things on principle, but his critique of abuses and “superfluities” was
as violent as one could wish. * All radicals, moreover, were at one in emphasizing
the need for active evangelical preaching and in attacking “public sins,” a category
that included most human pleasures, vicious ot otherwise. On the other hand,
Nicholas held vatious specifically Waldensian ideas: laymen feeling a call to
preach should do so; confession to God is enough; a ptiest’s absolution is valid
only if God concurs, and He does not automatically do so; thete is no Purgatory;
it is wrong to sweat oaths, to resist evil, to do any killing ot violence.

This body of radical ideas, all developed before 1414, was the basis of Jakoubek’s
introduction of utraquist communion, which in a real sense came out of the radical
movement as 2 whole. 2 As Hus had feared, some of his old associates were alien-

1 An example of the closeness with which the Czech reformets could collaborate with the
German Waldensians is the correspondance between John Hus’ sermon Dixit Martha (cf.
Batto§, Cinnost... Husi, No. 50), of 3 November 1411, and Nicholas’ De Purgatorio of ¢a. 1415.
Both criticize masses for the dead, etc., with the same violence and in patt with the same wotds,
even though Hus, unlike Nicholas, accepted Purgatory. That one copied from the other shows
that practical agreement was more important than theoretical difference. (Sedlék, op. cit., p. 48,
thinks Hus copied from an earlier draft of Nicholas’ work; Barto$, “Studie k Husovi a jeho
dohé. 1. Hus a valdenstvi,” Casopis Ceskébo Musea (CCM), LXXXIX (1915), 5-6, argues fot
Nicholas’ dependence on Hus).

*? The origin of the idea of utraguism remains doubtful. Some soutces have associated it
with the Dresden mastets; pethaps the most explicit of these is a set of anti-Hussite Czech
narrative verses (ed. F. Palacky, $#af? letopisové lestf (“Old Czech Annalists”—henceforth cited as
OCA), Scriptores rerym Bohemicaram, 111 (Prague, 1829), 472):

That year the Dresden masters and bachelots lived. .. in Prague and had a college there:
Master Peter and Master Nicholas, [that is, Petet] English and Nicholas Loripes [for this
resolution of the four names, cf. Sedlék, op. ¢it., p. 3], They had been expelled from Dresden
for they had sectetly given the Lord’s Blood. They began to advise Mastet Ji¢in to begin
to give the Lotd’s Blood, and he accepted this advice and persuaded Master Jakoubek,

as well as many qther ptiests, to join him and hold to this practice.
Thete are many ambiguities in this account, but it is interesting in that it links the Dresdenets
to Ht}sslte utraquism through Master John of Jiéin, later to be an important Tabotite and here
d§§cr1bed as 1n some sense a disciple of the Dresdenets. Pekat, /os. vit., accepts the Dresden tra-
dition, but Sedlik, op. ¢it., pp. 5-7, regards Nicholas as only the “co-originator,” subordinate
to Je}koubek. Cpntcmporaries tegarded the latter as the key figure, and he himself took respon-
sibility for leading the ﬁ.ght against the anti-utraquists, The issue does not seem as important as
the clea‘r‘ fact that utraquism was the wotk of a whole patty of Hussites. Thus Nicholas of Dresden
wrote, Non pro 1}b1to incepimus porrigere, sed longa et matura supet hoc prehabita delibera-
tione cum maglf‘tns et alu§ legem Christi diligentibus,” and Jakoubek, replying to charges of
rashness, askc?d, Whom might they mean, if not me and the others who ate carrying it through?”
(B_?&tll; q;_mltlatlonls1 fgom Pekat, op. cit., 1, 10 notes 4, 3.)
of this s.ti oes not explain how the reformers hit on the idea of utraquism. Barto$ has
suggested the influence of Greek Orthodoxy (Cechy v dobé Hysové, pp. 393-397):1but it is cettainly
safest to eschew unprovable hypotheses in such mattets. Jakoubek himself called it a revelation,

and then desctibed what this meant: “Voco revelacionem modum cognoscendi, venientem ex

scrufinio legls Domlnl et ex Sohdls CXpos us et q
p 1C10nlb et auctoritat: antiquofum sanctorum
a lbus 1t

. gnicionem ex lege et scriptis authenticis. Hec cognici i t
?? DAY . . gnicio. .. vocati potes
revelacio” (apud Battos, “Potatky kalicha v Cechach,” Husitstof 4 cizina, pp. 62-63). I find such

a statement clear and convincing: i : A i
further. g: new ideas do come this way, and there is no explaining them
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ated, but most remained with the movement, and the enotmous populatity of
utraquism, as well as its value as an epitome of the reform idea, made it 2 common
ground on which a numbet of different tendencies were to be able to rest. Disciples
of the reform movement went out from Prague to preach the new doctrine,
along with the reform message generally, and the very definiteness of utraquism,
which could be realized by a single cleat-cut act, made it an ideal vehicle for the
whole radical program.

Another important development connected with Hus’ absence was the orga-
nization of a Hussite party among the nobility. Undet the guidance of leading
University masters, sections of the nobility favorably disposed to the reform
movement had sought to influence the Constance process by a seties of protests
to the Council. * Hus himself, in a letter written just befote his death to two of
the lords who had escorted him to Constance, had more ot less committed the
cause to the protection of the feudality: 2

I beseech you by the bowels of Christ to flee evil priests but love good
ones, according to their works, and, together with others of the fajthful,
barons and lords [or pethaps, “with other faithful barons and lords,”] to
the extent of your power, not to permit these good priests to be oppressed.
It is indeed for this that God has set you over others. I believe that thete
will be a great persecution in the Kingdom of.Bohemia of those who
faithfully serve God, if God does not intervene through the secular lods,
whom He has enlightened mote than the clergy in His Law. ..

In the same letter, he had vigorously defended utraquism, thus associating it
with the reform cause in general:

O what madness, to condemn as etroneous the Gospel of Christ, the
Epistle of Paul, which he said he teceived not from man but from Chuist,
and the acts of Christ and of His apostles and of other saints! To condemn,
that is, communion with the Lotd’s cup, instituted for all faithful adults.

After Hus’ death this program became a reality. On 2 September 1415, the
Hussite nobles joined to send the Council a final protest, 3 mote like 2 feudal
defiance, and on 5 September they formed a Hussite League. * In the protest
they declared their intention of “defending and protecting, to the point of shed-
ding their blood, the Law of ... Jesus Chtist and its devoted, humble, and
constant preachers, regardless of ... human statutes to the contrary.” In 1fhe
compact of the League, they swote to encourage such preache.:rs on tlffelr. dc?m?ms
and to defend them against unjustified punishment and ep1scopa1.- jutisdiction.
The compact indeed went much further, recognizing the University of Prague

! See V. Novotny, Hus v Kostnici a leskd Sechta (Prague, 1915). The texts are pt}l?hshed in R,
Palacky’s Documenta Mag, Joanni Flus vitam, doctrinant, causam in Constantiensi concilio actam ...
Hlustrantia (Prague, 1869), Nos. 63, 65, 73, 74, 75, 85 (cited hereafter as Documenta).

* Documenta, pp. 125-126. ’

% Ibid., pp. 580-584,

4 Ibid., pp. 590-593,
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as the highest judge of religious truth, and thus, in spite of ostensible acceptance
of the existing ecclesiastical system, setting up the nucleus of a new system, a
sott of Landkirche. Obedience to the papacy was affirmed, but not to the system
of papal jutisdiction that had brought the Bohemian church into ditect subjection
to Rome.

Along with the development of this baronial Hussitism, the reform movement
scored great successes in Prague. Hus” mattyrdom (on 6 July 1415) had aroused
men and women of all classes to anger against the Catholic hierarchy, who bhad
been active in supporting the prosecution of Hus. Moreover, at the end of October
1415, Prague was put undet an interdict because of the presence there of the
excommunicated John Jesenic. The Praguers had already been engaging in acts
of violence against the Chutch, and the obsetvance of the interdict by the clergy
of the city had the effect of allowing Hussite priests to take over the churches for
utraquist services. 1 Outside the city the same factots of reform enthusiasm, the
violent teaction to Hus’ death, and the protection of powetful lords and magis-
trates, combined to foster the spread of the movement. As eatly as the Spring of
1415 the Council of Constance had been made aware that “the followers of this
sect give communion to the laity of both sexes in both kinds, btead and wine,
in vatious cities, villages, and places of the kingdom, and they constantly teach
and insist that communion must be given in this way.” 2 A chronicle sums up
the development in much the same way: “Many of the simple priests adhered to
[the founders of utraquism] and went about through the whole land, giving com-
munion to the people in both kinds and assetting in their sermons that the old
priests wete thieves of this sacrament.” 3 On 29 June 1415 two lay preachets
of Hus’ doctrines became the first martyrs of the movement when the German
citizens of Olomouc, in Moravia, butnt them to death. The leader of the two
had been associated with the University of Prague, where he had been known
as a zealous promotet of the “Law of God.” 4

Facq? with this movement, the Council of Constance took the lead in otganizing
opposition to it in Bohemia. On 26 July 1415 the Council sent lettets to vatious

(P:a;:ri%;% )og sgzez:),(?;éé’srr‘l‘l}_lqssitﬁ Chronicle,” ed. J. Goll, Fontes rerum Bokemicarum, V
3 2 . This is t i i itism
I cite this editi’on hencefotth as “%fe;olzrzs.is AResstive sonsos for the early years of Hossitem;
2 Docamenta, p. 259,
& Clhronicon universitatis pragensis,
priest as “thieves of the sactament”
potency. See below, p. 111.

& Documenta, pp. 561-562 (a lettet from the Rectot of the Universit to Lotd Lacek of Kravaf
gi{i?%? (= I-lIauptm?nn) of Moravia and a leading Hussite), Cf, alzo the account by the chrg:
a Biilme;n;g; )'zs gff; 8jl1hlava, ed. J. Loserth, Mittheilungen des Vereins fiir Geschichie der Dentschen.
that was t (1881), 88. The incident, ocourring as early as it did, foreshadows the pattetn

was fo cmerge: on the one side the Hussite teform, the Prague University, the Hussite

lé?;:;gs, tl;e Czecl} z}ationalityé on tl.ne othet, Catholic orthodoxy, the Roman hierarchy, and the
an bourgeoisie. The national issue is emphasized in the letter,

ed. J. Goll, op. sit., p. 580. The attack on non-utraquist
became a radical commonplace, doubtless of considetable
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religious and secular authorities in Bohemia, utging them to oppose Hussitism
and “not to admit pestiferous men, spreading the doctrine of the condemned
heretics, Wyclyf and his follower Hus, to preach and dogmatize in their cities and
regions.” 1 ‘The Prague archiepiscopal consistoty took steps to implement these
instructions in a diocesan letter of 18 September 1415: “praedicatotes vagi,”
who wete preaching erroneous and scandalous docttines, abusive of the clergy,
in various patish churches, sometimes against the will of the local priest, were
to be guarded against and if necessary excommunicated. 2 And to counter the
Hussite League of barons there was formed, on 1 Octobet 1415, a Catholic League,
sworn to loyalty to the King, the Church, and the Council of Constance. 3

By late 1415 a real battle had been joined: the Hussite side had come to include
elements of all estates, both in Prague and the provinces. In many patishes, it
is true, the new movement meant simply the substitution of one priest for another,
ot of utraquism for the Roman rite, with perhaps some “reform™ of the Chutrch,
at least in material matters. Apart from the chalice, the most important long-run
change in such patishes would be a much stronger subordination of the Church
to the secular authotities, fot the independent power of the Roman hierarchy
(i.e., the “freedom’ of the Church) would have been broken. Cettain soutces,
however, indicate a quite different pattetn emerging, a realization of very radical
doctrines in an almost explosive manner. In so far as these sources are localized,
they refer chiefly to Moravia (probably around Olomouc), the area around
Plzefi, and the South Bohemian region around Pisek and Usti-nad-LuZnici, 4
but the existence of later, non-localized sources desctibing similat or identical
practices suggests that the pattern of radical anti-Roman outbutsts existed in a
number of places. 8 It is doubtless significant, though, that the most abundant

Y Documenta, pp. 568-572. 2 Ibid., p. 600f.

