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PREFACE.

——

HE present volume was originally designed to
form an episode in a work on the literary
opponents of the Hussite movement. But several
circumstances, relating partly to the nature, partly
to the ordering of the material, have induced me to
give to it the form it now has. First of all was the
conviction that the episode must needs acquire by
far too great dimensions, though only a part should
be communicated of the abundance of proof-passages
such as appear below in the Second Book,—and the
number of these passages, of which a selection only
is here furnished, was constantly growing, as the
result of a closer study of those works of Wiclif
which have not yet issued from the press. Yet
more weighty was the consideration that the present
book deals with a question which, as will be per-
ceived from the pages of the subjoined Introduction,
must be designated a burning one; the solution of
which, moreover, is earnestly to be desired, even in
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the interest of other studies, e.g:, the editing of the
texts of Wiclif and of Hus.

Of the two books under which the material is
arranged, the first describes the soil to which
Wiclifism was transplanted during the first years of
the fifteenth century ; and then the diffusion of the
same, at first tardy, and afterwards more and more
intensive, in Bohemia and Moravia. That here an
ample gleaning is still afforded, even for those parts
which have been treated in the distinguished works
of W. Berger and G. Lechler, may be rendered
apparent in particular from the first chapters of this
book. In order not to give a yet greater extension
to the work, the general political and national state
of affairs in Bohemia is only outlined in the presen-
tation ; for this reason also the question of the
controversy regarding the votes [in the University],
and what.is immediately connected therewith, has
merely been touched upon. The Second Book
affords the proof-passages for the employment of
Wiclif’'s writings on the part of Hus.

As respects these proof-passages, they may be
regarded as sufficient for the recognition, not only
of the fact that the theology of Hus is identical
with that of Wiclif, b_ut also of the nature and
character of the use made of Wiclif’s writings by

Hus.
Of the articles in the Appendix, No. VI. calls for
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special attention. We discern from it how pro-
foundly the religious movement of those days laid
hold of all minds in Bohemia. The articles follow-
ing show the wide diffusion attained by this move-
ment, and the passionate hatred with which it was
pursued on the side of the opponents. The written
defences of a Simon of Tissnow, a Prokop of Pilsen,
and a Zdislas of Zwerze‘ticz, moreover, are deserving
of publication even on general literary grounds ; for
they appear as the most excellent of that which was
said on this subject in Bohemia and Moravia, and
surpass in the point of originality and profundity
with which they handle the same, the well-known
writing of Hus himself. Of the articles in the
Appendix only No. X. has heretofore been printed.
The importance of the subject and the rareness of
the print may justify the reprinting of it. That
in Huyssite circles great value was attached to this
paper, is shown by its frequent occurrence in ancient
MSS,, and that in the Latin, Czechian, and German
languages.

As respects the orthography, alike in the texts of
Wiclif and in those of Hus, the spelling of the MSS.
has been retained, and only where this fluctuates
the ordinary one is chosen. Manifest errors of
writing or geminations in the opening sound of a
word, and the like, have been simply corrected with-
out calling attention to the same. Otherwise the
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number of notes would have been largely increased.
Only in those Articles of the Appendix in which
it was a question of philological accuracy have the
emendations made in the text been indicated in
- the notes. Complementary additions in the text
are placed within brackets.

In closing, it remains only for me to express my -
best thanks to the Directors of the University
Library, and the Library of the Board of National
Education at Czernowitz, Olmutz, Prague, and
Vienna, and in ‘particular to the President of the
Vienna Palace Library, Herr Hofrath Dr. von Birk,
for the furnishing of MSS., and other literary aids.
He who is acquainted with the difficulties, to some
extent insuperable, under which one labours in con-
nection 'with libraries of entirely youthful existence,
will comprehend how gladly one hails such assist-
ance coming from without. If, nevertheless, I have
not been able to avail myself of a// the literature
bearing on the subject, I may certainly reckon on
the same consideration, which K. F. Th. Schneider
once claimed for himself on the publication of the
sixth volume of Neander’s. Universal History of the
-Christian Religion and Churck (p. x): and yet
Schneider was labouring in Berlin, and not in
Czernowitz. : J. L.

CZERNOWITZ, 29k Fune, 1883.




NOTE BY THE TRANSLATOR.

AN observation or two on the etymology of the English
Reformer’s name will perhaps be in place here. The name
was variously written during the lifetime of this herald of the
Reformation—sometimes appearing in more than one form
even in the same MS. ; but of these variations, nearly twenty
in number, only fwo claim any attention in the present day.
Of these the reading 7clzf, accepted by the best Continental
authorities, and followed by our author, is already found in the
State paper which relates to the Reformer’s embassy at Bruges,
anno 48 Edward III. (26th July, 1374), in which city, it may
be incidentally mentioned, he was the intimate associate of
the Duke of Lancaster. Supposing ‘ Wiclif”’ to be the
original form, the Anglo-Saxon ¢ Wic’’ would enter into the
composition of the word. But the analogy of the language
would in this case require the ‘“Wic’’ to be placed in the
last syllable, instead of the first: '

A notice in a diocesan register, belonging to the year 1361,
when the Reformer was Warden of Balliol Hall, Oxford,
reads ‘“ Joh. de Wyclif.”” Similarly, on his presentation to
the living of Lutgersal, in the Archdeaconry of Buckingham
(Nov. 1368), the entry reads, ‘ Johannes de Wyclif” (see
Vaughan, i. 272, ed. 2). Shortly after his return from Bruges
he was presented by Edward III. with the prebend of Aust
(Nov. 1375), and about the same time with the rectory of
Lutterworth. An entry relating to his successor, at Lutter-
worth, contains the following: *‘Inquisitores dicunt, quod
dicta Ecclesia incepit vacare ultimo die Decem. ultimo [7ead
anni] preeteriti per mortem Johannis Wycliff”’ (Vaughan,
i. 346). The Ancient British “Gwy,” or ‘“ Wy’ {water),
would thus seem to enter into the first syllable of the word.
Wryclif (Cliff-water) is then the designation of the Yorkshire
village whence the family name of our Reformer is derived.
The name of the Bohemian Reformer was by himself written
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Hus (abbreviated from Husinec) from the year 13g6. The
derivative Hussife may perhaps be allowed, as better accord-
ing with the English mode of pronunciation than the form
Husite.

Some exemplifications of Medizval Latinity, to be met with
in the following pages, may call for a word of notice. Such
are the use of the indeclinable Paerisizs (pp. 43, 135, and
Appendix), the general employment of ¢ for @ and @; the
substitution of ¢ for # before 7 (save when the #is preceded by
5); the constant tendency to the accretion of g after »z; and
{as occurs also in writings of a later age) the omission of ¢
before £; the reading ewangelium, etc. These peculiari-
ties, found in MSS. written anterior to the revival of learning,
present no serious difficulty, and are at the same time not
without their philological interest.

It is hoped that the citations of Book II. are sufficiently full
to enable the reader to discern that voice of pure truth, which,
proceeding from Wiclif, has rung through the ages, and will
yet resound, until all that withstands it shall have ceased to
be.—It may be added that, for convenience of reference, 1
have introduced into the Index a few guiding dates, enclosed
within brackets. M. J. E.
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PREFATORY NOTICE TO THE ENGLISH
EDITION.

SINCE the days when I entered upon the composition of the
following pages, one of my most cherished wishes has begun
to receive its fulfilment. A society consisting of English and
German scholars has taken in hand the publication of Wiclif’s
complete works. Already an important part of the same—the
Latin Controversial writings —has made its appearance.
When once these shall have been followed by those important
works which form the Summa Theologie of the great English
divine, every one will recognise how true and just was the
complaint of Milton:— If the stiff-necked obstinacy of our
prelates had not obstructed Wiclif’s sublime and exalted
spirit, the names of the Bohemians, Hus and Hieronymus,
and even of Luther and Calvin, would at this day have been
buried in obscurity, and the glory of having reformed our
neighbours would have been ours alone.” J. L.

CZERNOWITZ, 5¢k Fanuary, 1884.




INTRODUCTION.
———

EARLIER AND MORE RECENT OPINIONS CONCERNING
THE RELATION OF HUS TO THE DOCTRINE AND
WRITINGS OF WICLIF.

HROUGH many successive decades men were
wont in Bohemia to designate JOHN WICLIF

the fifth evangelist'! Even in the present day he is
reckoned by the learned? among the four greatest
schoolmen whom the fourteenth century possessed,
and as sharing the palm with Duns Scotus, Occam,
and Bradwardine. In truth Wiclif is one of the
most original minds England ever produced, and the
only properly so-called Reformer before the Reforma-
tion. Remarkably enough, he is pronounced a great.
philosopher, and to our philosophers his works are
all but unknown. He is counted one of the most
learned theologians of his age, and his tractates
moulder in the dust. Almost all the works over
which the educated world in our districts became
intoxicated, are now forgotten, or at best are still
shown in libraries as rarities. For Bohemia, every-

1 Apology of John Pribram, Geschichischr. der hus.
Beweg., i1. 140: ‘““Et .postquam temerarie hodie moderni
plurimi sic volunt sentenciis omnibus Wikleph immorari et
quasi guinto ewangeliste inniti”’ . . .

* Shirley, Fasciculi Zizaniorum. London, 1858, LI.
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thing that recals the name of Wiclif has a peculiar
charm, for this name was for many years and decen-
niums the banner beneath which a powerful party
fought its battles. That which Hus has deposited
in the way of theological knowledge, in his various
Latin tractates, he owes almost exclusively to the
Englishman from whose writings he has, by diligent
. study, derived it.

During the last years of his life, Hus in reality
appears as a genuine Wiclifite; with such verbal
fidelity, and not seldom with so much naivete,
has he copied the writings of the Englishman.
It was Wiclif’s doctrine principally for which he
yielded up his 'life; and did we not know that he
played a part in other than purely theological
matters, we should be obliged to confess that he
mounted the pile on that 6th July of the year 1415
as an out-and-out Lollard.

To expound the relation between Hus and chllf
under the guidance furnished by the writings of the
one and the other,—not more than this,—is the task
of the following study. :

To the contemporaries of Hus this relation was
not unknown, for they were either themselves still
acquainted with the writings of Wiclif, and could
compare them with those of Hus, or they received
information about them from those who were fami-
liar with the doctrine of the Englishman. Perhaps
it was owing to the fact that this relation was
pretty generally recognised—and Hus was certainly
during the last years designated simply as a Wiclifite
—that little has been written about it. On this
account voices like that of the Englishman John
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Stokes, who at the .Council of Constance declared
the doctrine of Hus to be pure Wiclifism, have re-
mained quite solitary ones,

As acquaintance with the works of Wiclif de-
creased—and only in Bohemia did these continue
to be read with reverence, subsequently to the
Council of Constance—and Hussitism attained to
the meridian height of its power, the, personality
of Wiclif as compared with that of Hus receded
more and more into the background, and in the
present day the Hussite doctrine is looked upon as,
to a greater or less extent, original.

To what extent this is the case can be discovered
only by a careful comparison of Wiclif’s writings
with those of Hus. The main difficulty of this labour
arises from the circumstance that only a very small
portion of Wiclif’s works is as yet printed! On
this account alone has it been possible that such
dissimilar and erroneous judgments should find ex-
pression regarding the true relation of the two
Reformers towards each other.