8 Ibid., p. 601f. Cf. F. M. Barto$, Do &y pragskyeh artikald (2d ed.; Prague, 1940), p. 11, It
should be noted that King Wenceslas IV did not putsue a clear policy, and both sides could
therefore consider themselves loyal to him.

4 For Motavia see the complaint (in late 1416) of the canons of the Catt}e.dral of Olomouc tg
the Council of Constance, ed. J, Loserth, “Beittige zur Geschichte der Husitischen Be'wegung,
Archiv fitr Oesterreichische Geschichte (AOG), LXXXII (1895), 386-391. The ev1§1enc§: for
Pisek consists of a complaint made in 1416 by John, the “administtator” of the parish living
(cited by J. Macek, Tdbor v husitskén revoluénins buusd, 1 (Prague: Rovnost, 1952), p. 216, note
53a), For Plzef see below, p. 119 £, The account of Usti radicalism follows just below. p

S Stephen of Dolany, the prior of a Carthusian cloister neat Olomouc, wrote Ebpistolae a

" Hussitas in the fall of 1417 (ed. B. Pez, Thesaurus anecdotorsm novissimus, v, i (Augsburg, 17?'3)1):
in which he described many Hussite practices, including those chatacteristic of. the radicals
(cf. coll. 552, 556, 590, 580, 539, 517, 5574, 569, 518, 519). He makes it clear that he is adflresixng
himself to the leadets of the movement—the Prague masters—and his charging them xxflﬁ these
Practices suggests that these seemed to be patt of the pational mo.verr,l’e%té;Th&:’—X ;?{;i 111855512t)€
verses, “SlySte véickni stai i vy déti,” ed. V. Nebesky, “Verse na Husity,” CCA, ( dioals
vol. i, 141-151, include the same kind of material, likewise w1thou‘ti identifying the 12 1933
except as the “new-believers” (novovdrei)—i.e., Hussites. Cf. also the “Zaloby na Husity” cite

by Pekat, op, ciz,, 1, 23.
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and precise evidence concerns the area around Usti-nad-LuZnicf, whete Tabor
was later to be founded; it is thus possible and highly appropriate to consider
the provincial radicalism of 1415-1416 in this particular setting.

A seductively circumstantial, but late and rather dubious set of natrative
thymes gives the following account of what went on in Usti: 1

Then there was agitation among the priests in Prague, and they gave
out the Lords’ Blood. Master Jakoubek was the first to do_this, at St.
Michael’s, and then the practice sptead from there to Ustl, At Usti it cansed
quatreling, priests driving each other out of the church. They stayed at
Joha the baker’s for almost a yeat. Pytel the clothier was a rich man of the
town, and he took care of them: Ji¢in, Vénék, Peter the Tall, Anto§, Peter
of Usti, PSeni¢ka, Kani§, Bydlin, and other priests were boarded there.
They did as they saw fit, thereby dividing the city into three factions,
and they wetre never at peace among themselves, and they deprived
many people of their lives. And theteby they destroyed the city, laying it
waste.

This array of interesting detail may be taken as evidence that the turbulence
at Usti followed the introduction of utraquism from Prague. The test of its
information seems to bear on a period some years later (1418-1419), 2 and in
any case little is said about the specific nature of the doctrines and practices at
issue. Fortunately the want is handsomely supplied by another sousce, an anonym-
ous account of practices “in [the castle of] Kozi Hradek and around the castle and

1 OCA, pp. 471-472 (the same set of vetses cited above, p. 106, n. 2).

_? Palacky, Dijiny ndrodu deského (Prague: Koti, 1902), p. 521, and other historians following
him (especially Holinka, op. cz‘t.,f}:. 14711.), have made much of this source, supposing it to mean
that the listed priests came to Usti from Prague in 1415, The fitst lines do seem to show the
spread of utraquism from Prague to Usti, in 1414-1415, but the following material cannot be
clearly dated, for the last lines obviously refer to events of 1420, Bfezova (p. 357£.) tells how,
on 21 Februaty 1420, “a Taborite priest called Vanéek, with a bell-ringer Hromédka. . . together
Wltl’l John of Bydlin and John Smolin led a band of “Taborite” brethten in attacking and taking
ﬁs.n. Soon they destroyed the city and founded the new city of Tabor on a nearby site; this is
ev1d§nt1y what the thymes refer to. Since Bydlin appears in both soutces, it is, I think, quite
possible that Vanéek is the same as the Vénék of the thymes (but cf. Pekat, Zitka, I, 39 n. 3),
and that Hromddka, whose first name was Peter, is the same as Peter the T;.ll ot P’eter of Usti
(fc:)r t'he latter possibility, cf. V. Tomek, Déepis mésta Praky, IV (2d ed.; Prague, 1899f), 30;
I incline to 'the former identification. If Hromé4dka was in fact one of the Usti radit’:als, then the
group of priests was probably not active until 1418, for it was only on 23 June of that year that
Hrgmédka’s chaplaincy in Dolni Stfimelice was given to a new man after Hroméadka had
tesigned, doubtless under compulsion (see the Libri confirmationum of the Prague Archdiocese,
ed. J. Emler, VII (Prague, 1886), 100, 265). Master John Ji¢in, moreover, who was one of the

st.i group, was probably still in Prague as late as the second half of 1417’ for a list of Hussite
U_mversu:y masters made at that time mentions him (Documenta, p. 693; see’below p. 125 n. 1).
Finally, the date 1418 would fit the rhymes’ statement that the priests stayed at Jofm’s for almost
a year (I assume that Pytel took cate of them while they wete staying at Joha’s): it was evidently
in earl'y 1419 that the Hussite priests were expelled from Ustl, for it was on account of their
exclusion from the patish churches that the radicals of that area, led by Vanéek and Hromadka,
began to hold their congregations on “Mt. Tabor,” near Bechyné (Biezova, pp. 344-345,

357-358). For these reasons I do not think
except inditectly and generally. ot think the rbymes can be used f?r the years 14161411,
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in Ustf,” wrtitten evidently by a local Catholic, in bad Latin interspersed with
Czech phrases actually used by the people. T

The picture is one of a violent assault on the whole Roman system by a group
of priests and laymen holding radical beliefs of a cleatly sectarian character.
They attacked the “stone church” in Waldensian fashion as a den of thieves run
by fornicating priests and containing valueless images. They asserted that divine
tites might just as well be celebrated outside the church, for the whole system
of consecrated vestments, altars, and other equipment, had been invented by the
bishops for their entichment, and had no value. Indeed, the priest who could
make the Body of Christ could certainly consecrate his own apparatus for doing
so, and he could, accordingly, officiate in fields ot in batns, using a table or cask
or even the ground for an altar. They did in fact celebrate mass in this way and,
according to the account, “‘extra missas communicant populum, conficientes
solum dictis quibusdam orationibus;” in other words they evolved a new and
radically simplified rite of mass. 2 ‘Theit communion was aggtessively utraquist, for
they attacked the Roman priests as thieves of the sactament. The peculiar Roman
mass celebrated on Good Friday, when the priest himself takes communion only
under the form of bread, which has been consectated the day befote, was attacked
as an incomplete mass, and the people were invited to assist at two “complete”
masses offered on that day by the extremists in a nearby batn.

Along with these tenets concerning the mass, the extremists held 2 number
of others stemming from the same anti-ecclesiastical bias. They made a sharp
distinction between good and bad priests, the latter category including all those
not holding with Hus, whose memory was praised extravagantly. The bad, ot
Roman, priests were detisively abused; their sactamental acts wete held to be
invalid, and tithes were not to be given them. Laymen assumed various priestly
functions, particulatly preaching and the hearing of confessions. The extremists
baptized in fish-ponds and refused to petform the usual ceremonies connected
with funerals, which consequently became very simple. Vatious works f9r the
dead were also tejected, as was butial in Catholic cemeteties. The churching of
women after childbirth was apparently ignoted. The writer of the account says,
moteover, that the extremists had succeeded in winning the people to their
point of view.

As stated above, the other soutces for eatly extremism reveal much. the same
pattern. Apparent divergences ate genetally to be explained rather easily as 'due
to the difference between the implicit and the explicit. For exampl.e, vatious
attisans and villagers of the Pisek area were accused, in 1416, of baving driven

Y Documenta, pp. 636-638. The account is undated; Palacky suggests 1416, but R. Holinka,

N . . d
9p. cit., p. 2T1, argues strongly for 1415, The actions described would of course have emerge
at leass 5 con 1’3 - ‘(o’)f monthsgb}; fore the report, and I suppose that these actions can be dated,
toughly, in late 1415 and 1416.

® Cf. Z. Nejedly, Déjiny busitskébo xpdm 3a vilele usitskch (Prague, 1913), p. 1178, for the
Way in which the simplified mass was developed among the radical Hussites. -
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out the local vicar and tortured his servant, of holding services outside of churches,
even in batns, and in the Czech language, of baptizing in brooks, and of publicly
venerating John Hus and Jerome of Prague.® The actual violence does not
appear at Ustf, but it is implicit in the bitterness of the ant-iRoman agitation
there. ? Similarly the use of Czech in liturgy is not specified at Usti, but we are told
that the funeral services wete conducted in Czech, and it may be supposed that
the simple outdoor masses were too. The tejection of such things as canonical
houts, pilgrimages, specific chutch blessings (of salt, water, lambs, wheat, etc.),
the cult of saints—with its holidays, images, telics, and profusion of altars—and
canonical fasts—all these may be supposed for eatly extremism generally.®
Cettain sources also talk of a rejection of the docttine of Purgatory, while the
Ust{ radicals merely abandoned the offerings and works for the dead based on
that doctrine: 4 here one may well be cautious in generalizing, for the radicals
themselves might not yet have agreed on a docttine so obviously and characteris-
tically Waldensian. 5

How is one to explain the eruption of provincial exttemism so early in the
movement? If one works purely on the basis of doctrines, one can try to explain
exttemism as the application of Wyclyfism, the application of the ideas of John
Hus and Jakoubek of St¥ibro (hence Wyclyfism and the Czech reform movement),
or the emergence of previously concealed Waldensianism. ® Indeed it must

1 Seeabove, p. 109, n. 4,

% Violence is also mentioned by the Olomouc canons, Stephen of Dolany, and the two anti-
Hussite verse-polemics, “Slyite viickni stati i vy d&ti” and “Zaloby na Husity” (see above).