If in this connection we first direct our attention
to the earlier works on Bohemian history, we shall

' On this point, Gotthard Lechler has rendered the greatest
services by his beautiful edition of the 7rzalogus (Ozxford,
1869), and of the tractate De officio pastorali. As was to
be expected of such a fine judge of Wiclif’s writings, he
is the only one who has hitherto attained to a more correct
view of the true relation of Hus to Wiclif. For an edition of
the tractate De Chkristo ef suo adversario Antickristo
(Gotha, 1880), we are indebted to Buddensieg. For our
purpose an edition of Wiclif's tractate De ecclesia were
most necessary ; a complete edition of the Summa Theologie
were hardly to be looked for just yet. (But see prefatory notice
to the English edition.)

b
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find in them, despite many errors in detail, on the
whole a comparatively just view. Thus we may
still perceive from ENEA SILvIO,' that in addition to
the materials furnished him for his Bohemian history
on the part of Bohemian and Silesian scholars, he
had also before him authentic records of the Council
of Constance, when he wrote those parts of his
Bohemian history in which reference is made to this
subject. On the whole, his fundamental conception
is a right one. COCHLAUS, too, is still in a position
" to say that the heresy of Wiclif was carried over
from England?—where it arose, indeed, but attained
no particular success—into Bohemia, where the
Catholic doctrine suffered so great losses that it has
never been able—Cochleus writes in 1534—to
recover from them. Not a few erroneous elements
are to be met with in the works of HAJEK of Liboc-
zan,® Zacharias THEOBALD,* as also in DUBRAVIUS.
Yet everywhere the influence of Wiclifism upon Hus
‘and his companions is still depicted in strong colours.
- Dubravius traces all the misery which has broken in
upon Bohemia to the knowledge of Wiclif’s A/tkia,
by which he means the 7rialogus. Similar also is

' Historia Bohemica, cap. xxxv.; comp. alse 189, where
Wiclif is placed immediately beside Rokycana; thus as en-
tu’e%synonymsus with Hus.

* Historia Hussitarum, 7: *Certe quod haresis Wiclefi
ex Anglia (ubi orta nunquam viguit auf praevaluit) in Bohe-
miam sub hoc rege introducta fuit.””

* Bohmische Chronik, dbersetzt durch Sandel, 647 ff., 653.

' Bellum Hussiticum (Francofurti, 1621), 1 sqq. The
letter of the University of Oxford, given by Theobald, p. 4, is
manifestly interpolated.

* Historie Bokemzie, xxiii., lib. 193.
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the view of .Balbin.! - Pessina of Czechorod speaks
of the Bohemian heresiarchs who were infected with
the views of Wiclif's doctrine? In after times a
much lower estimate was formed of the influence
of Wiclif upon the Bohemian movement, and such
influence was by some altogether denied.

Thus there are to be found, even with Pelzel,
whom we see in other respects pursuing critical
methods, mapy quite erroneous assertions concern-
ing the beginnings of the Hussite doctrine. Neither
in his History of Bohemia, nor yet in his Life of the
Roman and Bohemian King Wenzel?® does he give
any hint as to the relation of Hus to Wiclif’s doc-
trine. That which Hus taught, is held by Pelzel as
altogether the intellectual property of Hus himself.
Not much better does the matter stand in the chro-
nological history of PUBITSCHKA,* who repeats in
general the fabulous stories of Hajek of Liboczan ;
he makes mention, indeed, of Hus' labours for the
diffusion of Wiclifian doctrines, and treats of Hus’

doctrine, so far as this is contained in his tractate.

Of the Church, without, however, undertaking a
comparison between the doctrinal system of Wiclif
and that of Hus. Pubitschka looks rather upon the
dogmas which Hus sets forth in the tractate on the
Church as his own original views, and distinguishes
them. formally from those of Wiclif when he says:
“It was far from the case that all were in duty

‘Eﬁztome Hist. Bokem. ad ann., 1400.
Mars Moravicus, lib. iv., cap. 4, 453.
* Geschichte von Biokmen, Prague, 1774, 214; Lebensges-
chickle des romischen und bolmusc}ten onLgs sze.rlau:,

ii., 4
CZZronol Gesch. von Bohmen, V 2, 250.

-
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bound to assent to tkese principles, any more than
to those elsewhere laid down by Hus in accordance
with Wiclif’s opinions.”

PALACKY in the last years of his life expressed
himself on the subject after the following fashion:!
To what extent it is true that the doctrine ex-
pounded by Hus was not his own, but the doctrine
of Wiclif, I shall not endeavour to investigate, but
shall leave it to theologians by profession to -decide
this. I confess I have never read Wiclif’s writings,
and it is difficult for me to overcome my aversion
for all theological controversy. I know also that
Hus made no claim to originality in his teaching ;
and that he was not concerned to say something
new and as yet unheard of, but only to say very
much that was true and salutary. Whether Wiclif’s
doctrine exerted an altogether over-mastering in-
fluence upon Hus, whether the latter attached himself
unreservedly to Wiclif, are questions which hardly
anyone could venture to answer in the affirmative.

In an earlier work? he had characterised Hus, it
it true, as one of the most zealous champions of
Wiclifian doctrines at the University of Prague, who
even for a while showed himself hesitating on the
question of the Supper. In general, Palacky thought
he must rest entirely contented on this subject with
the views of Neander and Bohringer? In this way
we are brought down to the labours of writers on
General Church History.*

Y Die Geschichle des Husilenthums und Professor Con-
stantin Hofler (Prague 1868), 113.

2 Geschichte von Bokmen, iii. 1. 190, 195, 198,

? Geschickle des Husitenlhums, 113.

*The Histoire de I’ hereste de Viclef, Fean Hus, et Seréme
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NEANDER is not disposed to rate very highly the
influence of Wiclif upon Hus! Much higher is his
estimate of the influence of the writings of Mathias
of Janow upon the theological bias of the Bohemian
reformer. To what extent this judgment is well-
founded, we shall be in a position fully to recognise
only when the principal work of Mathias of Janow
lies before us in a printed form. Thus much, how-
ever, may be already recognised from the specimens
known to us of Janow’s work “On True and False
Christianity ;”# mamely, that the latter exerted by
no means so lasting an influence upon Hus’ theology
as any one of the more important dissertations of
Wiclif, for instance, that De Christo et suo Adversario
Antichristo, which Hus adopted almost word for word
into his principal work “ Of the Church.” It will
rather be observed, that where Janow and Wiclif
treat on similar subjects, Hus follows the leading
of Wiclif, and not of his Bohemian predecessor.?
Neander discovers in the principles of Janow the
germ of the whole Reformational movement in

de Prague, Lyon 1682, is entirely antiquated, and contains
erroneous data, on that point also which is now under review,

' See Neander, Allgemeine Geschichle der Christiichen
Religion und Kircke, edited by Schneider, six vols., p. 317.

2 As Palackycallsit. See the Voridufer des Hussitenthums
in Bokmen, new ed., Prague 1869, p. 51, cf. pp. 58-81. How
little the standpoint of Mathias of Janow could content a man
like Hus, has been admirably shown by Palacky himself,

. 126.
P, Comp., e.g., what Hus says, in perfect accord with Wiclif,
on the suficzencia legss (on the meaning of which expression
see Lechler, Yokann von Wiclyf und die Vorgeschickte der
Reformation, ii. 236), with the declarations of Mathias of
Janow: ¢ Quapropter in his scriptis meis per totum usus sum
maxime biblia et ipsis cirographis et modicum de dictis doc-

Y
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Bohemia, and believes that he is not justified in
coinciding with the judgment of those who ascribe
to Wiclif’s writings so very great an influence upon
the development of the Reformational opposition to
the hierarchy in Bohemia. - But many propositions
of Hus, in which it has been thought that echoes cf -
Mathias of Janow are discernible, are taken direct
from Wiclif. How little we can assent to the view
of Neander, when he supposes that Hus agreed with
Wiclif only in respect of that to which his reforma-
tional tendency, inr following in the track of Mathias
of Janow, had already led him, will be made apparent
in the following pages. Even here, however, the
remarkable fact must be noted, that so careful and
accurate an explorer as Neander has not sought out
the sources of Hus’ most important tractates. At
the very time when Hus is explaining the idea of
the Church, he takes his starting-point not, ¢, from
Augustine, but from Wiclif. When Neander supposes
that it was of special moment. for Hus course of
theological development, that—in addition to the
Bible, the old Fathers, and particularly Augustine—
he had also known and studied the writings of a
Robert of Lincoln, we have to observe that some
of the authors whom Neander mentions were known
to Hus, not from their own writings, but only from
the arguments of Wiclif. This applies in the first
line to Grossetéte (Robert of Lincoln), but may like-
wise be shown to be the case with regard to other

torum.” Let these passages be placed beside Wiclif, Z7za/.
iii. 31, De officio regis (cited according to Lechler, Z.c., 473),
and Hus, De jfider suae elucidacione, Opp. i. 49 b, and 44 b—
48a.
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authors. By this we are far from intending to say
that Hus had not himself, very diligently and with
profit, perused his Augustine.

The statements of Neander were accepted by
Krummel®! without further examination. Krummel
" looks upon the Reformational movement in Bohemia
not as an exotic plant, transplanted from without
into that land, but as one which had its roots in that
- country and drew its vital force from itself. “The
Council of Constance once regarded the so-called
Hussite movement,” he tells us, “merely as a continu-
ation or as a sucker from the Wiclifite movement in
‘England, and condemned it as such. This opinion,
widespread as it has been to the present day, is
refuted not only by the fact that Hus had acquired
his Reformational ideas ¢z an entirely independent way,
and even before he was acquainted with the theolo-
gical writings of Wiclif; but also, and chiefly, by
the fact that a specifically Reformational movement
was existing in Bohemia, at the very time when
Wiclif’s writings were hardly known beyond the limits
of England, or at least not in Bohemia. It is de-
monstrable that his writings were diffused in Bohemia
only within the last decennium of the fourteenth
century, and during the first years of the fifteenth.
They contributed essentially to an accelerated out-
break of the Hussite doctrine, but were not the im-
pelling cause of its rise.” How erroneous this judg-

' Krummel, Geschickile der bohmischen Reformation im 15
Fahrhundert, Gotha 1866; and his essay “Geschichtschreiber
der husitischen Bewegung in Béhmen,’’ in the 17th vol. of the
Historische Zeilschrift, 1-40. For Krummel’s views as to
the relation of Hus to Wiclif, see p. 16 of the same; in the
first mentioned work, pp. 99, 123.
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ment of Krummel’s is as a whole, and how perverted
in its single parts, will be shown in detail further on.
But what shall we think of his proceeding, when
Krummel, without so much as attempting to subject
the writings of Hus and Wiclif to a comparison,
soars to the height of the utterly false assertion, that
his life long Hus never gave in his adhesion to many
important dogmas of Wiclif ? Only afterwards, he
maintains, the whole of Wiclif’s doctrines obtained,
through the influence of the Englishman Peter Payne,
acceptance with a part of the Hussites.

The greatness of Wiclif’s influence upon Hus
was, moreover, accentuated quite sharply by Boh-
ringer,’ eight years before the work of Krummel,
That with the condemnation of Wiclif as a heretic
-on the part of the Council of Constance, a decision
was already reached in principle on Hus' cause
and person, previous o any examination of him, is
rightly maintained by Bohringer.? He discovers not
a few points of analogy between the doctrine of Hus
and that of Wiclif: “the sacred fire passed over
from Oxford to Prague, and Prague continued the
task which was withdrawn from Oxford ”"—a propo-
sition which, it is true, does not apply ; inasmuch
as Hus on some few points, and notably on the
doctrine of the Supper, did not abandon the path
of the Romish Church, to enter for good upon that
of Wiclif. Yet Bohringer has rightly characterised
the peculiar tendency of Czechist professors in
Prague—he designates them also the national Bohe-

Y Die Vorreformatoren des 13 und 15 Fahrkund., Pt. ii.,
p- 458; comp. particularly 604.
* [bid., 467.
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mian Liberals—as pre-eminently Wiclifite. He has
in several places made the remark, that Hus ex-
presses himself “almost” in Wiclif’s words! The
arguments advanced by Hus in defence of Wiclif’s
work on the Trinity, remind him of the justification
of the “poor priests, as this is indicated by Wiclif ;
and of the manner in which the latter has defended
the right of free preaching, in opposition to those
who would bind the word of God.”? That Hus
derived whole tractates, or at least the leading argu-
ments in the same, from Wiclif’s writings, is a conclu-
sion which Béhringer, however, did not reach. Even
when he speaks of the Hussite explanation of the
forgiveness of sin, he might have been able to
observe that this explanation agrees verbally with
that of Wiclif. He discovers only reminiscences of
Wiclif, in a tractate which nearly throughout shines
resplendent with the words of Wiclif. That King
Sigismund, with his utterance, “Truly, I was yet
young when this sect arose and began in Bohemia,
and behold to what strength it has since then grown,”
alludes not, as Bohringer supposes?® to men like
Konrad Waldhauser, Milicz of Kremsier, Mathias
of Janow, and the so-called precursors of Hus, but
has in view the Wiclifian doctrines themselves; will
be comprehensible, if we consider the strictly Catho-
lic standpoint which these precursors maintain.
Singularly enough, HEFELE in his History of
Councils* did not enter upon an examination of

v Ibdd., 161, 277.