8 Cf. the complaint of the Olomouc canons and the anti-Hussite rhymes just cited.

4 “Sly'§tie viickni stafi...” also mentions the denial of offerings and works for the dead;
the explicit denial of Purgatory is charged only by the Prague University masters (see below,
p. 118£), but thnka, op. cit., p. 150f., supposes it implicit at Ust,

) § The d.ogmatu: denial of Purgatory seems to have impressed contemporaties as the Walden-
sian doctrine par excellence, one not shared with the other “evangelical” tendencies of the time.
Biczové, for example, says that the Tabotites denied Purgatory “with the Waldensians” (p.

(411). Cf.‘?lso p- .105, n.2above. It has already been seen (p. 106, n. 1) that a Waldensian-style criti-
que of “excessive” works for the dead was compatible with an acceptance of Purgatory, and
it would therefore be rash to suppose that the two could not have been associated at Usti,
un}ess one assumes that the Usti radicalism was simply emergent Waldensianism.

Scholats ha.ve hacked away at these possibilities and at each other for two generations.
The Wyclyfite line has been tepresented by J. Loserth (especially in his Elus und Widif (1884),
while the most systematic attempt to equate Tabotitism with Waldensianism on the doctrinal
level was that matilc by W. Preger, “Ueber das Verhltnis der Taboriten zu den Waldesiern des
1.4. Jahrhunderts,” Abbandlungen der kiniglichen Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Histo-
rische Classe, XYIII (?.889), 1-111. Cf, also H., Haupt, Waldensertun: nnd Inquisition im sildistlichen
ti:tt{tifngd ‘(DFrc?tburg im Br., 11890})1. In his reviews of these two works, J. Losetth tried to prove

] abotites were simply the most consistent followets of Wyclyf (Géttingische gelehrie
Anzoiger (1889), N. 12, 475-504; (1891), No. 4, 140-152). He asked ythé metfodologgicauy
gtoun.dxrzlg question, “Wozu also dem Phantom des Waldensertums nachjagen, wenn sich die
506{1;%1; ieser L.ehren aus f:len Schrifter} Wiclifs so leicht erwiesen lisst?” (GGA (1889),
extr-emigf,; ahquestxon which is answered in any case by the non-Wyclyfite origins of cettain
ohiren p t?gomena (denial of Pm:gatory, the prominence of laymen and lay-women), and the

undant evidence, accumulated since 1889, for Bohemian Waldensianism and its influence
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appear most extraordinary that the available causes ate so redundantly multiple,
The march of science has accustomed even historians to accept—for no good
reason that I can see—the validity of Occam’s Razor as a ptinciple of explanation,
and hence to seek “the” cause or “the main” cause, when reality and one’s own
experience of life ought to suggest the vanity of such an endeavor. Who can give
“the” cause of even his own simplest act? In human affairs and in history, entitates
non sunt subtrabende, and in the present case, whete an explanation is sought
for the extremist phenomena at Usti and elsewhere, it is necessary to considet
all the influences that can be supposed to have worked on the people. Since the
spitit of these people was not that of either Hus or the University masters, whose
criticism of the Church never broke out of an essentially Catholic frame of
teference, we must be prepared to look for the source of this spirit in a point
of view outside the Roman system—with which the Usti radicals were a# war.
Such a point of view was that of popular sectarian heresy, which did in fact
exist in the Ust{ area; it is this subject that must now be considered.

It is probable that there wete Waldensians in Bohemia as early as the thirteenth
century, but specific, localized, and conclusive evidence dates only from the fout-
teenth. By the middle of this centuty, at the latest, popular hetesy of the Wal-
densian type, which had earlier spread into Germany and Austtia, made its
appearance in South Bohemia. 2 The soutces, meaget as they ate, suggest a good
deal more than they actually say, for the nature both of Waldensianism and of
the surviving soutces fot it almost forces one to presuppose a lot of unattested, un-
detground activity. Thus when we read of a Waldensian insurrection in the village.s
of Velky Bednarec and Maly Bednatec, on the domains of Lotd Ulrich of Jindfi-

on Hussitism. More recent Czech scholarship, as tepresented by the wotks of Sedlék, Holinka,
and Peka¥, has established the Waldensian line, and on 2 sounder basis than that offered by
Preger; the problem will be considered in mote detail below. )

! Against’ the line of argument that will be pursued below, it might be argued that.the use
of violence by the Hussite extremists of 1415-1416 means that they cannot have be‘en. msplref:l
by Waldensianism, for the Waldensians rejected violence and killing as.un-C}lrls.tmn. Tl;:s
tejection, however, may be interpreted as essentially part of the Waldensian tejection of thc
whole established order, based as this was on force. There is no reason to suppose that the
sectatian hatred of the Roman-medieval system could not, under propet .copd1t10n§, ‘139.}’6
found expression in positive acts of violence. The tense situation of .1415, with its ppssxbxhtll{es
for open anti-Romanism and its attraction of unassimilated masses into the sectatian .ran}] sa,,
doubtless provided these conditions, Moteover, the South Bohemlqn and Austtian hetetlicsl @
engaged in violence long before the Hussite period: cf. Preger, 0p. it 100-101, and see Re ow.

® S. Harrison Thomson, ‘Pre-Hussite Heresy in Bohemia,” Englz.r/{ Hutormfl evien,
XLvIL (1933), 25-36 and passim. See also the vety full discussion by. R. Hohflka, op. fd;i,' p.ac.lmaﬂlz.

he presence of the “Waldensian” complex of ideas and attitudes in the minds o.f 11n ivi l11.1 s
need not imply any patticular organization, but it suggests contact with heretica t::cvg;g
and a predisposition to accept a critique of the Roman system; this predisposition W . 03;.
widespread among lower social strata in the later Middle Ages—hence the pelrvaswi'n:mall
Waldensianism and hence, perhaps, the ready acceptance of its doctrines by people not 1o: y

membets of the sect. 8
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chttv Hradec (Neuhaus, Nova Domus) in the late 1330’s,* we may suppose 2
fairly widespread fabric of heresy in the atea. And when a contempotary inquis-
itional record notes that in 1377 the burgrave of Koz Hradek was ordered to
give up Henzl and Konrad of Bednarec, whom he had taken from the inquisitor,
it suggests that this popular movement had not only persisted but even spread—
from Bednarec to the Kozi Hradek area. % Similar conclusions may be drawn from
the attestation, in 1381, of the heresy of two generations of the family of a certain
Johlin in the town of Pisek. ® ‘The fact that the Prague provincial synod in 1381
mentioned Waldensian activity for the first time in a synodal statute is further
-evidence for the supposition at least that this popular hetesy had become a problem
for Church authorities in Bohemia, ¢ while various other pieces of evidence
suggest that Bohemia had actually become, by the end of the fourteenth century,
a leading center and breeding-ground for the heresy in Central Europe. 8

On the other hand, fousteenth-century Bohemian Waldensianism seems to
bave been largely a German affair, floutrishing among those Germans who had
“colonized” Bohemia during the previous centuty or so. Hence the original
introduction of the heresy and, doubtless, the possibility of its extra-Bohemian
connections and influence. But around the turn of the century Waldensianism,
like so much else brought by Germans, sptead to the Czech population, whose
point of view regarding the problems of teligious and social life was in no way
different from that of their German neighbors. ¢ The process is shown conclus-
ively, if not cleatly, by the series of lists of Waldensian “errors” found in Bohemian
manuscript collections and dating from the 1390’s up to the Hussite petiod.
‘These show not only a preoccupation with heresy but a substitution of Czech for
Germon vernacular elements in the various articles.” Czech Waldensianism,

! Thomson, ep. it., pp. 35-36.
2 V. Chaloupecky, “K d&jindm Valdenskych v Cochich i i » Cesky
z"m;opz‘.r bistoricky (C‘C}:H , XXX (1925), 376, eh v Cochich pled hautim husitsifm,” Co
‘Thotson, ap. cit., p. 39 (c.f also note 1 on this page and note 4 on p. 40: Pisek seems to
have been a center of Waldensian activity in the 1360%).
4 Ibhid., p. 41,
% Cf. Holinka, op. ¢it,, p. 123. In the 1390’s we find explici ing i
nka, . p. 123, plicit statements appearing in the
sources to th1§ effect. Tpus an anonymous fragment refets to the Waldensians 13‘%ui in Austria
prius et nunc in Bohemlsjt pullularunt” (ibid., p. 135), and confessions of Waldensians in Pome-
rania ?,nd Brandenburg include the statement that “doctotes suos ex Bohemia ad se ventitate
soiere (Thomson, op. cit., p. 42),
- cl; M. Barto§, “Vznika potétky taborstvi,  Flusitstv! a cizina, pp. 115, holds that Bohemian
bezauzx;s?ipim ]Zzs not very extensive a?d tk.ia.t it was in any case restricted to Germans, chiefly
v others.e guage barter, Barto§’ opinion deserves mention, but it has not convinced
’ A .
- uin:.t‘Hoh?ka, 9p. ¢it., p. 130ff. and p. 175: Among the documents connected with the
incihs‘ 1‘.;:;10’0 Peter Zw_lcker In various parts of Germany and the Bohemian Crown Lands
Beit, ¢ Ssthere sutvives a MS. of “Errores haeteticorum Waldensium® (ed. J. Dollinget,
mtoragzi3 zz];r ekiengeschichte des Mittelalters, 11 (Munich, 1890), 335-343); this list was copied
) ath:: nem{an MS. at the beginning of the fifteenth centuty (the text in Holinka, pp. 176
s ce It was used, in patt verbatim, by the Catholic Johlin of Vodiiany in his Postilla,
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like that of the Germans, floutished among the common people, patticulatly
those of South Bohemia, “in a district of a twenty-mile radius, in which Hus was
to be born and where, later, Tabor was to be the centre of the militant Hussite
movement.”” 1

- It does not seem too bold to suppose that the people around Usti and Koz
Hradek who responded so enthusiastically to Hussite preaching had been prepared
for this response by at least a generation of popular heretical activity. This infet-
ence seems almost dictated by the sources just considered. 2 But again we find
the curious ewbarras de richesses mentioned above: when John Hus had to leave
Prague in 1412 because of his excommunication, he spent part of his “exile” in
the very region under consideration. He later wrote that “they miss me very
much in the region whete I preached: in the towns, in villages, in fields, at castles
and around the castles, and in the woods under a linden-ttee at the castle called
Koz Hradek.” 3 Another view of this activity appears in a later, hostile soutce: 4

In the year 1413 [sic] Master John Hus was expelled from Prague because
of his excommunication. He petformed divine sevices and preached at
Kozi Hradek, in a batn, and many came to his preaching from Usti. For he
inveighed against the Pope, bishops, and canons, and constantly heaped
abuse on the spititual order. Hete the priest Vénék began to baptize chil-
dten in a fish-pond and to slander the chrism and holy oil and holy watet.
Afterwards Master Hus returned to Prague and the King ordered him to
appear at the Council of Constance, and he never retutned from there.