2 [bdd., 1 comp. further points of analogy, 233, 237, 257.
 Zbid., 486.

‘ Conczhenge:c/nc/tte, vol. vii., 1st Div., p. 28 /.
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the actual state of affairs. He contents himself
- with observing that some perceive, in the acquaint-
ance madé with Wiclifism in Bohemia, “only a
means of acceleration for the rapid development of
the Hussite movement, while others rate much more
highly the influence of Wiclif upon Hus.” Although
he analyses the material of Hus' tractate on the
Church, yet he does not indicate by a single word
the relation in which this tractate stands to the
various writings of Wiclif.

CZERWENKA, likewise, has. pretty fully adduced
the religious views of Hus. Such doctrines, he
says,! were indeed diametrically opposed to the
traditional ordinances and dogmas of the Church,
as these had been developed under the influence of
Scholasticism and raised to the position of articles
of faith. They must of necessity meet with rejection
at the hands of the’strict Church party ;. and, since
Hus neither could nor would recal them, could only
lead to a breach. We recognise in these dactrines
the influence of his predecessors, specially of Janow ;2
even though Hus in many respects did not proceed
so far as the latter ;® but we find also “notes of
accord with Wiclif’s theology and the principles of

' Geschichte der Evangelischen Kirche in Bokmen, vol. i.,

P 25{‘he defective fragments which have been published from
his works hardly admit of our making a comparison. So far
as we have undertaken this on the ground of MSS., no impor-
tant influence of Janow upon Hus is to be traced.
. * Precisely the opposite is the case. In no one of his
writings has Janow passed beyond the limits of the prevalent
Church. On the * Revocatio magistri Mathie ” (Hofler, Cor-
cilia Pragensia), I may remark that in the MS. de Fanow is
wanting.
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his philosophy.” The principles of Janow, as Czer-
wenka thinks, would have sufficed in themselves
alone for effecting the Reformation of the Church.
That which is further observed as to the relation of
Hus to the writings of Wiclif, offers nothing new.
Hus, he tells us, had. carefully investigated the doc-
trines .of . Wiclif, and had gradually given in his
adhesion —if not to all the articles, at least to very
many of them, and especially to their main scope
and tendency. “From the tractate on the Church,
the controversial writings against Palecz and Stanis-
las of Znaim, and a work on Simony, Hus’ doctrines
are best to be recognised.” That in all these trea-
tises only the polemic element can be characterised
as the property of Hus, has been overlooked by
Czerwenka ; that.he designates Wiclif and Hus as
Nominalists, is certainly to be regarded as a fancy
of this author’s.

Entirely erroneous data are to be met with in
most manuals of ecclesiastical history; eg., in that
of RITTER,! wherein works are ascribed to Hus of
which he was demonstrably not the author, as like-
wise the date of the composition of others is wrongly
indicated. Of Hus' main work, De ecclesia, it is
asserted that truth and error are so skilfully inter-
woven in this dissertation that the mass of people
must take the error-for truth. The errors on the
ground of which Hus was condemned as a heretic
are signalised, it is true, by Ritter; the question,
however, to what extent these really proceeded from
Hus, has not been broached by him.

' Handbuck der Kirchengeschichte, vol. ii., Sixth ed.,
edited by Ennen, p. 114 /.
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WESSENBERG! concedes far too wide a place to
the precursors of Hus ; notably he has, like others,
assigned much too great an influence to Mathias of
Janow. He represents Milicz of Kremsier and
Mathias of Janow as already discussing the neces-
sity of restoring the cup to the laity. The influ-
ence produced upon Hus by the study of Wiclif’s
writings is, however, hardly touched ; and only faint
allusions are made to the resemblance between the
dogmas of Hus and these of Wiclif. The writings
of the former are not examined with regard to their
sources. -

Although most- of the writings of Hus, says
Wessenberg, are stamped with the impress of the
scholastic theology of his time, yet they have, for the
greater part, a tendency deeply affecting the Church’s
life. Dogmatic teachings are here discussed, prin-
cipally in respect of their influence upon practice,
disposition, and conduct. Hus declaimed warmly
. against the degeneracy of the clergy, against the
negligence in the proclamation of the Word of God,
etc. Only incidentally is there found in Wessenberg
a side-glance at an analogous activity of Wiclif. The
attempt is made, indeed, to give an analysis of the
Hussite doctrinal system, in accordance with Hus’
tractate on the Church; but that the doctrines of
the Englishman essentially constitute this system,
Wessenberg has failed to recognise. The conclusions
in the works on Church History of L’Enfant, 2

1 Die grossen Kirchenversammlungen des 15 und 16 Fakr-
hunderts, ii. 121.
* Gesch. des Hussitenkriegs, 1. 59 1.
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Royko,! Marmor,? and even of Tosti,® the learned
abbot of Monte Cassino, are altogether uncritical.
The book of the last-named, in its German adapta-
tion by Arnold, rests entirely upon the authority of
Helfert. Among the various monographs on Hus,
therefore, that of Helfert is to be mentioned in the
first place. -

This rates the influence produced upon Hus by
the writings of Wiclif exceedingly low; nay, in the
sense we attach to it, such influence is altogether
denied by Helfert. Men have been wont on various
sides, says Helfert, to represent the rise of the
Hussite movement in Bohemia as an event brought
about primarily and originally by acquaintance with
the writings of the Englishman John Wycliffe. Let
us say* that the Reformational opposition which
Wrycliffe exerted, by his writings, and from the
professor’s chair, to the ecclesiastical order, was
limited to his person and descended with him to
the grave. The forementioned assertion, continues
Helfert, must therefore antecedently awaken legiti-
mate doubt ; for it is difficult to comprehend how
a doctrine which, in the very land of its birth, passed
away without abiding consequences, should have
been able to strike such deep roots and to attain to
such fatal maturity upon another soil, to which it
was transplanted as an exotic growth. Upon closer

' Gesch. der allg. grossen Kirchenversammlung zu
Kostnitz, i. 13 4.

* Concil von Constanz, 47. (The book of Hiibler contains
nothing to the point.)

3 Gesch. des Conciliums won Constanz, adapted from the
Italian by Arnold, p. 146 7.

* Hus und Hieronymus, 34.
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examination, therefore, that assertion falls into the
category of the superficial Post /e, ergo proprer hec.
Nevertheless Helfert does not deny—and thereby he
really overthrows in part his own view—that ac-
quaintance with the dogmas of Wiclif contributed
to a considerable extent to the outbreak and growth
of the ecclesiastical movement in Bohemia. Without
at the present stage entering upon a refutation of
this view, we must at once remark that Hus' writings
do not “display an acquaintance with the dogmas
of Wiclif;” but in reality, some of them entirely and
others for the greater part, form the exclusive pro-
perty of Wiclif, and that there is no ground for
speaking of a Hussite system of doctrine.

Helfert is of the opinion that, even though the
works of the Oxford doctor had not become known
among the magisters of the university of Prague, a
division could not have failed to take place in the
views on Church government and ecclesiastical order,
as well as that kindling of the mighty conflict which
was the inevitable consequence of such division. For
those theses which had the most prominent part in
promoting the defection of Bohemia from the eccle-
siastical unity, such as the description of the Pope
as Antighrist, the reforms in the participation of the
sacrament of the altar, the attacks upon the secular
possessions of the clergy, resounded already in the
discourses of Milicz of Kremsier, and in the great
work of Mathias of Janow, who already defended the
partaking of the Lord’s Supper under both forms.

It will .be acknowledged that Helfert is right in
supposing the precursors to have exercised a great
influence upon their contemporaries ; but yet they
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did not upon any point forsake the ground of the
prevailing ecclesiastical doctrine.. If we look more
closely we shall easily discover that the Antichrist
of Milicz denotes something other than that of Wiclif
and of Hus. Wiclif, in his writings, designated the
Pope as Antichrist, and in this Hus followed him.
Wiclif and Hus make, it is true, an important limi-
tation in connection with this tenet, which as such
is not to be overlooked. As concerns the reforms
in reference to the participation in the sacrament of
the altar, these also move entirely on Church ground:
the Supper under both forms was. in Bohemia de-
fended by no one before the year 1414. The
controversies regarding the Supper turned on the
question of the frequent or even daily reception of the
Communion. We are unable, therefore, to look upon
that which was essential to the Hussite movement
as already present in the labours of the precursors; |
but perceive this in the transplanting of Wiclify,!
which arose in Bohemia in the moments most favour-
able to its development.

If any one will investigate the influence which the
so-called “ precursors” have exerted upon Hus, let
him only make exploration of Hus’ writings. Hardly
‘are the precursors once mentioned there. Not one
of their tenets has passed over into his works, though
he has made whole tractates of Wiclif's his own.
And pot particularly strong would the personal

' This word is employed by the contemporaries of Hus, as
well in Latin as in German: ‘“ Et tunc mox Wiclefia ceepit
invalescere.”” Geschichischr. der hus. Beweg., ii. 73. Pa-
lacky, Urkundlicke Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Hussiten-
kriege, i. 16: ‘* That he may avoid ¢ Wiclefie.” ”’ :
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stimulus appear to be which he owes to his pre-
cursors, for although these had spoken against indul-
gences—the rector of St. Martin’s in the Old Town
of Prague, in the year 1392, called the indulgence
a deception’—yet in the same year Hus believingly
parted with his last four groschen, in order to par-
ticipate in the indulgence.? Hus’ subsequent doctrine
of the indulgence is that of Wiclif. Not a word in
it has he altered.

Equally as in Bohemia was the soil prepared, in
other lands of Europe also, a few years before the
assembly of Constance, from which men looked for
a Reformation. Nay, single individuals, as Peter
d’Ailli® and Gerson, go much farther in their opposi-
tion to the evils prevailing in the Church, than do the
Precursors. Like Wiclif, the former of these also
asserted that not the Pope, but Christ, forms the
foundation of the Church,and that every assertion
which cannot be derived from Holy Scripture is
foolish ; and Gerson* certainly cherished as lofty
conceptions of the office of the ministry as Wiclif
did. The words of a Mathzus of Cracow against

! «‘Discurrebant dempto uno puta magistro Wenceslao dicto
Rohle pro tunc plebano ecclesie sancti Martini maioris civi-
tatis Pragensis, qui non indulgencias sed decepciones appella-
bat. . . J’—Chron. univ. Prag., ad annum 1392.

? Assuredly impelled thereto by the ‘‘ Precursor Stekna’’:
«“Et pro tunc magister Johannes Hus nondum presbyter decep-
tus frivole per tales exhortaciones in Wissegrado confessus,
ultimos quatuor grossos quos habuit confessori assignando,
non habuit nisi panem siccum ad manducandum, . . . qui
tamen factus pre%/yter et predicator” (7.e., after he had become
acquainted with Wiclif's writings) “ multipliciter doluit., . . .”
Ibid., ad anno 1 3132.

3 Tschackert, Pefer von A:lli, 17.

* Schwab, Fohannes Gerson, 376.
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"the disorder in the Church are equally outspoken ;

those of a Nicholas of Clemengis yet far more severe
than those of Hus. The latter at no time preached
so trenchantly against the vices of the clergy, as did
Nicholas de Clemengis.! It is true the idea of
reform was not apprehended by its Bohemian advo-
cates in the same manner as in France ; and in this
fact, together with the more extensive learning of
the French theologians, is to be found the difference
between the latter and the friends of reform in
Bohemia, who were striving after the attainment of
the same object.

FRIEDRICH? clearly recognised that Hus’ doctrine
was by no means original, but only a confession of
“almost all ” the articles of Wiclif. He contended
that Wiclifism arose not as a complete system, but
in the form of bold and self-contradictory assertions ;
though at the same time embracing within itself an
onslaught on the Church and its dogmatic present-
ments, the like of which had never existed before.
“ It belonged,” Friedrich further says, “to the num-
ber of the greatest and most lasting movements in
the intellectual domain, if not even of the greatest
phenomena of the fourteenth century. It aimed in
that time, calling so deeply for reform, at a Refor-
mation, founded seemingly on the Bible and the
early Church, but one which struck at the existence
of the Church itself ; on which account it must of

Von der Hardt, AcZa Concilii Const., 1., pars. iii., capp

17, 18, 22, 32 and others. L. _

? J. Friedrich, $ok. Hus. Ein Lebensbild, Division 1.,

Fohann Hus, der Feind der Deulschen und des deutschen
Wesens, 13.

4
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necessity also be condemned by the Church as un-
catholic, if the latter was not to abandon its own
self.”

Of a complete system of Wiclifism, doubtless, we
cannot speak, if we consider that Wiclif’s opposition
to the Medi®val Church not only continued, but
became more and more keen, to his life’s end.

Notwithstanding that Friedrich has asserted the
Wiclifian origin of Hus' doctrines, yet he speaks
subsequently® of the errors of Hus ; and in particular
calls the doctrine of absolute predestination a Hus-
site doctrine, although Hus adopted it word for
word from the writings of Wiclif. One recognises
therefrom that Friedrich, too, had formed no per-
fectly distinct view of the true relation of Hus and
his adherents to the doctrines of Wiclif. Only in
this way is it intelligible that Friedrich should ex-
claim with animation, “ It is indeed true, and we do
not deny it for a single moment, that the modern
period dawned with John Hus, and not first with
Luther.”® This, however, is about the opposite of
that which Friedrich himself has asserted concerning
the originality of Hussitism.

Various errors are to be discovered in the mono-

! Division 11., Sokann Hus als Reformator und seine
Verurtheilung, s f., * False doctrines of Hus.”” The doc-
trine of Predestination was expounded by Wiclif in several of
his writings. See the sequel.

* While (Div. I. v.) Hus is with the exception of one or two
articles a faithful disciple of Wiclif, it is there said (Div. II. s5)
that Hus assailed the Church; Ae wished to found another
church; Ae iroclaimed doctrines and principles which ran
counter to Christian truth; the system of Hus is spoken
of, etc.
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graphs of LUDERS,! BECKER,? and BONNECHOSE.®
That Hus derived manifold incentives and much
furtherance from the writings of Wiclif, is accen-
tuated by them all, while they are all characterised
more or less by a lack of critical exactness.

Hus is by W, BERGER designated the most im-
portant representative of the Wiclifian tendency.*
Berger certainly has not entered into the question,
how much in Hus’ writings is to be traced back to
Wiclif, and how much goes to form the intellectual
property of the Bohemian magister. Yet the fact is
emphasised, that, once Hus had become acquainted
with the philosophical works of Wiclif, he was from
that time forward of his life held captive thereby.
As opposed to the enthusiastic terms in which
Krummel speaks of the intellectual significance of
Hus, which he represents as exceedingly great,
Berger rightly observes that the education of Hus
did not rise beyond the ordinary standard of that
age. In particular Berger has altogether declined
to accept that which is told us of the thorough
classic attainments of Hus. It may, no doubt,
be admitted that Hus, as is assumed by Berger
in following Schwab, bestowed special diligence
upon the reading of the Decretum of Gratian ;
only this is to be discovered with great difficulty
from the writings of Hus himself, seeing that—as
already observed—the passages were derived only

! Fohannes Hus, Ciistrin 1854.

¢ Die beiden bohmischen Reformatoren, Fohann Hus
und Hieronymus von Prag, Nordlingen 1858.

3 Fohann Huss und das Concil zu Kostnifz (German
translation), 3rd editn., Leipzig 1870.

¢ Fohannes Hus u. Konig Sigmund, Augsb. 1871, 37

sqq., spec. 165.
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mediately, and that through the citations of Wiclif,
from the Decretum of Gratian. What has been said
of the classic culture of Hus, applies, as remarked
by Berger, also to his acquaintance with Natural
Science and with Medicine, as likewise to his know-
ledge of Hebrew.

With Berger, too, much appears as the property
of Hus, which proceeds altogether from Wiclif,
When, inter alia, it is said in Berger’s work, that
‘Hus’ speech in opposition to the papal . buill is the
most excellent production among his genuine writings
now extant, and in its nature a model of acute and
telling argument ; we are constrained to say, on the
other hand, that this very argument was furnished,
not by Hus but by Wiclif.!

A more correct view of the relation of John Hus
to Wiclif has been expressed by SCHWAB in his
monograph on John Gerson. Hardly can we con-
cede to him, indeed, that Hus derived the bulk of
his proof-passages, taken from the Fathers, out of
the Decretum, and that he had a more full acquaint-
ance only with the writings of Gregory, Augustine,
and Bernard, as single expressions in his sermons
would lead us to conjecture: on the contrary, it
admits of demonstration, that Hus derived the great
majority of those passages found in the Decretum
from the writings of Wiclif, and that the citations
from Gregory, Augustine, and Bernard were made,
not direct from their works, but from Wiclif. In
order to attain to perfect clearness in this respect,
we must place beside Hus' tractate D¢ ecclesia not

! See below.
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only writings like the 7rialogus and De Christo et
Adversario, but also the very dissertation of Wiclif
bearing the same name as that of Hus. Schwab,
however, has rightly given prominence to the fact
that Neander is inclined to assign to Hus a greater
degree of significance than is due to him,! and in
particular he has already declared certain passages
from the tractate De ecclesia to be the intellectual
property of Wiclif. Certainly many others also,
which Schwab still reckons to be genuinely Hussite,
or where he has indicated the influence of Wiclif
as doubtful, will prove themselves, in the citations
to be made farther on, the genuine property of
Wiclif. Thus, eg, to take only one case, Wiclif’s
view of indulgences as a matter of fact influenced
Hus—a circumstance which Schwab represents as
doubtful ; yea, Hus explained the very idea of the
indulgence in the same words as Wiclif.

Yet more clear, and more in accordance with
facts, is the judgment expressed by Schwab on Hus
and Wiclif, in the Preface to his monograph? So
when he says that the great significance which is
still attached to Hus in the work of Bohringer, is
more than his due; that Hus himself in Constance
laboured to invalidate the destructive consequences
which had been drawn from his assertions—made
in adhesion to the teaching of Wiclif—by virtue of
explanations intended to bring akout a harmony
with the ecclesiastical standpoint. And it is justly
said of Wiclif that he is of greater importance in

! Schwab, Forannes Gerson, Professor der Theologie und
Kanzler der Universitit zu Paris, 550 f.
? Ibdd., xi.
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relation to the Reformation of the sixteenth century
than has hitherto been admitted on the part of
Protestant Theology in general ; for with Wiclif not
only is the principle of Scripture fully developed,
but also, implicitly at least, that of justification by
Faith.

But yet, Schwab thinks, the standpoint of Hus
remains in essential points different from that of
Wiclif. It was, with the exception of the doctrine
of the Church, almost exclusively the Reformational-
ethical side of Wiclif’s teaching, which he sought to
appropriate, This view, upon a comparison of the
writings on either side, can no longer be maintained.

Yet if in the course of Schwab’s argument on
Wiclif and Hus some few erroneous statements
should appear,! this circumstance is easily explicable,
considering the lack there is of a complete edition
of Wiclif’s works.

TSCHACKERT, too, in his eminent work on Peter
d’Ailli, has spoken of different articles of Hus, which
in reality belong to Wiclif. Thus when it is said:®
At the Council they first scrutinised with all severity
Hus’ doctrine of Predestination in its application to
the idea of the Church. The Church is the totality

' I find that Hus expresses himself not otherwise than
Wiclif in regard to Faith also:

Wiclif, De eccl., cap. ii.: Hus:

‘‘Sed constat ex dictis, quod *‘ Notandum, quod fides
fides nunc sumitur pro actu nunc sumitur pro actu cre-
credendi, quo creditur, nunc dendi, quo creditur, junc pro
pro habitu credendi . . .” habitu credendi .

Comp. the whole passage, #z/ra, bk. ii., chap. 3, p. 208.

* Petrus von Ailli, zur Geschichte des grossen abendlin-
dischen Schismas und der Reformconcilien von Pisa und
Constanz, 225 ), 231.
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of the predestinated, and only as such can it form
an article of faith. . This one principle overthrew
the whole structure of hierarchical Church, and
therewith the claims of the Council. But only at
the reading of the twelfth article, which derived the
papal dignity from the emperors, did Ailli challenge
the accused. The one article as well as the other
belongs notably, from beginning to end, to Wiclif;
who unfolded his doctrine of Predestination repeat-
edly, in the 7¥ialggus, in the tractate De ecclesia, in
that De Christo et Adversario suo Antickristo, etc.,
and from whom Hus derived it, together with its
application to the idea of the Church. The propo-
sitions, that the Holy Catholic Church is only the
totality of those who, according to God’s eternal
counsel, are true members of the mystical body of
Christ; that Holy. Scripture is .alone the norm of
the Christian faith; that the worthy priests stand
on. a level with each other, and have immediately
from Christ the power to administer the sacraments,
and others also, are ascribed ‘to Hus, whereas they
are in reality derived from his predecessor and
master. Hus had thus distinguished in a genuinely
Reformational sense, continues Tschackert, between
the true Church of Christ and that actually present,
but had at the same time regarded the sacramental
power of the priest as conditioned by his religious
and moral worthiness. In all these places we must
substitute for the name of Hus that of Wiclif, or at
least must indicate the source of Hus' doctrines.
With perfect justice, however, does Tschackert give
prominence to the fact that Peter d’Ailli and Hus
agree on one point, that the rock on which the Church
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is founded is Christ Himself! Yet neither is this
proposition the peculiar property of Hus, but is to
be met with, in different variations of form, in several
writings of Wiclif.

Much more highly, as far as we can see, has the
influence of Wiclif upon Hus been rated by HOFLER.
But he has neglected to adduce the corresponding
passages in evidence for the different assertions, and
so it has come about that even after Hofler's work
had appeared, this influence has been as energetically
doubted, or altogether denied, as it has been asserted
by him. “Certainly,” says Hofler,? “ Hus himself
was partly to blame for the confusion of notions
which prevailed with regard to him. He constantly
defended Wiclif, commended his doctrine to the
students, disputed publicly in proof of the orthodoxy
of Wiclif ; and yet, while thus continually identifying
himself with Wiclif, demanded that he should not be
looked upon as a Wiclifite” It is acknowledged
that Hofler has in view external credentials for the
Wiclify of Hus; but the testimonies in point proceed,
we admit, for the greater part from his opponents.
The proof-passages, strictly so called, that Hus—as

"HAUSRATH has somewhat roughly expressed it’—
stole his whole theology from Wiclif, are wanting.
On this account Hofler's writings, of however pro-
found studies they may be the result, have failed to
convince any one. At best, people have only come

' Jbd., 1

? Ge:c}uc7}tt:c}1rezber der husitisch. Bewegung, iii. 9o
xvii. Comp. also his Magrister Fokannes Hus und der Abz
der deutschen Professoren und Studenten aus Prag., 1 5

* Hausrath, ‘“ Hoflers Entdeckungen im Mladenowicz,’ in
Von Sybel’s hist. Zetlschrift, vi. 18.
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to the impression that Hus merely “built up his
doctrines upon the ‘teaching of Wiclif,” that he “fol-
lowed Wiclif's leadership,” and that “other leaders
of the Bohemian nation likewise followed him in this
domain.”’

It might be expected that Gotthard LECHLER,
the distinguished judge of Wiclif’s writings, as of
those of Hus, would have finally solved the question.
In reality Lechler has most nearly approximated to
the true state” of the matter! The whole Hussite
movement is for him, although he recognises other
factors as coming into play, essentially only a con-
sequence of that which was done in the way of
ecclesiastical reform in England. The chapter on
the Reformation in Bohemia is ranged under the
head of the “after-effects of Wiclif’s labours.” With
justice does Lechler argue that Hus' whole doctrine
of the Church—idea of the Church, Church and
Pope, etc.—proceeds from Wiclif ; even though Hus
neglects to mention his source by name. “It is a
fact,” says Lechler, “that the determining notions
and views of Wiclif are expressed, so that only the
carrying of them out on each particular occasion is
the property of Hus.”? But likewise the establishing
and demonstration of the main points is not rarely
conducted in accordance with the precedent set by

! Lechler, Fokann von Wicltf und die Vorgeschichte der
Reformation. 2 Vols. Leipzig, 1873.