This account, by juxtaposing Hus’ preaching with Vénék’s more extremist
practices, creates a kind of connection between the two, but the exact nature of
the link remains obscure. Indeed it hardly seems likely that Hus did celebrate mass
in a batn, as the popular heretics of the area wete doing. 5 Nevertheless, the power-

written in 1404, Johlin used the vatious atticles as samples of the' docttines of Bohemian
Waldensians, who, he said, wete multiplying, But the same Bohemien M_S. list §erved as a
soutce for still another list, composed about 1421 (ed. K. Hofler, G'e.rcbw{:t.w/zrezber der bus-
itischen Bewegung in Bobmen, 1, Foutes rerum Austriacarsm, 1. Abth., Bd, II (Vienna, 1856), 503-
505), and crammed with Czech phtases mixed in with the Latin or added to it (the only German
words in the earlier list are hete given in Latin). Chaloupecky, op. cit., p. 377, n, 3', considers
this list to be trelated to the “anonymous account” of radical practices atound I?st.i; in any case
the anonymous account closely patallels the Waldensian lists, even thm}gh it is so circum-
stantial and explicit that its information must have come from the observation of actual events,

* Thomson, op. ¢it., p. 42. . for th

% A similar succession of eatlier Waldensianism and Hussite extremism can be shown oi' (;:96
areas around Pisek (above, pp. 111£,, 114) and Olomouc (Thomson, op. ¢, . 41;above, p. 109).

® Jan Hus. Sebrané spisy deské, ed. K. Brben, III (Prague, 1865), 241.
th4 The thymed chronicle cited above, p. 106, n. 2 (the present passage

at quoted above, p. 106). ] . ,

§ V. Novotny (ZLE/}. Jan )Hm. Zivot a dilo, T (Prague, 1921), 334-335), in spite I?Ifi l,us ui‘;:i
cautiousness, is inclined to accept the testimony, although only as an exception t}:)' ust %'631 w2
conservatism in matters not ditectly connected with reform. !.’erhaps.he is rlgdt, 9{:_3 ]r? € ot
of Stephen of Dolany, made in 1417, may explain non-Waldensxa{l services O}Jtsl e of ¢ nlin:c] iz;
“...ubi per fideles clauduntur vobis Ecclesiae, facitis hoc [Le., utraquist commumion
stabulis vel horteis” (op. ¢it., coll. 579-580).

immediately precedes
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ful anti-Roman, evangelical preaching of Hus must be considered along with the
pre-existent popular sectatianism in explaining the extremist outbreak at Usti in
1415-1416. Furthermore, it is impossible to neglect the influence of the Prague-
trained radicals who preached teform in 1415, and who brought elements not
originally patt of the Waldensian movement: utraquism and the veneration of
Hus’s memory. Hence we must assume that the radicalism of Jakoubek and Nicho-
las of Dresden was also involved in the turbulence of these eatly yeats. Indeed,
the non-localized soutces for this turbulence make no distinction at all between
the Prague University movement and extremism outside of Prague; they present
a picture of one movement, with a single origin in Prague. * The picture, therefore,
that must be drawn from all the evidence, is that of a single effect with several
diverse causes. If one tries to go on to develop a causation that would be both
necessary and sufficient, one will fail, for it is @ préeri obvious that no such causa-
tion can be offered to which some other scholar may not legitimately object.
Nor indeed can it be shown that the concatenation of #// determined causes
was necessaty—not, at least, without begging every pertinent question of philo-
sophic importance. If, on the other hand, one does not try to explain too much, then
the profusion of causes can appear rather gratifying: the mysterious cooperation
of all “reform’ tendencies—or, perhaps more precisely, the convergence of all
vital spiritual currents in a single reform movement—shows the profoundness
of the movement that is being considered. Moteovert, it throws a powerful light
on the spiritual condition of Europe in this petiod.

In Prague, religious developments wete quite different from those just
consideted. Tremendous gains had been scored, partly because of the reform
movement’s popularity, pattly because of the Roman clergy’s implication in
Hus’ death, pattly because of the intetdict of October 1415, which had given the
Hussites control of most of Prague’s churches. But this situation had its disadvan-
tages also. For more than a year the consetvative Hussites and King Wenceslas
tried to come to tetms with the ecclesiastical authorities in such a way as to presetve
the reform movement’s gains and yet secute the lifting of the interdict. Arch-
bishop Conrad did lift it, ptobably at the end of 1415, but he thereby drew the
fite of the Council of Constance on himself, and the interdict had to be reimposed,
early in 1416. 2 'The Hussites then ttied to satisfy the Church as fully as possible.
Probably in late 1416, John Cardinal, as Rector of the Univetsity, agreed with the
Atchbishop on a virtual restoration of the stasss guo ante: Church property was
to be .returned; the expelled priests were to be reinstated; the archiepiscopal
authority was to be fully recognized; and John Jesenic was to leave Prague.
Only utraquism was not surrendered. A royal decree confirmed and executed

ttl These ate the soutces mentioned above, p. 109 1. 5. 'The same picture is to be infetred from the
al :mpts made by Prague consetvatives to stem provincial sadicalism: see below, p. 1178,
Documenta, pp. 645-647; cf. Tomek, op. cit., IIL (1875), 601. '
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the agreement just cited and specified that certain churches were to be reserved
for utraquism, and that neither side was to agitate against the other. 1 But these
efforts seem to have failed in their general aim, 2 moteovet, the University itself
was suspended by the Council of Constance in late 1416, and on teceipt of this
ordet, Archbishop Contad, as Chancellor, refused to allow the usual examinations
for the master’s degree (20 January 1417). 3 The policy of appeasement, evidently
one imposed by King Wenceslas, 4 had proven bankrupt.

The result of these developments seems to have been a change of policy by
the leaders of the national Hussite party. The charter of this party had been the
baronial compact of 5 September 1415, which had recognized the University
as the supteme authority in religious matters, and had pledged the nobles to
defend the reform against the hostile Roman authorities. Only now, in 1417, was
this program put into action in all of its implications. First, the University’s
authority was asserted over the whole Hussite movement; then it was asserted
against the Catholics, and then steps were taken to establish Hussitism as the
tegular religion of Bohemia. These events will be considered one by one.

Even befote early 1417 the masters had been compelled to give the Hussite
extremists ‘“‘very frequent fraternal admonitions” doubtless of an informal
chatacter. 8 Indeed, not only the extremists in the provinces, but also the groups
around Jakoubek and the Dresdeners in Prague had become troublesome as
innovators, whose continual development of the reform made rapprochement
with the Church mote difficult, while the extremists’ irresponsible, anarchic
propagation of novelties threatened the authority of the Univetsity over the move-
ment as a whole. Furthermore, the Hussite barons had little sympathy for new
doctrines—their compact of 1415 had not even mentioned utraquism—and no
sympathy for the apparent wildness, dissoluteness, and subversiveness that
characterized many exttemist preachets. ¢ Working closely with these batons, 4
the latgely conservative body of University masters met, on 25 Januatry 1417,
to consider the problems posed by radical anarchy.

! The texts may be found in the Dosumenta, pp. 645-647, and in Loserth’s Beisrige, AQG,
LXXXII (1895), 375, respectively. Cf. also Documenta, pp. 642-645. The texts ate not satis-
factorily dated; my reconstruction of their sequence agrees with Tomelk’s, op. ci%., III, 600,

* My inference from the objections taised by the Cathedral Chaptet of St. Vitus’ in Prague
(Qommenta, p. 606) to the proposed lifting of the interdict.

, Tomek, op. cit,, III, 609-610.

* Linfer this from the texts just discussed and from Bfezovd’ ]
King Wenceslas and Atrchbishop Contad wotked to suppress uttaquism
years of existence.

® Documenta, p. 634 (a letter from Master Christian of Prach
see; below). Texts of the admonitions are not known to survive,

See below, p. 122 and n, 1; cf. Documenta, p. 635. ' ) e back

7 Chtistian of Prachatice’s letter to Koranda, already cited, is the main sousce for the back-
ground of the conservative meetings. Modetn scholars have unanimously dated t.he lettc?r
1n eatly 1417, on the basis of its content, its reference to a meeting (“nuper gonchat.xs. nos,t’ns
seniotibug magistris”) and its reference to a “literam magistralem de ecclesiasticis titibus”—
Presumably one of the declarations discussed just below.

s statement (p. 329) that both
during its fitst two

atice to Wenceslas Koranda;
but they may have been oral.
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Tt seems that this meeting was confronted with a kind of consetvative exttemism
also: Mastet John Jesenic, a man whose devotion to reform and whose coopeta-
tion with Hus had made him the Hussite par exvellence in Catholic eyes, although
his extreme conservatism had made him slow to accept even the chalice, asked
the masters not only to condemn radicalism but to proclaim the authotity of the
Council of Constance and the exalted position of the papacy. ! It also seems that
the radical doctrine of infant communion (in both kinds) was called into question
by Lotd Cen&k of Vattemberk, the leader of the Hussite barons, and pethaps
also by some of the mastets. 2 The official declaration of the meeting, howevet,
avoided these points. 3 Selected for condemnation were the rejection of Purgatoty
(a Waldensian docttine); the corollary rejection of prayers, masses, and works
for the dead; the tejection of the cult of images; and the rejection of such cete-
monies and customs as the blessing of watet, salt, grain, and the like, aspersion,
bell-ringing, and thutification. Exhorting the faithful to deny even 2 hearing to in-
novators who had not proven the rightness of their opinions to the University
ot to other pertinent authorities, the mastets enunciated the guiding principle
that, “accotding to the canons of the saints, in matters about which divine
Scripture decrees nothing definite, the custom of the people of God and the in-
stitutes of our predecessors are to be held for law.”

The mere issning of such a proclamation was, of coutse, only a first step. It
was at once accepted as notmative by the Hussite nobles, but not by the radicals.
‘The conservative mastets doubtless realized that they could not simply demand
that their opponents change their minds, but they could insist on .confining doc-
trinal development to the University’s framework of discussion and final authotity.

! The text of Jesenic’s proposals is given by F. M. BartoS, Do &yF pragskjch artikulii (24
ed.; Prague, 1940), pp. 66-67, and it may be reproduced in full here, as 2 document of extteme
Hussite consetvatism:

ponclusipnes ].eseqic, quas posuit sub a. 1417 in die conversionis s. Pauli [25 January]
in l.ectono ordinariarum, 1° quia purgatorium est. 2° quia suffragia existentibus in purga-

. totio prosunt. Sf’ quia deberit ymagines adotati, coli, venerari, 4° quia papa potestadotati
et eciam cotam ipso flecti nec talia facientes sunt ydolatre. 5° quia conciliis est credendum.
6° quia consuetudinibus ecclesiarum non est contradicendum. 7° osculantes ymagines non
sunt ydolatre.. 8° quia eciam ymagines debent decorari propter augendam devocionem,
quia plus afficitur ad ymagines pulcras quam deformes. 9° quia propter abusum hominum
nullo modo debent destrui ymagines.

2 For Cendk’s c%eclazcation against infant communion, cf, Chtistian’s letter, Documenta, p.
63?, where the subject is clearly distinguished from the points discussed by tﬁe official lettet.
It is known Fhat ‘several of the mastets wete resolute enemies of infant communion, but their
lead.er,. Je’semc, did not mention the issue in his protocol; the reason is probably to b:i found in
Christian’s letter, which admits the existence of authortities for the practice, but utges that it
should not be adopted without further discussion of its truth and jts cxpedie’ncy.

3
For the text, cf. Documenta, pp. 654-656. The meeting was held in Master Chtistian of

Prachatice’s patish chutch of St. Michael, in the Old Town of Prague. Although not as harsh

. / t
:Iie ;?;nlct.s protocol, the declaration embodies most of his points and has a very shatp tone:
elties ate attributed to the Devil; it is said that they ate held by various communities,

and that : ini : st . :
p. 119?&‘:1;;? are wrong; the injunction to desist is couched in the second petson. (See below
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This point, indeed, was never rejected by Jakoubek, even though he continued
to argue for infant communion and against the cult of images.? The provincial
extremists, however, had been going their own way, and it was to bring them
back into the national movement that the masters now began to exett their
influence. On 7 February the conservative declaration was reissued, but with a
distinctly softer tone, in what seems to have been a mote official manner. 2
And it was probably soon after this Master Christian of Prachatice addressed a
personal letter to the priest Wenceslas Koranda, then in Plzefi, 3 in which letter
we can see the application of the University declatations to the actual situation
(it is quite possible that other lettets were sent to other provincials). Christian
complained that Koranda, a man who had enjoyed a splendid reputation in Prague
Hussite circles, was among those who, ‘“alas, possessed only of zeal and not
acting according to knowledge, spurning the very frequent fraternal watnings
of the masters, follow their own opinion and [the leadership] of unlearned men
and women.” It must be supposed that these men and women were local sectarian

L Bfezova (p. 334), states that “Mastet Jakoubek of St¥bro... promulgated and began
[infant] communion, together with masters and priests associated with him,” and he notes
that it divided the Univetsity community. In 1417 and 1418, Jakoubek kept up 2 running
polemic with the opposing mastets (cf. the entties fot these yeats in Barto§® Cinnost), and ﬁqally
won his point, in September of 1418 (see below). In the matter of images, Jakoubek vigo-
tously criticized their cult in a sermon delivered only a few days aftet the consetvative decla-
ration—on 31 January 1417 (C‘imzo.rf, No. 69; patts of the setmon ate printed by Z. Nejedly,
op. cit,, pp. 73-75, 80), but he was cateful to note that he was attacking only abuses, not the
ptinciple of images as auxiliaries to devotion (see below, p. 126£.). )

2 For the text, cf. J. Loserth, Beitrdge, AOG, LXXXII (1895), 383f. Against the .formulg-
tion of the 25 January text, this one says merely that people are beginning to question veri-
ties and examine novelties, now that the end of the world is at hand (thete is no mention of
the Devil); it appeals to the people to stop, and it uses the passive petiphrastic rather than t}ze
ditect impetative. It has been suggested that the second declaration was a reaction to Jakoube.k s
attack on images of 31 January, but it may be more logical to suppose that the segond dec_la.ratxon
—which bore the University’s seal—was meant to be a kind of official Hussite definition of
doctrine rather than merely a resolution of the consetvative party. Hence its loftiet, calmer tone.

® This letter and a statement by B¥ezova (p. 389), ad 15 July 1420, that Kotanda part}cularly
hated Christian, are indications that a certain telationship existed between the two. In his letter
Christian notes that, “Ante enim pauca tempota, dum Corandae nomen fuit audltu.m,. omnes
laudahant omnesque affuebant, mitantes verba et hujus coustantiam atque veritatis zela-
torem™; this may refer to a period ending sometime in 1416, when Koranda Was, evidently,
Rrominent in the University reform movement in Prague. A satitical “genealogy” of the Hus-
sites includes Koranda in a list of names of prominent University masters (and one ot two
other men) active before 1414: Hus, Koranda, Capek, Olesdk, Sadlo, Zmrzlik, Jetome, Simon
of Ti¥nov, Jakoubek, Christian of Prachatice, Simon of Rokycana, Ma}rek of Hradfec, Jghn
Jesenic, Zdislav of Zvitetice (ed. Palacky, Urkandliche Beitriige znr Geschichte des Hm.r;tenkrze‘%{;
II (Prague, 1873), 521£.). On the other hand, similar lists, dating from the second. half of '14d
(Documenta, p. 693) and from eatly 1418 (Hofler, II (1865), 241) do not mention Kogn 2
among the University leaders; the former soutrce does mention him in gnother context, 6(9)2g
With OleSak and Capek, as itinerant Hussite preachers in South Bohemia (Pofumenta, % G ).
Thus the evidence fits together; Koranda may have been a student of Christian’s at the Univet-
sity, but the outbreak of Hussitism in 1414-1415 probably kept him from getting his mafter S
degtee and had, instead, associated him with the sectarian heretics of the provinces (see below).
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heretics; * against their influence, Chtistian urged Koranda to acknowledge the
authority of the University. The masters’ demand that no novelties be promul-
gated without the assent of the University was spelled out by Christian with
reference to the question of infant communion: “although there ate some autho-
rities for [it] ... and some directly opposed, it would be good and useful not to
leap immediately to the other, the uncustomary side, but only after frequent
prior conference with learned men as to whether it is expedient to promulgate
these novelties thus or otherwise.” 2

It has been seen that this request of the masters was motivated by considerations
of both expediency and principle. Christian’s letter defines the political issue very
cleatly: “I know that some of our sedulous promotots of the evangelical Truth
at the royal coutt [coram principe] have been very downcast by the things I have
just written about [i.e., extremist practices], and they say that they no longer
wish to involve themselves on our account, but rather wish to live like others, in
peace of mind.” 3 On a higher plane, the problem as the conservative mastets
saw it (and hence as it was, in a certain sense), was whether the Univetsity reform
movement should be dissolved into a popular sectatian heresy that, however
“pure,” was a direct negation of medieval civilization. To the masters the great
and beautiful civilization of the Middle Ages was something to be teformed—
putified, but preserved; to the Waldensian heretics the medieval order was per s
sinful, hypocritical, and Antichristian. It was a conflict between the culture
of the cathedral and the culture of the batn, and, concretely, the issue was whethet
the baccalauteate preachers of reform should work as disciples of the University
or as associates of the “batn-ptiests.” 4 It would thus be wrong to regard the conset-
vative declarations of eatly 1417 as merely condemnations of radicalism: they were
that, but they were also invitations to the radicals to seek change within the national
movement—specifically, within the University’s wotld of ideas. Such changes
would be moderated by the weight of conservatism, but not necessarily prohibit-
C};rigfi‘;x fggiﬁlﬁ;i rfébci gg:’tﬁé 11;11‘;‘755v1 ;ngc ;ﬁoint is é:leat: from the doctrines and practices that
laty works for the dead a.nd the cult of saintz -vt];ze enylkr)lg t}_u: dpctrme o Purgat?ry,‘f i c_orok

> ; they wete butning images and throwing “dubious

telics on dgng—heaps, wete refusing to sing the Sake Regina, discarding the usual Roman
cetemonies in favor of those of the Primitive Church, and wete giving communion to infants
(this last was Hussite rather than Waldensian).
. 2 On this crucial point the Prague radicals agreed with the Univetsity’s position. Jakoubek,
in 1414, wrote: “Multe sunt veritates, que propter indisposicionem cordium tempote suo
non sunt dicende; sed alio Lempote, cum illa magis erunt apta ad suscepcionem illaram veri-
tatum, tunc debent dici.” And an anonymous radical, close to Jakoubek’s ideas, wtote: “Sepe
vetitates sunt graves multis, quas oportet primum occulte tractati abinvicem.” Both apud
Ba;:toé,. Nové postila Jana Zelivského?” CCM, CI (1927), 143,
: %1}:15 {:;1113 came up again and again: cf,, e.g., OCA, p. 474; Btezov4, pp. 365, 449, 468, 525.
e Waldensians attacked the “stone chutch” of the Roman patish and celebrated their
own tites wherever convenience dictated—often in batns. Thus anti-Hussite rhymes of the
Egr:od reﬁfeﬁdre.d to “liars, ,baccalaureates, and batn-priests,” the same pattern of relationships
Ka Wg nd in Christian’s letter to Koranda, with its complaint that the Univetsity-trained
oranda had followed unleatned men and women (cf. Holinka, op. cit., p. 156 n. 539).
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ed, and in any case the problem was not that of establishing real uniformity—
this had already become impossible—but that of preventing the creation of two
Hussite universes, and of creating instead, by the methods in which the scholastic
mind excelled, a unity in principle that could allow differences in practice.

Of course the University had to validate the leadership it claimed. It did not
defy the order of suspension issued by the Council of Constance. 1 but it seems
that its new situation allowed it to act with more militancy. By 1417 most of the
masters supported utraquism, 2 but some, even within the reform movement,
did not, 3 and it was high time that the Univetsity pronounce on the matter.
The Council of Constance’s prohibition of the chalice, on 15 June 1415, had
pethaps acted as a restraining influence, but now this restraint had been weakened;
on 10 March 1417 the University officially sanctioned communion in both kinds
as something that all laymen ought to take as beneficial to salvation. ¢ The most
tadical formulation, that the chalice was necessaty to salvation, was avoided.
At the same time, the most important anti-Hussites within the Univessity com-
munity were fotced into outward conformity. 5

Even eatlier than this, the plans had been made, doubtless by the masters
and Lord Cenék of Vartemberk acting together, for the systematic establishment
of utraquism throughout Bohemia. This policy had been implied by the baronial
compact of 5 September 1415, but without the specification of utraquism and
without the formulation of a definite national plan. With the new militancy of
eatly 1417, such a plan became possible; it had, indeed, also become necessary.
By September 1416, if not eatlier, it had become ecclesiastical policy to refuse
ordination to “Wyclyfites.” ¢ By 1417 we find Hussite priests being expelled from
theit livings, while oaths against the chalice and Wyclyfism wete required of
those first being installed in patishes and prebends.? The anarchic preaching

! Tomek, Déje University pragské, T (Prague, 1849), 238-240; cf. also Tomek’s Défepis mésia
Prahy, T11, 609%,

* Cf. Barto§, Do dtyr pragskich artikulis (2d ed.; Prague, 1940), p. 12f. On p. 66 Bartos prints
the text of 2 utraquist statement sent to the town of Péibtam by the then Rector of the Univer-
sity, in 1416; only two such declarations are known to sutvive, but more must have been issued.