3 Lechler further also corrects some ‘errors on the part of
Neander. Thus Lechler says, ¢ If Neander judges that with
Hus, on account of his eminently practical tendency, less
rugged and harsh expressions as regards the denial of all
liberty, are to be met with than in Wiclif, this betrays error
and an insufficient acquaintance with‘the last named.’
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Wiclif. Hus demonstrably owes to Wiclif’s writings
his acquaintance with Grossetéte,! and the latter’s
opposition to Innocent IV. The conception of
Church history during the first three centuries, of
the soaring aloft of the papacy—as alleged, by virtue
of the grant made by Constantine—was beyond
dispute inherited by Hus from Wiclif. With perfect
justice Lechler argues that during 1409, 1410, and
the years following, Wiclifism is the point about
which the whole movement in Bohemia turns, as is
evidenced by the testimony of official documents.

Unfortunately Lechler attaches too great a degree
of importance to the Bohemian movement, and a
less degree to the comparison of the several
writings of Wiclif and Hus. In this way it comes
about that more of an independent character is still
claimed by him for the Hussite movement than it
actually possesses; and it has been possible, even
after Lechler’s profound and far-reaching studies,
entirely to deny the true relation which subsists
between Hus and Wiclif. It is significant that this
should take place five years after the publication of
Lechler’s fundamental investigations, and despite an
acquaintance therewith ; as has been done in the
case of a French work based specially on the studies
of Czechist historians.

Among the modern Czechist investigators TOMEK ?

! That the writings of Robertus Lincolniensis were known
in Bohemia also may be shown from Cod. X. H. 12 of the Prague
University Library, in which codex some single works of Gros-
setéte are to be met with. Perhaps, however, his writings
were in request only because this bishop is so often appealed
to by Wiclif.

* In his book, Dejepis mesta Prahy, dil iii. 450.
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recognises the great influence exerted upon Hus by
the study of Wiclit’s writings. He dwells on the
deep-felt reverence and attachment with which the
first-named clung to his beloved exemplar. But with
all the esteem in which Wiclif, the renowned Christian
teacher, or the “evangelic doctor,” was held by Hus,
the latter was, according to Tomek’s explanation, by
no means “a blind adherent of Wiclif's doctrine.”
While drawing from Wiclif’s books that which seemed
to him right and profitable, he laboured not less than
Mathias of Janow or Thomas of Stitny to remain in
union with the doctrine of the Church Universal.
Tomek argues that Hus never approved of that
particular doctrine of Wiclif's of which traces were
first found in Bohemia, namely, that of the sacrament
of the altar, and in like manner the doctrine that for
the valid discharge of priestly functions the subjective
fitness of the priest is called for. Like his prede-
cessor, Mathias of Janow, he attached the highest
value to Holy Scripture, as the most certain and
absolutely infallible source for the Christian faith ;
but he did not, like Wiclif, reject the tradition of the
Church and the teachings of the holy doctors. Even
with Mathias of Janow he did not agree in all points
of doctrine; he demeaned himself in many things
more calmly than the latter. As will be seen, there
is here attributed to the Hussite doctrine a certain
comparative independence, alike of the precursors,
as also of Wiclif. But on the doctrine of the Supper
Hus has, at least for a time, expressed himself
in a strongly Wiclifian sense, as we must absolutely

! See, on the other hand, the arguments in Lenz.
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infer from the depositions made against him; and
in his position towards the Scriptures as the norm
of faith he is dependent, as will be shown below,
not upon his predecessors, but upon Wiclif. To
tradition and the fathers, however, he did not at all
times ascribe an equal degree of significance. Tomek,
nevertheless, concedes to Wiclify a great influence
upon the course of development of the Hussite
‘doctrine.

At similar conclusions does ILENZ arrive, in his
book likewise written in the Czech language: “ The
doctrine of the magister, John Hus, on the basis of
his Latin and Czechian writings, together with his
condemnation by the Council at Constance.”! In
the introduction he expresses himself only incident-
ally on the relation of Hus to Wiclif. “In this
excentric being,” says Lenz, speaking of the labours
of Hus as a preacher,® “ Hus had before him as a
model of perfectly demoniacal vehemence, the master
Johannes Wiclif. Hus clasped to his heart the
writings of the English reformer, just on account of
their Reformational tendency, without once suspect-
ing the gulf which opened between Wiclif and the
catholic doctrine of the faith. Nay, it would seem
as though Hus never, to the time of his death,
attained to this knowledge. The London Synod
had, it is true, condemned four-and-twenty articles
of Wiclif’s, and that as early as 1382, and this was

Y Useni mistra Fana Husi, etc., V. Praze, 1875. For
German readers there exists an abstract of the first part of
this book in the Progr. des k. k. deulschen Staatsgymna-
.n'zztm.\‘ in Budwess, 1881, prepared by Dr. Kubista.

Tbid., iii.
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certainly no secret to Hus. But the latter was not
at all shaken thereby in his favourable judgment of
John Wiclif ; so far from this, he early manifested
himself to be Wiclif’s friend.

“ But, although Hus found his pattern in the
doctrine of Wiclif, it would be erroneous to assert that
Hus was a blind imitator of Wiclif ; for the two men
are very markedly different. Hus followed Wiclif
only to a certain extent”! In accordance with such
judgment Hus’ doctrine is still held to be more or
less original, and undoubtedly Wiclifian doctrines
and arguments are Jooked upon as those of Hus.

Lenz would have come to a different judgment
if he had formed as intimate an acquaintance with
the writings of the English Reformer as he has with
the writings of Hus. But the investigation of Hus’
writings as respects their source is a subject upon
which he did not at all enter. At all events he has
received the impression from the study of Hus’
writings themselves and of the official documents
relating to them, that Wiclif’s writings must have
exerted an important influence upon Hus. It is
thus the more remarkable that this fact could be
once more called in question, and even with a cer-
tain degree of warmth.

The last writer who has discussed the relation of
Hus to Wiclif is ERNEST DENIs.” That he has
done so without acquainting himself with the writ-
ings of the two men is at once apparent; since he
could not otherwise have denied in such strong

! Ibdd., x.
* Huss et la Guerre des Hussites ; Paris, 1878.
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terms the influence which has been exerted by
Wiclif’s writings upon Hus and the whole Bohemian
movement. “Almost all the Chroniclers of the
fifteenth century,” says Dénis, “ represent Hussitism
as something smuggled in from England : so Nieder,
Corner, Andrew of Ratisbon, in their chronicles;
Meisterlein in his chronicles of Nuremberg, etc.”
“Not to speak of Hofler, who is no authority,” it is
further said, “in our own days Lechler, in his beautiful
work, has suffered himself to be led away a little;}
perhaps by admiration for his hero, with whom he
-is eminently acquainted. All the efforts of the
Prague clergy and of the enemies of the Reforma-
tion were directed to the one object of bringing the
cause into union with that of Wiclif. As a disciple
of Wiclif Hus was excommunicated by the Arch-
bishop of Prague, and condemned by the Council at
Constance. His opponents drew a twofold advan-
tage from this event. In representing the innovators
as common plagiaries from a British philosopher,
they weakened their influence with the Bohemians
and rendered their condemnation almost inevitable,
seeing that the doctrines of Wiclif had repeatedly
been pronounced heretical by the English councils.
The conflict was waged with much dexterity, and

! «« M. Bohringer,”’ it is added, * s’est prononcé dans le méme
sens, mais avec moins d’ exagération et sans contester I'im-
portance de I’ceuvre des prédicateurs qui avaient précédé
Huss. M. Palacky avait accepté d’abord I’idée de I’influence
anglaise, mais il I’a abandonnée complétement d la suite de
critiques qui lui ont été presentées par un des plus savants
historiens de I’église, Néander. Krummel a suivi Néander.
Les faits ont été désormais établis d’'une maniére incontestable
par M. Tomek.” How little this is the case will be shown by
the presentation in the sequel.
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even in our own day many historians, alike whether
friendly or hostile towards Hus, see in the Bohemian
reformation only a counterpart of the attempt made
by the English philosopher. The points on which
Hus was in harmony with Wiclif had already been
treated by Mathias of Janow. Wiclif was rather
the pretext than the ground of that conflict, which
must sooner or later break out between those who
would root up the abuses and restore the Church
to its original purity, and those who for the defence
of their privileges wielded the masses.”

The design of the following pages is to return
a final answer on this subject of investigation,
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CHAPTER L

CONDITION OF ECCLESIASTICAL AFFAIRS IN BOHEMIA
IN THE TIME OF CHARLES IV.—ARNEST OF PAR-
DUBITZ AND THE BOHEMIAN CHURCH. )

O any one in the Bohemia, Moravia, or Silesia,
of the last decade of the fourteenth century,
who might recal the times he has known under
CHARLES IV.; or even for the man who should take
a retrospective glance during the first twenty or
thirty years of the following century, the days of
Charles IV. must appear to be the golden age. In
reality, the authors express themselves with sufficient
animation in regard to these times. “ This glorious
prince,” exclaims LUDOLPH OF SAGAN, “a friend of
righteousness and an ardent lqver of peace, was so
energetic in the establishment of order in Bohemia,
that no armed hand was raised against a neighbour.
In forest and champaign there prevailed the deepest
peace, and one need not fear to travel the highways
though he were laden with gold.”!
Not so enthusiastically indeed, yet with sufficient
warmth, are these times described by other writers,
specially such as belong to the spiritual estate. The

! Ludolf von Sagan, “‘ De longevo schismate *’ (ed. Loserth),
in the Archsv fir ist. Gesch., 1x., 408.
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clergy felt the change therefrom much more severely;
the reign of Wenzel pressed heavily upon them, and
* afforded but few gleams of light.

How different was the state of matters under
Charles IV., the friend of the clergy, the priests’
kaiser, imperadore de preti, as he has been called by
an historian of distant Italy,"—under that king whose
greatest boast it seemed to be to erect new churches,
and to restore those which had fallen into decay.

Even in the empire they extolled his affection for
the Church. “Charles,” we hear a Nuremberger say,
“was an exceeding diligent man for the sacred
cause, and he sought and pursued after the same,
and honoured it in every land.?

The clergy had in other respects great joy in this
emperor. He was, from training as by inclination,
still more a clergyman than a layman® Like a
priest he submitted to the ecclesiastical exercises,
was able to give a splendid exposition of the Psalter
or Gospels,* and to hold disputations with masters
and doctors. The love for disputation he transmitted
to his son Wenzel, who was fond of .discussing con-
troverted points in theology, specially if they were
of a subtle nature. Of the theological lore of

! Giovanni Villani, xii., 6o.

? Sigmund Meisterlin, Chroniken der deutschen Stddte,
3 Bd. (Nirnberg), 156.

* See the Funeral Address of Archbishop Ocko v. Wlaschim,

in Freher, Script. rer. Bokemsc. 111.: ““Nam horas suas
canonicas, sicut unus sacerdos dicebat . . . psalterium in
aliquibus locis pulcherrime exposuit . . . ipse enim fuit ordi-

natus acoluthus.”

¢ See below, Book II,, chap. iv. Hus took the passage
from66W;iclif’s' treatise, De Zcclesia (Cod. Pal. Vind., 3929,
fol. 66a). -
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Charles IV. much has been preserved ; exposition.
of parables, etc.

That under such a sway the Church should thrive,
even in outward respects, was to be expected: its
increase in material possessions, in investments and
foundations, is in reality something astonishing. The
statement of Hus, that a fourth, or even a third, of
the land and soik in Bohemia was in mortmain, is
not, to be sure; strictly vouched for,—he drew it from
Wiclif, and transferred to Bohemian affairs that
which applied to the state of things in England ;
but the condition of things even in Bohemia was
certainly somewhat analogous. ~ It is clear that this
could not lead to the prosperity of the Church. It
is true that under Charles IV. those men who were
placed at the head of the ecclesiastical organization
as yet took care that the clergy did not fall utterly
a prey to worldliness, and to those ills with which
the clergy in other lands were infected.

Amoeng the men of whom Charles IV. availed
himself for the execution of his plans, no one enjoyed
greater confidence with the monarch than ARNEST
OF PARDUBITZ! who stood at the head of the
Bohemian Church from the year 1343, when he
succeeded the much-tried John of Drazic.

His ecclesiastical administration constituted a new
epoch, and was for many years after his death
regarded as a model one. ‘

He was descended from the Bohemian family of the
Knights of Weissenburg, and pursued his first studies

! For the biographical notices on Arnest von Pardubitz, see
Tadra in the Cancellaria Arnesti, A»chv fiir dst. Gesck., 1xi.,
276, ff.




6 WICLIFISM IN BOHEMIA.

among the Johannites in Glatz ; then with the Bene-
dictines in Braunau, whence he repaired to Prague,—
probably to the Metropolitan School,—whence finally,
. for the sake of perfecting his education, he went to
attend the Universities of Bologna and Padua. After
his return to his native land, he was made Dean of the
Collegiate Chapter in Sadska, and presently drew upon
himself the attention of Charles IV. It is said to be
owing to the influence of this monarch that he obtained
the see of Prague. The circumstances of the time
were then exceedingly favourable to the accomplish-
ment of a long-cherished wish of the Bohemian kings,
for the realization of which Premysl Ottokar I. had
ardently longed so early as the year 1204,—the
severance, namely, of Prague from its connection with
the archiepiscopal see of Mayence, and its elevation
to an archbishopric. The Archbishop of Mayence,
Heinrich von Virneburg, one of the most faithful
adherents of Lewis of Bavaria, had been suspended
by the Pope on the 15th October, 1341. From this
time the chiefs of the House of Luxemburg renewed
their attempt to found an archbishopric in Prague; and
nothing contributed more to forward their ends than
the elevation of Clement VI. to the papal throne—a
man who as a slmple cleric had been on a friendly
footing with Charles IV. In November 1343, this
Pope invited King John of Bohemia, and his son the
Margrave Charles, to Avignon, in order personally to
set forth their reasons in favour of the erection of an
archbishopric in Prague. The bull by which Prague
was constituted an archiepiscopal see bears date of
joth April, 1344. As grounds for the severance of
the connection, centuries old, with Mayence, the
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same, strictly speaking, were alleged as had been
urged in 1204—the great distance from Mayence,
and the difference of language in Germany and
Bohemia. The first archbishop was Arnest.! From
this period it is that we derive the sketch of him
drawn by Dean William, of Lestkow: “A man of
imposing figure and pleasing expression, an earnest
taciturn nature, yet full of benevolence and kindness.”
His liberality, specially towards poor students, is
particularly lauded, and it is expressly remarked
that he was a foe to all nepotic leanings. He was
the confessor and familiar friend of the emperor,
and likewise distinguished himself in diplomatic
actions. In the year 1346 he went to Avignon
with Duke Niklas, of Troppau, to announce to the
Pope the election of Charles IV. Villani, too, makes
mention of Arnest’s skill in diplomacy. When the
university was founded, Arnest obtained the dignity
of a chancellor of the same. It is even said that,
upon the death of Innocent VI, there were thoughts
of raising him to the papal throne. His modesty,
we are told, prevented his accepting the purple. To
his last hours we find him engaged in the service of
the emperor. In the train of the latter he was
staying at Bautzen, in the Whitsuntide of 1364, and
there after a brief illness he expired on the 30th of
June.

His services rendered to art and literature may be

! Erben, Regesta Bohemie, 482: *‘Supplicarunt . . . rex et
populus Bohemorum, ut cum archiepiscopus vester propter
locorum distanciam et diversitatem linguarum minus sufficiat
circa eos metropoliticum officium exercere.”” Doc. d. dato
Lateran., 1204, April 21st.
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passed over in this place. In the ecclesiastical
domain he developed a marvellous talent for organiz-
ation. His successors needed to do no more than
complete the building on the foundation laid by him.
. Abundant monuments of his labour are to be found
in a book of formularies proceeding from his chan-
cery,' as moreover especially in his statutes and
synodal constitutions. Since the former provincial
statutes had lost their significance, after the separa-
*.tion of the diocese of Prague from Mayence, Arnest
was compelled to lay down new rules. This was
done at the great Provincial Synod of the year 1349;
at this the statutes of Arnesti were announced, which
should in future serve as the code for the metro-
politan diocese, and so also for Olmiitz and Leito-
mischl? The abuses existing in these dioceses,
particularly those having respect to the acquiring of
benefices, and the obtaining of ordination, were to
be brought to an end; the moral bearing of the
clergy raised, the condition of the people improved,
and the ecclesiastical government in general rigor-
ously enforced.®* The suffragan bishops of Olmiitz
and Leitomischl had to announce the statutes in
their dioceses. In all the churches of the land, copies
of them must be kept, namely, two in each of the
cathedral and collegiate churches, and one with each
of the archdeacons, and in the deaneries and parishes.

Three months after their publication no clergyman

' Cancellavia Avnesti. Formulary of the age of Arnest
von Pardubitz, first Archbishop of Prague, edited by Tadra,
in the A»chiv fiir 6s¢. Gesch., Ixi. 46y, ff.

? On the MSS. and impressions of these statutes see Dudik,
37 vol. of Arckiv fiir ist. Gesch., 414.

* Frind, Kzrchengeschichte von Bikmen, ii. g4.
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was to be permitted to plead want of acquaintance
with their contents.

Every archbishop, upon his accession to office,
was required to pledge himself on oath. to a strict
observance of the statutes.

For the establishment of the new order, the
support of the cathedral chapter was energetically
demanded. To the conditions of the latter, Arnest,
as it would seem, soon after his elevation to the
archbishopric, devoted his particular attention. A
special commission was appointed, among other
things, to draw up statutes for the cathedral chapter.!
The members thereof, however, were not able to
agree on a number of important points, on which the
prosperity of the Church seemed to depend ; more-
over, single parts of the same were too sharply
conceived, in such wise that some determinations
had to be modified ; others were so obscure as to call
for a commentary. In short, the need was felt for
proceeding to a remodelling of the whole.

This difficult task was assigned to the Doctor of
Theology and Prebendary of Prague, John of Padua.’
Arnest took upon himself a considerable share of
the labour, inasmuch as he subjected the statutes to
a repeated examination. They were written out
upon nine sheets of parchment in the year 1350, by
the hand of the notary Albert of Wayzow. These

! See the introduction to the Statuta ecclesie Pragensis,

. edited by Dudik, in the 37th vol. of the Adrchsv fur ost.

Gesch., 422: ** Quamvis dudum de nostra et capituli ecclesie
nostre voluntate et consensu quedam statuta per certos sta-
tuarios ad hoc . . . per nos electos . . . pro ecclesia nostra et
personis ipsius fuissent edita. ..."”

* On this person see Cancell. Arnesti, 296.
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statutes embrace the whole sphere of labour of all
-the persons belonging to the chapter, and to the
metropolitan church. The rights and duties of each
one were accurately defined, and the incomes of all
enumerated. That in the imposition of new statutes
respect was had to ancient customs existing within
the diocese of Prague, will be taken for granted.!

A series of further regulations, too, which Ammest
called into existence, was retained in after times.
Synods had already been held in Bohemia and
Moravia before the days of Arnest of Pardubitz;
now it was made a rule that they should assemble
twice a year on fixed days. For the stricter main-

tenance of the enactments he had issued he created

the institution of correctors, who were to watch over
the conduct of the clergy, and to administer exhor-
tations, threats, and chastisements. Side by side
with these correctors appear inquisitors, who were
to see to the preservation of the faith in its purity.?

Under such circumstances the assertion made by
a biographer of Arnest is quite credible, that there
was not found in all Germany a second bishop whose
activity even distantly approached that of the Prague
bishop.®> We are able to admire this, even in the
present day, in his Books of Foundations and Ratifi-
cations.*

! Moreover, it is naturally to be supposed that particular
parts of the statutes would agree with those which the Arch-
bishops of Mayence had formerly enacted. Similar, too, were

the statutes of Arnest for the diocese of Olmiitz. They are -

published by Dudik in vol. 41 of the A7c/ksv before mentioned,

p- 195, ff.
: %ita Arnesti, Geschichtschr. der kusit. Bewegung, ii. 6.
Ibd., p. g.
¢ The former are the Zibri erectionum, containing the
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The successor of Arnest of Pardubitz, JoHN Ocko
OF WLASCHIM, previously Bishop of Olmiitz, like-
Arnest himself, a friend and counsellor of the
emperor, advanced farther on the lines of his pre-
decessor. It is specially noteworthy that most of
the Synodal statutes that have come down to us
belong to the time of this archbishop. We may
best-learn from these the moral condition of the
clergy and people in the Caroline period, on which
account it is worth while to dwell for a moment on
this subject. The earliest Synodal Statutes now pre-
served date from the year 1353; thus come down to
us from Arnest of Pardubitz.

The first and principal concern of the archbishop
is devoted to the heretics! The clergy are called
upon to make zealous search after heretics and other
suspicious persons, and to inform of them either to
the archbishop himself or to the inquisitor. The
second object of concern is found in the Provincial
Synods. At these all the clergy of the diocese were
required to be present, and to bring with them the
Synodal Statutes. Only to the poor was the pro-
viding of these remitted. For the administration of
the sacraments and the burial of the dead no fee
was to be charged, for the ringing of bells only a
moderate charge was to be made. The sacred
vessels are to be kept clean; the congregations to
be invited to repair to the religious actions; with

institution of masses, benefices, etc. The other, Lzdr¢ con-
Jermationum, contain all presentations and appointments to
ecclesiastical benefices. See Frind, Kirchengesck., ii. 96.

! Of the proceedings of Amest against ordeals there is
found, remarkably enough, little or nothing in the Synodal
statutes. See on this point the I7Za Arnesti, as before, p. 7.
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silence and reverence they must be attended. The
vices of gluttony and drunkenness, gaming, de-
bauches, soothsaying, etc, were to be opposed by
the clergy with all their might.

It is emphatically required that the clergy lead
a moral life, abstain from dancing-rooms and other
scenes of pleasure, most strictly observe the pre-
scribed prayers and ceremonies, admit no strangers
to the pastoral office, and denounce to the arch-
bishop those who are usurers, enemies of the clergy,
and despisers of the Church censures. They are to
refrain from unchastity ; clergy who live with young
women, or who bear arms, card-players and dice-
players, incendiaries, thieves and harbourers of thieves,
are to be prosecuted by the archdeacons. Further
regulations are directed against the murderers of
persons .in orders. Sundays and festivals are to be
celebrated with becoming devotion, and the fasts
enjoined are to be observed. Stolen property must
be restored, the faithful must guard against setting
forests on fire; incendiaries of the forests, such as
are called Pozary, can be absolved only by the arch-
bishop himself. Of these statutes every priest is
required to possess a copy.

A statute of the year 13535 contains several new
directions! We see what stress was already laid
upon the employment and culture of the language
of the people. The parish priests.and their vicars
are required to make use of the national language in

! The expression, Stafutum minus, may easily mislead.
One might from this take these statutes for an abstract of the
greater statutes; in reality we have here a series of fresh
determinations.
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their sermons on Sundays and holy days, as also in
the reading of the Creed and the Lord’s Prayer
The directions with regard to certain feast-days
“are new (for instance, the feast of relics), as are those
regarding indulgences and some liturgical matters.
These statutes, too, are to .be carefully preserved. .
Another statute of 18th of October, 1361, alters.
certain instructions of the great statutes, Some
points in this are quite new ; the most important are
the decisions laid down against clergy of the lower
degrees, who wish sometimes to pass for clergymen,
sometimes for laymen, in order in a particular case
to escape from the spiritual or secular jurisdiction.
To the same province the statutes of John Ocko
of Wlaschim, and his successor, John of Jenzenstein,
are restricted. It is, as a rule, the vices above men-
tioned, against which the later synods, too, feel called
upon to inveigh,—the tendency of the clergy to a
worldly life, to gaming and drinking, and sexual
excesses. In others of the faithful other faults are
censured besides, and measures are taken against
depredations, stealing, and receiving of stolen goods.
With special frequency do prohibitions of usury
occur. It is strictly enjoined that every archdeacon,
dean, priest, and vicar, be familiar with the contents
of the Provincial and Synodal Statutes. Remains of’
heathendom in the customs of the people are com-
bated ; so also the expulsion of death, which is still
known in the Slavonic districts on the Oder and
Vistula.! Equally are certain songs and games pro-

! ¢ De mortis imagine : Item quia in nonnullis civitatibus,
oppidis, et villis prava clericorum inolevit abusio, quia in
medio quadragesime imagines in figura mortis per civitatem
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]
hibited. The only question is, what was the effect
of the numerous commandments which were. incul-

cated anew almost every year? It has no very '

‘promising sound when we find in the Synodal
Statutes complaints against the archdeacons, to
whom the inspection of the single deaneries was

entrusted, and hear that for the sake of base gain -

they pass over in silence notorious sins of the clergy.!
With regard to the state of ecclesiastical affairs,
before and during the Hussite disturbances, we are
happily well informed. For the time of Arnest of
Pardubitz, many interesting details will be found in
his Cancellaria ; for the time of the Archbishop Ocko
of Wlaschim, and John of Jenzenstein, we owe much
to a book dating from 1379,” wherein are recorded
the incidents of an archdeacon’s tour of visitation
through several deaneries. From another book,
belonging to the year 1407, in which the mode of
proceeding against peccant clergy is narrated, we
obtain the corresponding supplementations.