® Full conformity was not enfotced on the masters until 1 August 1420, under pressure
of war; cf, Tomek, Dgjepis, IV, 91f. See also above, p. 103, n. 3. ) )

% The text is in Von der Hardt, op. ¢it., 111, 761; a Czech vetsion is in Arehiv fesky, 11,
ed, Palacky (Prague, 1844), 204. .

® The most important case was that of Dt. Peter of Uniov; thete are many sourc_es——cf.
Totr}ek, Dijepis, III, 613ff, Another case, perhaps at this time, was that of Master Nicholas
Pa:’hkm’, Dean of the Arts faculty: cf. Hofler, IIT (1866), 157 ) )

When AleX of Bezi was otdained bishop (of Olomouc) by Atchbishop C?,nrad in Sep-
tember 1416 he had to sweat, among other things, not to ordain “Wyclyfites;” cf. the text
of7hls oath, apud Loserth, A0G, LXXXII (1895), 416-418. .

The Libri confirmationsm ad beneficia ecclesiastioa Pragansem per archidiocesin, VI, ed. J. Emler
(Prague, 1886), indicate the first such suspensions on 3 March and 2 April 1417 (pp. 220-
223), and the first oath on 8 April 1417 (p. 224). The oaths appeat frequ.ently throughout
1417’. then fade away in eatly 1418, either because the Hussite-Catholic split hagl become so

cﬁn_xte as to make oaths supetfluous, or because the oaths had become so routine as not to
fequite mention, This latter possibility seems to me unlikely.
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of radicals, some unordained and without tegular parish attachments, had al-
ready distressed the conservative Hussites;? the new developments might very
well make such anarchy the norm unless Hussite candidates could be furnished
with ordination and parish livings in defiance of the regular channels. The
ctisis was met by Lord Cen&k of Vartemberk, the leading Hussite baron. He
took prisoner the Augustinian monk Herman, titular Bishop of Nicopolis and
suffragan of the Prague Archdiocese, and on 6 March 1417, forced him to
otdain many candidates for the priesthood in Cen&k’s castle of Lipnic. 2 These
new priests had come from the University, where, presumably, their ordinaty
progress towatds otdination had been interrupted by the religious conflict;
what their religious attitudes were at the time is not definitely known, but
many of them wete to become ptiests of Tabor in 1419, and this fact, together
with other evidence, suggests that they had been associated with the most
radical University citcles, patticulatly those around Master Jakoubek of Stfibro
and Nicholas of Dresden.

! That some Hussite preachers were unordained is shown by sources as eatly as 1415:
see above p. 108 for the Olomouc mattyrs and the archiepiscopal prohibition of itinerant pre-
achers, some of whom, it would seem, were unordained. In regard to their way of life, Christian
of Prachat.ice’s letter to Koranda, in eatly 1417, complains that “Our [the wotd is intetesting]
pseudo-priests appear on evety hand, drunk, sensual, and unusually scandalous. Hypocrites,
wishing to appear to be doing something new, they empty the purses of widows, preach
poverty but cloak the ignominy of poverty with a certain unveiled hypoctisy, wish to have
the income of a church but to enjoy all things without labot. Otherwise, if the people have
not given them enough, they forsake the threshed out granaties and go to the fatter chutches;
then, with stuffed wallets, they withdraw, saying, “We must now go evangelize othet people,’”
Catholic thymes of pethaps the same period chatge that the Hussites “wotk hatd to get tich
parishes %?d neglect poor churches; they stay as long they can find what to take, then they
run away (ed. J. Feifalik, “Untetsuchungen iiber althdhmische Vers- und Reimkunst,” Sit-
qungsberichte der phil.-bist, Classe der kaiserlichen Akademie dor Wissenschaften, XX1X (Vienna,
1858?, 32@ That such chatges must be taken with salt seems clear from even a supetficial
consideration of the points of view involved. For example, the Libri confirmationum, VI,
233, tellof a patish priest named Mar¥ik who was deptived of his living on 5 July 1417 because
hlf hafl been giving utraqtyst co.mmunion and preaching “vatious errors” in several churches of
the diocese; from.a hostile point of view his behavior might seem frivolous and neglectful
of duty. But there s no reason to think that he was anything but an ardent tefotmer. The pattetn
qf itinerant agitation was o_f course part of Waldensian life, and it would be inevitable in any
§1m11ar movement, whﬂfa judged by the otthodox framewotk of behavior and motivation,
it Wou%d seem to be chiefly dissoluteness and greed. Homi soir. . . although it is of coutse
lm%)oTszlble to ru‘le out cases of individual worthlessness. ’

e event is mentioned by many soutces, including the two main natratives, the O0CA

(pi) 43) andi Biezova (pp. 425, 447). The anti-Hussite vegrses, “Sly$te viickni stafi,i vy déti”

S:hgx;,i é),t . 39‘5113. 053 :Zﬁdge]:its;lhat Cendk’s ch.tion was instigated by the more radical Hussites, those
op wete * (li - it i

really distinguishes between I?Iussitcnf?:ctli%%s.(lmes #19-422) butitis not clear that the author

3 The evidence is rathet compli i ; .
; plicated and requires examination i i si-
fied into three main groups: q ation in detail. It may be clas
thi;nE;ilgfr’l;ebass'omating _the Lipnic .pri.ests with the University; II. Evidence associating
L(D The 2 lori;lII: Ev}dence associating the priests of Tabor with the University.
of i{autenstooc?c ¢ }llpnic priest whose name is positively known was the Getman Bartholomew
> Who latet fell into the hands of the Inquisition in Germany (his confession
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The next problem was that of getting the Hussite priests into. parishes. As
catly as Septembet 1415 the Hussite barons had cleatly promised to “defend and
protect” reform preachers and to encourage such preaching on their domains.

apud J. Dollinger, op. cit., 11, 629). He had been a student in Prague, not at the University
proper but at the school tun by the Dtesden mastets (see above, p. 104 n. 3). Bartholomew and
others from this school had been asked to take ordets at Lipnic and did so.

(2) The Chronicon Procopii notarii Pragensis (ed. K. Hoflet, op. sit., I, 71-72), although composed
late (c. 1476), offers an articulation of data that is probably reliable; it describes the Lipnic
candidates as “scolates.” This word may mean University students ot simply clerics in lower
orders, but even in the latter case the candidates would ptobably have been trained at the Uni-
versity. Another description of the Lipnic candidates as “subdeacons, deacons, etc.” (Documenta,
p. 737), and Bfezové’s statement (p. 447) that Herman otdained those “quos archiepiscopus
consecrare nolebat,” imply the same thing, that the candidates had been trained and indeed
would have become priests through regular channels if possible. Such training, in Prague,
would probably have been at the University. .

IL. (1) Several soutces say that “many” or “almost all” of the priests of Tabor (as of late
1420) had been otdained by Herman: Bfezovd, p. 425 (“almost all”), p. 447 (“many”); OCA,
p. 43 (“many”); John PHbram’s Ziver kné$i tdborskjch, ed. J. Macek, Kro$ jou bogi bojovnici
(Prague, 1951), p. 283 (“many”). L

(2) The Clhronicon Procopii, the soutces cited in IL (1), and many others, state that the Lipnic
priests wete later to be responsible for dtowning Bishop Herman, who was, in fact, drowm?d
by the Tabotites. Procop also states that the Lipnic priests were to butn churches and kill
ptriests—i.e., they were Taborites. ) "

IIL (1) The University Master John P¥ibtam pointed out that the Taborite chiliasts, who
comprised almost all the priests of Tabor in 1420, and who urged the destruction of Prague as
“Babylon,” wete attacking the city that had taught them to know the truth (cited by Pekaf,
op. ¢it., 1, 140 n. 2).

(2) PHbtam, attacking Taborite arguments for simplification of the mass, took_ a tone not
only of hostility but of contempt; one feels that here is the University master judging the
works of ex-students. For example, against the Taborites’ claim to have founded their arguments
solidly, PHbtam snorted: *...revera falsum est usque ad experientiam, cum haec scripta
et vocetenus facta non sint digna memoria sapientum levi una responsione' prorsus cxsufﬂanc!a.
i\Tec mirum, quod aranea se putet ferrea nectere tenimenta” (De ritibus missae, Hoflex, op. ¢it.,

1, 532), "

(3) Much evidence points to a period when the Tabotites were pupils of Jakoubek of Stnbr?.
The eatliest Taborite defense of a simplified ritual appeals in several Places to.]akoubek s
authority, For example: “Et hoc idem praetendit Jeronymus ad Nepotianum scribens, que;n
saepe magister Jacobellus contra ceremonias legis vetetis qbs'crxfare voleqtes al}egafe_ &“’ é-
bat, et specialiter in tractatu illo suo saepius nominato, quamdiu in ista matetia nobiscum 11> it’n
sensit, allegat, . ,” (Hofle, op. cit., 11, 499; my emphasis). The tractate in question was ]akz; ek 3 »
De cerimoniis (Cinnost, No. 59), weitten most probably in 1415; Piibtam (op. dit., p- 545) S”i‘
that the Tabotites had gotten the work by fraud: “...sctipta... quae S.Ibl subdole et occu t1:e
pet quendam fratrem sunt rescripta et ultetius tradita...” Bven this cxrcumstan;;ekpgfntse lf?
a time of greater intimacy, when such an act could have been committed. Jakoube % ﬂgms ;
late in his life, found it necessary to attack the Taborites in ordet to .mgke clear the differenc
between theit acts and his own ideas, for the Tabotites had been justifying their acts })ylsaylflg
that Jakoubek’s works sanctioned them. In his attack, Jakoubek referred to an ofigina umtz
of spitit; mote important perhaps is his statement that various consetvative .mastctrs rﬁi::n
themselves of the opinion that Jakoubek’s sermons had indeed caused Taborite extre

(Pekat, op, cit,, 1, 110; cf. Cinost, No. 91). .
Mote ];assages could be cited f"rom other wotks, and the whole problem' of the céng;gsfgf

the priests of Tabor could be putsued in greater detail for the whole Hussite petio r?clusive

specific individuals (cf. e.g., p. 119, n. 3 above), but the above evidence seems t(:o

for the University otigin of most Tabotite priests, and hence of most Lipnic priests.
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There is evidence that Hussite priests wete indeed being installed in patishes
by Hussite nobles in the course of 1416 and 1417, often at the expense of Catholic
incambents. ! But the first circumstantial account of a large-scale tutnover on
the domains of a pasticular lord is associated with action taken by Cenék of Vart-
emberk, doubtless in pursuance of the same policy that had led him to arrange
the Lipnic ordinations. On 15 June 1417 Cenék and his watd, Lotrd Ultich of
Ro#mberk, the greatest lord of South Bohemia, summoned the priests holding
Ro#mberk parishes to a meeting at which they were given the choice of either
giving communion in both kinds ot tutning over their parishes to ptiests who
would. ? The threat was made good in many churches, although not in all, and
it may be supposed that since a similar policy was enforced on Cenék’s own do-
mains, 8 it was also catried out by the other Hussite barons; indeed it may be
that the policy was promulgated within the framework of the Hussite League of
5 September 1415. It is most significant that the priests involved were those
tecently ordained at Lipnic; 4 the nobles whom Christian of Prachatice had
represented as strongly anti-radical in early 1417 were now—doubtless with
the advice of the consetvative masters—actually helping radicals to get established
in parishes under the nobles’ control. 5 The change struck contemporaties as a

! Stephen of Dolany, gp. ¢it., is very explicit. Writing in 1417 he accused the Hussites of
telying on the nobility to install them in parishes, both by legitimate use of the right of pre-
sentation (col. 670) and by the simple expulsion of incumbents (coll. 517, 670; other tefetences
are abundant). Cf. also, for the Moravian situation, the complaint of the Olomouc canons
in late 1416 (above, p. 109, n. 4); OCA, p. 474; O. Odlozilik, “Z pogatkd husitstvi na Moravé,”

am:pis Matice moravské, XLIX (1925), 117. Queen Sophia was accused, some time before
April 1418, of having expelled non-utraquists and installed uttaquists in her towns and villages
(Hijﬂef', op. ¢it., 11, 310f.), and the Council of Constance, on vatious occasions, mentioned the
expulsion of Catholic priests and the intrusion of Hussites (Documenta, p. 647f, (late 1416);

Hoflet, op. cit., II, 240 (eatly 1418)), For the tutnover in Prague due to the interdict of late 1415,
see Bfezovi, p. 341.

2 OCA, p. 23f,
3 See the next note.

4 The clearest statement of this is in the Chronicon Procopii, cited above: “Cenék of Velis,
then the Sugreme Burgrave of the Castle of Prague and the guatdian of the batons of the
‘I:ord of ’I’{c.)zmberg, had control of a cettain suffragan bishop Herman, who ordained many

scolares” in C;nek’s castle of Lipnic. These priests came to Prague and to vatious places,
glving communion to the laity in both kinds and singing and reading masses in Czech. A large
number of people began to adhete to them, and thus mere laymen expelled the legitimate
pastors from the ghurches and introduced their priests. Cengk also, on his domains and those
of the Lord of RoZmbetk, installed these vety ptiests [eosdem sacerdotes], the legitimate ones
being remczvefi. -« These ptiests [iidem sacerdotes] later drowned the bishop who had otdained
them; Ce.nek' indeed suffered many evils from them, and greatly regtetted that he had obtained
thixr Toli:.dmat}on,- seeing them afterward butn churches and kill ptiests,”
1s polnt is proven most cleatly by an action parallelling Centk’s, the installation of the
IC_;Iendnan John Dranflorf, a pupil of the Dresden school in Prag%m, as patish priest in Jindfichtv
1gr)a ]?,":1 (Nguhaus) in 1417 (Batto§, “Vanik a poctky tiborstvi,” Husitstof a cizina, p, 120 n,
: . 1;6 artholornev.f Rautenstock, Drindotf held ideas of 2 Waldensian type, fotr which
e was later mattyred in Germany (Bohmet, op. sit., p. 228f1.). In his case thetefore it is quite

clear that a Hussite patron (I suppose Lotd Ulrich Vavik ind¥ichd i
tronage in behalf of an extreme, sectarian radical, wvél of Jindfichiry Hiadec) used bis pe
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remarkably sudden one, which indeed it was; * like all sudden changes it posed
many problems for the future. Could the new situation created so violently be
stabilized in the realm of ideas, with a docttinal unification to accompany the
practical collaboration of conservatives and radicals?

Meanwhile the course of religious development in Prague had also been favor-
able to the unification of the Hussite patty. It has already been seen that Master
Jakoubek of Sttibro was much more radical in his concept of reform than most
of the other masters. In a series of tracts, statements, and setmons, written in the
period 1415-1417, Jakoubek developed a position distinct from both the sectatian
Waldensianism of the extremists and the conservatism of the masters. On the
one hand he agreed with the latter in seeking to eliminate from the movement the
refusal to take oaths, the refusal to kill, the rejection of Purgatory, and in general
the fundamentally negative attitude of Waldensianism towards civil government
and the Roman Chutrch. ? Jakoubek was thus dissociating himself from Nicholas
of Dresden, whose Prague activities seem indeed to have ended in 1416.3 On the
othet hand, he did not agree with the conservatives” adherence to the elaborate
cult of images, their rejection of infant communion, their willingnéss to accept
incomes drawn from rents and “usury”’—in fact, the conservative adherence
to virtually the whole Roman system. 4 And the fact that, as already seen, Germans
attached to the Dresdenets’ school in Prague benefited from the Lipnic ordina~
tions and the patronage of Hussite barons in 1417 must mean that this school,
with its Waldensianism, remained part of the unified Hussite movement, even

though it had doubtless lost its influence on Jakoubek. ®

1 A set of anti-Hussite rhymes written (in the second half of 1417) by someone with inti-
mate knowledge of the Ro¥mbetk situation (perhaps one of the displaced priests) addresses
itself at one point to Cen&k: “Nobilis domine Ccn%co,/!:ua prudentia en qup”/ ad praesens
evanuit, / quod rumotibus frivolis / et hominibus malivolis / tam subito annuit (Documenta,

p. 694). Thete follows a list of the “malevolent men,” whom I suppose to be those installed in

Ro#mberk livings on 15 June 1417; among the names is that of Kotranda, about whose extremist

practices Cenék had complained to the masters in Prague only a half-year before.

2 Cinnost, Nos. 58fF. passim; cf. especially Nos. 61-64. )
% At least there is no evidence for his work in Prague after that year. A reference, in 1419,

i i ist, i issen” (i hn Zelivsky
to the martyrdom of “Nicholas, a ptiest of Christ, in Meissen” (in the sermons of Jo s
ed. A, Molr}:ar, Jan Zelivsky. Dochovand kdzdni % rokn 1419, I (Prague, 1953), 126f.) may mean that

Nicholas of Dresden had left Prague to spread his doctrines in Germany (Sedldk, op. cit.,

p- 7), like so many of his associates of the School at The Black Rose in Prague, which has been

aptly called a school fot mattyts (Bohmet, op. cit., p. 228).
* Cinnost, Nos. 60, 67, 69, 71, 72, 73.

5 The radical John Zelivsky, whose ideas wete close to Jakoubek’s while at the same far

more violent, more like those of sectarianism, complained (apparently in 1;&19) vof the heretu':a:
tion” of those professing various Waldensian doctrines (J. Truhléf, Pabcr.ky VzI ﬁfukﬁggsu
klementinskych. Husitskd kdzani z let 1416-1418 [sic],” Vé".rtﬂllz Coské Akademie, ( 3),
287). Taken with Zelivsky’s sympathetic reference to Nicholas c’>f Dresden (al?gvel, npteth),
this complaint may show the continued strength of the Dresdenets’ gtoup and ideals in the

most radical Hussite citcles.
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The essence of Jakoubek’s concept of reform was the basic acceptance of
Catholicism, including the authority of the Chutch and of the tradition, coupled
with the most violent, absolute-sounding attack on abuses. Sometimes the accept-
ance was more significant than the attack, as when Jakoubek argued for the pos-
sibility of radically simplifying the mass in cases of necessity; * the regular simpli-
fication accomplished by the provincial radicals did not find a supporter in Jakou-
bek when the issue came up. But often the attack was so vigorous that the saving
clause of acceptance seems only an afterthought. For example, Jakoubek held
that images “ought to be destroyed,” as a great danger to the faithful, as the occas-
ion of mote harm than good, and—to boot—as purely human “‘customs’ not
tequired by the Gospel; on the other hand, “it does not follow from all of these .
arguments that an image is not in any way to be allowed in Christian churches,
nor does it follow that no one of the faithful can ever be moved by some image,
like a crucifix, to remember Christ’s bitter death.” 2 By the year 1418 this delicate
yet powerful docttine of reform had been fully defined and had, it would seem,
become the doctrine of Prague radicals far mote sympathetic to Waldensianist
extremism than Jakoubek himself. 3 It had, in fact, become capable of reuniting
the Hussite movement. '

The new union was expressed and worked out in the Hussite Synod of St.
Wenceslas” Day (28 September) 1418, which atrived at unanimous agreement
on twenty-three atticles almost wholly in the spitit of Jakoubek’s program. 4

L Cinnost, No. 59.
® Posicio de imaginibus, of 31 January 1417 (Cinnest, No. 69; my citations ate from Nejedly,
op. ¢it., pp. 80, 73-75). ‘
“3 CE. the excetpts gublished by Basto¥ from an anonymous radical postilla of 1416/1419
( Nov;é postila Jana Zelivského?” CCM, CI (1927), 135-148). The author did not, as far as
Bartod’ excerpts go, make a principled break with the Roman system. In discussing bad priests,
for example, h<? urged that “non advertantur eorum confessiones, predicaciones, mine, terrores
quod non deciment eis nec eorum obediant seduccionibus,” but did not, apparently, state
that their sacramental acts wete invalid (p. 143). Like Jakoubek, the author ctiticized the insis-
tence on always celebrating mass in church, so that a priest could not celebrate in the chamber
of a sick man, but he seems to have regarded celebration in chutch as the normal way. The same
holds for his other criticisms of abuses: however violent, they attack only abuses (p. 139£).
If, as Barto§ suggests, the a\.uthor was Zelivsk;’r, the statement in the text above would be
aTmply_documented, for_ Zelivsky was very close to sectatianism, if not actually a crypto-
aborite. Because of th{s, Pekat, op. ¢it., IV, (1933), 12-13, atgues against Zelivsky’s authorship,
bu: agrees tha't the.postﬂla reflects a point of view more radical than Jakoubek’s.
67’1_;’hg81;/[82115humquc and includes the d':a.te as I have given it; it is published in the Dosumenta,
g. -681. Although one of the few precisely dated sources of impotrtance for this period, it
as bee:n attacked rather savagely by modern scholars, Batto¥ has argued (Do &tyr pragskich
artykuld (Ist ed. ; Prague, 1925), Appendices III and IV, pp. 74f., 86-88) that the Synod should be

dated 1419, chiefly because there was no reason for a compromise to have been reached in 1418,

but every reason in 1419, Pekaf has rejected Barto#’ arguments i i has
quesuongd -the MS. authenticity, chiefly in regard 'cog infant cagnfl'i:lzcgioc)l:f’ ?vllﬁclllle lf:; ;lzjitizves
vﬁs 1grohlbued by the Synod (cf. his changing views in Zigka, 1,29, n. 1; 1{7, 10-11, 192). He
E Z:c }? thaiczl tlmzl truccla v;rsmn of’ the Sy_nod’s decisions is represented by a set of 19 atticles in
G , un 2eh (ed. F. Pala:cky,./lrcbw desky, VI (1872), 37-38) and pattly cortesponding to

e topics of the Synod as given in the 1418 MS. The Czech articles are obviously a draft oran
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The specifically Waldensian points were categotically rejected, although with
as much in the way of concession as possible. The main body of Catholic tra-
dition was adheted to in specific points as well as in general principle, but this
fundamental conservatism was significantly tempered by the sanctioning of
infant communion, the permission of the vetnacular in certain parts of the mass,
and an extremely radical critique of abuses connected with the vatious traditional
practices that were approved.® One article of the Synod will show the spirit
that prevailed:

abstract: they are very terse, make no concession to radicalism in eithet tone ot content, and ate,
in fact, wholly Catholic in character, since they do not permit utraquism, A rather vague heading
says that all of them, except for the one opposed to utraquism, were accepted by John Jesenic
and his associates among the leaders of the Hussite patty. Although scholars have interpreted
these articles as, variously, a protocol not accepted by the Synod of 1418, a protest against
the Synod’s decisions, ot in fact the truest vetsion of these decisions (cf. Peka?, /os. ¢it.), their
content and heading suggest that they originated in some sott of rapprochement between Catho-
lics and conservative Hussites, with only an agreement to disagree on the chalice as a flaw
in an otherwise petfect union. The atticles cannot be cogently dated in any case; among the
possible guesses, I would select September 1419, for reasons that I give in my study of the
period immediately succeeding the present one.