We derive from these sources the conviction that
the numerous and severe regulations issued at the
Synods were called forth indeed by an urgent neces-
sity, but that, taken as a whole, they produced no
great result. It is true we are told in the biography

cum rithmis et ludis supersticiosis ad flumen deferunt, ibi
quoque ipsas imagines cum impetu submergunt, in earum
ignominiam asserentes quod mors eis ultra nocere non debeat,
tamquam ab ipsorum terminis sit consumata et totaliter
exterminata.”’—Conc. Prag., 11.
! Concilia Prag., 12: ‘‘ Archidiaconi in suis visitacionibus
. . . que sunt questus et turpia lucra querunt.” On the duties
of: thse archdeacons, see Tadra, Cancellaria Arnests, as before,
. 284.
P, S‘Le below, Appendix, No. II.
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of Arnest, that this archbishop put an entire stop to
the deep degeneracy in Church discipline throughout
the diocese of Prague; in reality it is certain that
grave offences against ecclesiastical discipline were
far from uncommon.! We find in its documents
that many priests, without permission of their supe-
. riors, live remote from their places of labour, without
troubling themselves very much about the exhorta-
tions of the deans, yea, farm out their livings to
other persons;® and that the monasteries and nun-
neries have need of repeated admonitions to lead an
orderly life. Complaints of the concubinage of the
clergy occur just as before; archdeacons who ought
to report these things are bribed, others have to be
repeatedly admonished to undertake at all the inspec-
tions committed to them. The magistrates of the
Kleine Stadt of Prague receive full authorisation to
arrest and imprison particular priests, who pass their
time in taverns with ninepins and dice, or who
range through the streets in arms;® the capitulars
of the Prague church suffer the school to fall into
decay.! Some of the clergy get deeply into debt,
etc.

' ¢ Nimirum clerus illius temporis modice proh dolor legi
subiacebat . . . alius enim concubinis adhzrens et nec ton-
suram seu coronam deferens turpi se ipsum polluit foeditate,
quorum tamen insania sub ipsius regimine conquievit penitus.’’
Geschichtschr. der husit. Beweg., ii. 7. See with regard to
it, Tadra, Cancellaria Arnesti, as above, p. 286.

z Ibid, p. 291.

3 Ibid., 488 : “*Quodillos clericos, qui nulla necessitate coacti
in thabernis inventi forent ludentes ad aleas, taxillos, vel
globos . . . . vel de quorum fuga alias est suspicio, seu qui
infames sunt . ... item qui nocturno tempore sine lumine
manu armata incedunt.”’

¢ 1b4d., p. 305.
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Mention is made likewise of the heretics; par-
ticularly about the district of Pisek many are said
to be found. It is still to be seen in the Consis-
torial Acts of 1381, that the ordination of priest
Johl of Pisek could not be undertaken, because his
father and grandfather were heretics.!

Matters seem to have become worse under Arnest’s
successor, John Ocko of Wlaschim.

The complaints which are brought before the
visitors have reference most of all to the concubinage
of the clergy.? -There is hardly a church in which
the visitor finds the life of the clergy altogether
blameless. Consequently, as a rule, the first question
of this visitator is, Whether there are to be found in
.the particular church those living in concubinage,
whether among the clergy or the laity ?—for the
laity also had to be examined ; knights, burghers,
and peasants. If any are found guilty of these .
offences, then the investigation follows, which often
brings strange things to light. The guilty are mulcted
in sums of money to be devoted to the building of
the cathedral, or are visited with excommunication.
Very often there arise complaints of usury, practised
by the clergy or by laymen. Yet crimes such as
rape and robbery likewise present themselves. Most
carefully is it provided that the statutes of Archbishop
Armest and the Synodal decrees be found in the
parishes : it appears that a priest was required to
exchange his damaged paper copy for one of parch-
ment. Isolated complaints are made of disputed
possession ; oftener one- hears of the frequenting of

! Geschichischr. der husit. Beweg., p. 340.
* See Appendix, No. II,
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ale-houses and of the gaming of the clergy!l Of
complaints about heretical views there is found no-
thing, as it would seem, in these records. To be
just, we must confess that those excesses which created
the greatest scandal were most severely punished.
For theft and highway robbery, a priest, Wenzel of
' Kommotau, underwent an instant humiliating punish-
ment, followed by a rigid confinement in prison for
two years.” Another priest, known by the name of
John, is punished on account of an act of highway
robbery, committed by him along with two others
in a forest on the way to St. Prokop. Another time
it is a case of purloining books? A harbourer of

' Acta Correctoria, Liber archivi capit. Prag., XX., 385:
“¢ Die mensis Martii dominus Hersso . corrector cleri diocesis
Pragensis mandavit domino Petro plebano, ut deinceps ludos
. . . . non exerceat nec honestis mulieribus adhereat nec foveat
. ...die 26 Martii: mandavit domino Valentino plebano,
ut deinceps Anne de Velvar quam tenuit pro domestica non
adhereat nec ipsam visitet . . . . et loca inhonesta non visitet,
suspectis non adhereat . . . . mandavit domino Petro plebano
penitencia carcerali emisso, ut deinceps tabernas continuo non
visitet.

2 In the same records there is an entry of the punishment
of this priest: ¢ Pronunciamus . ... dominum Wenceslaum
presbyterum de Commutow furem et latronem, propter que et
alia ipsum condempnamus ad standum in scala publice uno
die per horas duas et in carcere clauso per annos duos con-
tinuos, ubi quartis et sextis feriis pane doloris et aqua angustie
sit contentus.”

% .¢“Die nona mensis Octobris dominus Bohunco plebanus in
Swagerzicz restituit librum viaticum . . . . in quo viatico in
secundo folio . . . . ipsius viatici erat scriptum psalmus . . . .
qui liber erat furtive ablatus per dominum Mathiam . . ..
presbyterum domino Petro glebano in Mukarzew prope Pragam
- « . . Quem librum ipse dominus Petrus recepit in presentia
domini Herssonis correctoris. . . . Qui liber erat venditus ipsi
domino Behunconi in octoginta quinque grossis per prefatum
dominum Mathiam.”

2
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thieves, at the expiration of his sentence, is dismissed
with the admonition not in future to consort with
thieves.!

It is, at any rate, remarkable that, among the
particular cases which were investigated in the course
of a single year, there are about twenty which have
reference to theft.

We must not, however, confine our attention to
the lower clergy alone; with the higher the state of
matters was much worse. Certainly the provost of
the cathedral chapter at Prague, George Burkhard
of Janowitz, was no ornament to that body. We
hear regarding him the following complaint of the
Archbishop Zbinko of Hasenburg: “ When I sum-
moned the Provost of Prague to appear before me,
on account of his lawlessness, the people assembled
in crowds, to whom a few of the servants of the King
joined themselves, equipped with cross-bows and
habergeons, in order insolently with armed hand to
resist this.”

The testament of this gentleman has been dis-
covered in the Record Office of the town of Budweiss.
We learn from the same that he was the happy
father of three sons, to whom, as it would seem, he
bequeathed an amount of property not altogether
inconsiderable.?

The existing disorders, which stand out in such
glaring colours from the books of visitation and
correction of the Archbishopric of Prague—to which

1 ¢ Furibus non adhereat.”
* Kopl, Testament des Georg Burghard von Janowitz, in

the Mztth. des Vereins fir Geschickte der Deulschen ir
Bikmen, 21, 93.
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must also be added the numerous complaints of the

worldliness and corruption of the clergy in its highest

strata—show clearly how the soil was already pre-

pared for the vigorous reformational labours of indi-

viduals ; only it must be borne in mind that not

Bohemia alone was the soil on which this noxious

growth was springing up. The divers projects of
reform which were brought forward within the hier-
archy itself, both before and during the session of
the Council of Constance, contain the most abundant

materials in evidence of this. To mention only a

countryman of Hus, who in matters of ecclesiastical

doctrine is certainly not to be numbered among his

friends, STEPHEN OF PRAGUE; this man exclaims

in his address to the fathers of the council: “But

in the present day nothing is sought throughout the

whole world save presents and profits, gain and

honours, marks of favour and carnal lusts. Igno-

ramuses, incapables, and worthless men are promoted

to the highest spiritual offices.”’ And another voice

declares at the same council, “It is certainly necessary

to root up from the earth the heretics in Bohemia

and Moravia, but I cannot see how that is to be

accomplished without a previous thorough reform of
the Roman curia itself.”?

! Von der Hardt, i. 843.

* Jb4d., vii. 306. Dietrich of Niem, De nec. reform. in concil.
univ., cap. z%:1 “Expediret ut hereses iste et autores earum de
Bohemia et Moravia prefatis eradicentur omni modo. Sed
non video quod illud unquam bono modo fieri posset, nisi
predicta Romana curia prius ad ipsos veteres mores et con-
suetudines laudabiles reducatur.”” Compare, in addition to
the above data, the energetic complaints of Hus concerning
the bishops and priests of his time, the prebendaries and idle
mass-reciters who hurry out of church into the inns and dancing
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Upon a soil such as is furnished by the capital
Prague, and the various deaneries of Bohemia, from
whose villages, year after year, lively complaints
reached the central points of the ecclesiastical life,
an opposition to the existing scandals in the admi-
nistration of the Church and in the lives of the
clergy must find a vigorous response.

rooms. See Sermons of Fokn Hus, transiated from the

Bokemian, by Novotny, i. 7—g, 27, 45; ii. 29, 45. In one
place he speaks, indeed, of.bishops, and even popes, who were

unable to read. 4., ii. go.




CHAPTER 1L

THE SO-CALLED PRECURSORS OF THE HUSSITE
MOVEMENT.

HE first of those men who, full of Reformation
zeal, declaimed warmly against existing abuses

in the Church, and as a preacher attained to great
success, was Konrad, a monk of the Augustine cloister
of Waldhausen in Austria. Of the circumstances of
his life but little is known. We owe some few notices
to a defence which he wrote in reply to various
attacks on the part of the mendicant friars.!  Ordained
priest about the year 1345, he went to Rome in
1350, with a view to becoming partaker of the grace
of the jubilee year. He soon came to the front as
a preacher of note: a wondrous power of language,
which never failed of its effect, must have been at
his command., “ He roused the people to the pitch
of excitement when he preached in Austria,” was
said of him by his opponents with malignant am-
biguity. And when he held his services at the

' Further particulars regarding Konrad we owe to Palacky,
who first (under the name of Jordan) treated more- fully of the
precursors of Hus. Palacky, Vorldufer des Husitismus, i.
17. Comp. also Palackz, Geschichte von Bokmen, iii. 1—17;
Ig eander, Kirckengeschickle, vi. 240ff ; Friedjung, Kar/, iv.,
p. 168; and Tomek, Dejepis Praky, 286 ff. )
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church of St. Gall in Prague, the spacious church
was not able to contain all the audience, so that he
‘was compelled to preach in the open market-place.
Charles IV. had secured him for Prague through the
medium of the lord von Rosenberg, and had assigned
to him the post of preacher at the church aforesaid,
which he presently exchanged for the cure of the
Augustines in Leitmeritz. The field of labour was
nevertheless too narrow for him there: with the
permission of his order, and of the Archbishop, he
came to Prague, and began to preach afresh. His
return falls in the spring of 1358 ;! in the following
year he resigned his charge at Leitmeritz, and shortly
after obtained the parish of the Teyn Church in
Prague. During a decade he there displayed a
vigorous and abundant activity; while regarded
askance by the mendicant friars, and passionately
assailed by them, since their own churches had
become empty. He died on the 8th December of
the year 1369, deeply bewailed not only by the
German, but also by the Czechist inhabitants of the
city.?