A further complication is introduced by a collection of sermons for the last quatter of the
Church year (July to November), attributed to Zelivsky. They show an atmosphete of ten-
sion, with a strong Catholicizing reaction among conservative Hussites and a bitter struggle
over infant communion, patticularly after the end of September (if the sermons are dated 1419).
Cf. B. Austécka, Jan ZelivskY jako politik (Prague: Husitsky Archiv, IT, 1925), p. 24; excetpts
are given by Austéckd and Truhla¥, op. cit. Pekat, almost alone among scholats, has argued that
these sermons must be dated 1418, but he does not prove that 1419 is impossible, and this is
the date that the atrrangement of the MS suggests (cf. A. Molnét, op. ci%., p. 10). If the true date
were 1418, the sermons’ discussion of infant communion would more or less fit Pekai’s ideas
about the Synod of that year, but then the clear data of the 1418 MS, wou'ld have to be rejected.
Against all such hypotheses, I feel that the dated MS. must be accepted in the absence of any
clear impossibilities. .

1 For the sake of refetence I give the gist of the Synod’s articles, although in very cussoty
form: (1) Infant communion, in both kinds, (2) No one to hold that explicit statements
of Holy Scripture constitute all that may be believed, (3) Purgatory to be believed in,
(4) Masses ate to be said fot the dead, (5) Prayers, alms, and other works are to be done for
the dead, (6) The saints can help the elect on eatth, (7) No one may say th?t oaths are never
to be swotn, (8) No one may say that the death penalty is never to be inflicted, (9) A priest
who sins mortally does not lose his powet to perform valid sactaments, (10) Only a priest can
make the sacrament of the Euchatist, (11) In auricular confession, various works of penance
are to be imposed if necessary; mete tepentance is not always. enopg.h, (12_) ‘Extreme unction,
(13) Spititual and temporal authotities ate to be obeyed, even if evil, in legitimate mattets, blgt
lovingly resisted in illicit ones, (14) Constitutions of the Church not against the Law of Gol;
but helping it, are to be obeyed, (15) Authority of the Holy Doctots of the primitive Ehurcf
is to be respected, (16) All cetemonies, customs, and rites of the Chutch, helpful to theb aw 0
God and to good morals among the faithful, ate to be preserved, unless something better 1s1
found (17) Consecration of water and benedictions of.other things are legitimate, §18) The rltu;
of the mass is not to be changed without great necessity, (19) The Gospel and.Ep1stles ﬁre t021c
sung in the. vetnaculat, the other parts in Latin, (20) Images can be kep.t in churc ]:s, (21)
Sunday, othet feasts of Christ, of Mary, of the Apostles, and of other saints, ate to be kept(i
(22) Chutch fasts are to be kept (23) Evangelical pr'iests may have necessities by dhlvlrsle ar:l ‘
natural law, although not by civil law, This list gives little idea of the gpiri¢ of the Synod;

compare atticle 20 with its full text quoted below.
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Imagines ecclesiae possunt in ecclesia sustinete [sic], si tamen non sunt
superfluae et petulanter et false exornatae, ut seducant oculos sumentium 2
respectu dominici corpotis, aut mentem distrahant vel aliter impediant.
Non autem esse possunt ut aliquo modo adorentur aut colantur pet candela-
rum sactificia vel geniculationes vel alios cultus potius divino corpoti
impendendos: sed solummodo ad nudam significationem terum gestarum in
Christo aut a Christo, quas in iis simplices faciliori discursu possunt respicete

et sic in sua devotione promoveti.

If this article be compated with the more conservative declarations of eatly
1417, it will be seen that the Synod cannot be characterized—as Pekat has done—
as a “general condemnation of early Taboritism,” a retreat from the original
reform program, and a preparation for a return to Rome. ! Quite the reverse.
A cateful study of the language of the atticles teveals that while numbers 1-5,
7-16, 18, 21, and 22 are compulsory, couched in the passive periphrastic ot pre-
ceded by “nemo audeat dicere,” as the case may be, the other articles ate, so to
speak, electives. Thus: saints can help (6); consectations of water, etc. can legi-
timately be made (17); images can be kept in churches (20; see just above);
priests can have certain goods (23). A radical community or congregation could,
therefore, eliminate the cult of saints, images, and consecrations of water in
practice. Moreover, the Synod expressly sanctioned infant communion and the use
of Czech in the mass. All in all, the Synod must be considered a triumph of radi-
calism (although not of sectarian extremism) and a striking fulfillment of what
Chtistian of Prachatice had implied in his letter to Koranda: that radical innovations
could be established for the movement as a whole, if only they were advocated
by discussion within the Univetsity wotld of ideas. It was still not too late
to reunite the Hussite factions. 2

But 47d the synod reunite the movement? The prologue to the articles suggests
that it did: the Synod was held,

in order to remove dissensions in tegard to certain points, about which
extreme divetsity of views among the brethren was causing vatious scandals
and vain controversies... The brethren were pleased to remain in unani-
mous profession of these points and to hold them in mutual concord. ..

It is not known that the “brethren” included provincial extremists, but Prague
synods wete meant to be normative for the province as a whole. Moreovet,
the language of the articles suggests a compromise between tendencies on both

; ickaf, Zi%ka, 1, 28-30,

2 As a sidelight on the situation in 1418, one may point
with their women and childten, who came to Bohenz,iapin th:t0 ;::r %ﬁg;ptgg ?1.\173&131 fc?ff tI};rar.Irf:r:
where they had“be.en pf:rsea.xted (cf. Aencas Sylvius, Historia Bokemica, ch. xxxii; Bfezové:
p. 431'; Bartos, “Pikardi a Pikarti,” CCM, CI (1927), 2256,) These “Pil::arts” late’r emerged
as deniers of transsubstantiation, to be petsecuted and slanghtered by both Prague and Tabor,
Put in .1418, having declared adherence to the “evangelical Truth,” they wete received enthusiast:
:‘cally in I_’rag::e, even Queen Sophia and some of Wenceslas® courtiers resorting to them for

consolation:” the genetal idea of reform overshadowed doctrinal differences.
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left and right; since the final version cotresponded precisely to the views of
Jakoubek, the more radical tendencies can best be identified with the views
of the provincial extremists, whose leaders were later to recall a time when they
had agreed with Jakoubek.?! Finally, on 3 January 1421, Wenceslas Koranda
teferred to a previous conflict on the questions of images and the consectation of
watet; ? it is possible that his words beatr on the Synod of 1418, which, as shown,
did sanction radical views on these points. All in all, I sce no teason to suppose
- that the Synod was not accepted by the main body of provincial radicals.

The unity thus achieved was not to last; events of the following year—which
will have to be considered separately —forced the development of Hussitism
onto new paths of inner disintegration, with the radical movement developing
in isolation from the conservatives, and with Jakoubek of Stfibro ranged with
the latter. The end result of this new period was the foundation of Tabor in
early 1420 as the capital of one part of a split national movement. But the work
accomplished in the years 1415-1418 was not wasted, although it was frustrated in
its main aim. It would be a great mistake to suppose that Tabor was merely
an expression of popular sectarianism or a “natural” answer to popular needs.
On the contrary, Tabor was a synthesis, wotked out with great genius and labor,
of popular sectarianism and Univetsity scholasticism, neither of which could,
by itself, create a new and stable society. Since indeed the goal of the Hussite
movement was a renewed and reformed wotld, it may be said that Tabor was
that movement’s only success. But Tabor would not have come into existence,
had not the events of 1417 and 1418 strengthened the University-otiented leadets
of provincial radicalism over the sectatians. When the fierce challenges of 1419
and 1420 came, the latter returned to prominence, but they were always kept
within the framework of constructive action on a national scale by tl_lose
radical priests to whom reform was not a matter of sectarian fanaticism,
but of the establishment of stable institutions in the teal World: F}lrther—
mote, although the founding of Tabor might seem to be a rejection of
the Prague wotld of ideas, the interesting fact is that the Taborite I'eaders
never ceased to debate their ideas with the Prague masters, and this fact
is, I think, more important than the further fact that agreement was never reac}.led.
Finally, it may be noted that those radicals who refused to be absotbed into

1 See above, p. 122 n. 3, III, 3. . ) .
2 'The occasitfn was Koranda’s defense of the Taborite rite of mass, which had been violently

attacked by the Prague masters, He noted that the Taborities would acif against “homme:
altos” defending the use of Roman-style vestments, just as thc_ay.would act “contra quoscunqtin
alios infideles sctipturas adulterantes, sicuti antea pto ymaglpxbus et consecrgc'lonc a%uattlﬁat
fecerunt” (Bfezova, p. 467). These points had been attacked in eatly 1417 ':m it }rlnay e tha
Koranda was referring to the radical triumph of the Synoc! of 1418; on these 5? nit,
as well as on the question of a simplified rite of mass, the Taborites appealed to the authority

of Jakoubek. 0
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‘Tabor could find no better way of reacting to events than by telapsing into
quictism (and tacitly enjoying Tabor’s protection) or by breaking out into the
kind of lunatic excess characteristic of the Miinster Anabaptists a century latet.
It was from the latter type of “reform” that the University saved the radical
movement in 1417 and 1418,

WoobpMeERE, NEw YORK



	Seite 1 
	Seite 2 
	Seite 3 
	Seite 4 
	Seite 5 
	Seite 6 
	Seite 7 
	Seite 8 
	Seite 9 
	Seite 10 
	Seite 11 
	Seite 12 
	Seite 13 
	Seite 14 
	Seite 15 
	Seite 16 
	Seite 17 
	Seite 18 
	Seite 19 
	Seite 20 
	Seite 21 
	Seite 22 
	Seite 23 
	Seite 24 
	Seite 25 
	Seite 26 
	Seite 27 
	Seite 28 
	Seite 29 
	Seite 30 