Of the sermons of this man, those unfortunately
are lost, on account of which he has been counted
among the precursors of Hus® What has been pre-

! As regards this date, see Tomek, as adove, p. 286.

* Benesch von Weitmiihl, ad ann. 1369: Hic cum esset
natione de Austria, vir magne literaturae, . . . pradicacione
sancta sua correxit mores hominum patriz nostre.

* Considering the great zeal with which the Latin discourses
of Konrad, and afterwards those of Milicius, were collected,
it must appear strange that just the German sermons of
Konrad (as also the Bohemian ones of Milicz) have disap-
peared. In some way the important pulpit addresses of other
and less celebrated preachers have been-preserved.
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served to us of them has been taken down, not with
a view to the instruction of the people, but with
entirely different motives.

Those sermons known to us in the present day as
proceeding from his pen were delivered beforestudents,
and, moreover, were mainly composed for academic
purposes. Young priests were to receive from them
impetus and material for their own discourses, and
this end was served by them for many centuries
after the death of their author, For they were not
only very eagerly collected by the priests in Prague,!
but were likewise disseminated throughout Moravia
and Silesia, Austria and the Tyrol, even to Switzer-
land? Inasmuch as Konrad of Waldhausen had
made the collection of his sermons at the wish ot
those studying at Prague, it is designated in the
MSS. as the Postil of the Prague students. In the
majority of the copies one counts altogether seventy-
three discourses. The first of these enlarges on the
object of the collection. What he has preached to
the people “ with his own mouth,” and what he has
brought before the students “ with fleeting voice,” he
will now commit to enduring writing.? From these

' Cod. 285 of the Bohem. Mus., 244 : ¢ Ferias Pentecostales
de Postilla Conradi quere circa Quadragesimales dictorum
suorum, sz #la poterss habere. Ego autem non vidi eadem
sed tantum Milicii.”

? On MSS. in Bohemia see Palacky, Vorliufer, 16; in
Moravia, Dudik in the ArcAsv fir ost. Gesch., vol. 39. On
Tyrolese MSS., comp. Fredjung, KarZ IV., p. 171. In
Breslau, single MSS. are found as well in the town library as
in the university library. On St. Gall see the catalogue of
MSS. in the convent library, Nos. 714 and 805. Some are
likewise found in single monasteries of Austria.

3 ««Jt supra evangelia dominicalia, que leguntur per anni
circulum per talem modum, quo ipsam ad populum proprio
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words we might readily conclude that these dis-
courses had been addressed to the general public
before he cast them into the mould of the Latin
language. Opposed, however, to this view, is the
whole learned apparatus with which Konrad has
furnished them. Thus there are to be found, eg, in
the sermon on the festival of Christ’s ascension, in
addition to more than a hundred quotations from the
Bible, numerous passages (and some of these very
obscure ones) from the sermons of Pope Leo, from
the various works of St. Augustine, from the writings
of Pope Gregory, from Jerome, Hraban, Bede,
Valerius Maximus, the legend of St. Cunegonda,
etc. In other sermons he cites likewise Aristotle,
Cassiodorus, Basil, Vegetius, and others. That some
of these quotations, moreover, are rather obscure and
difficult to understand, he says himself in his intro-
ductory words! What does it concern the general
public, when, speaking of discipline, he narrates in
detail the history of the siege of Numantia, mentions
the different generals who were compelled to with-
draw covered with disgrace, until at length Publius
Cornelius Scipio succeeded in training his army to

the exercise of discipline? or when, in another

sermon, he, expounds in a very learned way the

eclamavi gutture, conscribere vellem et que voce transeunte
et ipsis coram positis predicando deprompseram, scripture
manciparem remanenti, creberrimis ac instantivis precibus
rogitatus.”’

1 ¢ Desidero attamen et hoc ipsum opusculum postillam studi-
encium nominari, tum quia ipsorum-precibus est compilatum,
tum quia desidibus et ad studendum pigris minus valere dino-
scitur propter eius longitudinem et eciam quibusdam propler
auctoritates doctorum obscuras in ipsa recollectas.”
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whole controversy between the Greek and the Romish
Church on the subject of the Holy Ghost ?

Even the introduction to his sermons is of like
construction. He explains therein the plan accord-
ing to which he intends treating the whole material.
As the solar year is divided into four greater periods,
so, according to his view, the time from Adam to the
end of the world resolves itself into four greater
sections. The time from Adam to Moses is the
time of darkness ; then follows the time of twilight,
which extends from Moses to Christ; the time of
Christ is that of the atonement; and, finally, the
time of pilgrimage is that from the ascension of
Christ to the end of earthly things. According to
this system the Church year is likewise naturally
arranged into four parts. This arrangement, how-
ever, presupposes a very intimate acquaintance not
only with the Scriptures, but also with the liturgy.
Yet more exactly is that relation defined when we
regard, for instance, the sermon which he delivers at
the beginning of the Easter period. In this place
we see presented in regular form a learned address
on the significance of the Jewish paschal festival, and
on the mode of calculating Easter.!

As regards the construction of the individual
sermons, this is thoroughly artistic; all are exactly
subdivided under their several heads.”

' Cod. Vindob., No. 3691, 1344: ‘“ Notandum primo de mense,
quod mensis accipitur dupliciter, uno modo pro mense solari,
alio modo pro mense lunari. Mensis solaris accipitur secun-
dum cursum solis et incipitur a Kalendis mensis et terminatur
in Kalendis sequentis mensis, sicut Januarius incipit in
circumcisione et terminatur in se,”’ etc. -

* 2256, Evangel.: “Cum turbe irruerunt,’”” etc. Luca, 4to.
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The design of these sermons as academic dis-
courses is in various ways apparent. Repeatedly he
addresses his students as “ Dearest young men.”!
He not seldom derives his illustrations from students’
customs ; nor are there wanting hints of a practical
kind for the preacher of the future. “If time
remains to thee,” he says in one passage, “thou
mayest preach on this Gospel after the preceding
one ; otherwise take it up in the afternoon, or as
best corresponds to the circumstances of thy hearers.”?
In another place he says, “As it is customary for
the student on the completion of his studies to give
evidence of the result of the.same, in a public dis-
putation, in which it is open to anyone to convict
the disputant of error, provided an error is observed ;
so also the Jews thought of catching the Lord in a
discourse.”®

Very strongly also does it remind of the profes-
sor’s chair, when he thus distinguishes the relation of
the several evangelists to each other in the history

‘“ Hoc evangelium dividitur in tres partes: 1, in prima ponitur
Christi gloriosissima praedicacio, ibi: Cum turbe irruerunt; 2z,
in secunda ponitur virtutum eius miraculosa operacio, ibi: Ut
autem cessit; 3, in tercia ponitur rei facte stupor et admiracio :
Quos cum viderit.”’

! ¢ Pueri carissimi.”’

2 Cod. Vind., 3691, 56a.

3 ¢« Consuetudo est, quod quando studentes volunt ostendere,
quomodo studuerunt, et quando volunt recedere de studiis et
magistrari, tunc offerunt se omnibus ad respondendum in
publico . . . tunc quilibet potest arguere eos, ut sibi videntur
male dixisse. Simili modo Christus volens recedere de studio
huius mundi . . . in quo studio triginta tribus annis cum
dimidio steterat, volens ostendere magisterium suum, dedit
licenciam adversariis, qui contra eum sepe ante discepta- -
verant, quomodo eum capere possent.”’ This passage has been
strangely misunderstood by Friedjung, Zc., p. 171.
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of the passion. “Matthew relates the history of the
passion more fully and exactly, and harmonises with
Mark. Luke, on the other hand, omitting various
things which these narrate, because he presupposes °
that they have already treated the subject, reports,
however, divers particulars which Matthew and Mark
have passed over. John, finally, wrote least of the
sufferings of Christ; because he composed his gospel
last, and likewise presupposed that the others had
already related enough.”?

If Konrad was by this collection of sermons meet-
ing an expressed need of the students in Prague, it
was at the same time far from his purpose to create
drones. “People must study his sermons,” he said,
“in order to understand them properly ; for they are
right long and contain many obscure passages of old
fathers and doctors.”

As regards the contents of these sermons, we must
ever bear in mind the end and object they were
designed to serve. His hearers are one day to
become teachers and priests of the people, and even
to occupy the place where the preacher now stands.
In accordance with the purpose of these sermons, we
shall find them strongly marked on the ethical side.
Doctrinal discussions rarely occur ; polemical obser-
vations, save that they are throughout pointed
against that which is evil, are altogether absent.
The moral education of youth is that which lies
nearest his heart. One of his first propositions is,
he who will become a good preacher must begin

' Cod. pal. Vindob., 3691, fol. 134, in the sermon, ‘* Scitis
quod post biduum pascha fiet.”
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with becoming a good man! In no other sense,
indeed, does he offer his postil to the students; no
book can enable a bad man to become a good
orator. Accordingly he animates his students to the
attainment of the virtues, and seeks to exhibit to
them the evil consequences of particular vices. He
specially urges them to great zeal in the performance
of theif spiritual actions. The presentation is un-
adorned ; often there is not wanting a certain drastic
roughness, as when he relates that the saints some-
times have recourse to palpable means in order to
incite the zeal of their clergy? Among the vices he
expressly attacked were avarice and licentiousness.
In another connection we shall find him the warm
opponent of gifts to mendicant friars. In the
academic sermons we meet only with the remark,
that to the gift which one presents certain conditions
must be attached, to be fulfilled by giver and re-
ceiver. The dignity of the spiritual office he seeks
in every way to maintain in high repute. Let the
preacher so begin his labours in his parish, that his
good name may spread over all the earth, and
impress itself upon the hearts of all men.

Besides this ethical object, another is pursued in
his sermons; and we may say that the latter bulks

1 ¢ Quicunque vult fieri bonus predicator, debet postponere
omnes vanitates, sicut dicit Richardus Hugoni de St. Victore,
cum ab eo quereret consilium : quomodo fieret valens doctor;
respondit : %l'ls fieri bonus doctor, efficiaris prius bonus
homo.”’

# ¢« Legitur de beata Chunegunda, que cum in quodam
monasterio sanctimonialium a se fundato quondam abbatis-
sam haberet neghgentem . . . quodam die dominico . .
manu sua dedit alapam’’ (the traces of which the abbess bore
to her life’s end).
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far more largely in his eyes than the former. It is,
namely, to furnish the gospels for the particular
Sundays with a running commentary, advancing
sentence by sentence through the gospel. In the
exordium of some few sermons, the significance of
each particular Sunday is set forth. The length of
particular sermons, as also their intrinsic worth, is
proportioned to the significance of the special
Sunday. Owing to the popularity which this col-
lection enjoyed in its day, and during the following
decades, it was not only rapidly circulated, but also
underwent manifold alteration. Konrad had already
recognized as a defect in his discourses that some of
them were too long ; they were accordingly abbre-
viated, and thus there arose a second and consider-
ably shorter redaction of his sermons. The real
differences of the two redactions are unimportant ;’
for the most part it is purely formal elements which
are omitted in the abbreviated form; the many
paraphrases of one and the same thought, which he
makes in the first redaction, are wanting in the

! Compare the Codd. Vind. 3691 and 4392:

691.

‘“Quia hodie sancta mater
ecclesia incipit officium divi-
num, quo per quatuor anni
solaris tempora Christo suo
sponso laudes iubilat et de-
cantat per hoc recolere volens
beneficia sibi per quatuor
tempora magni anni scilicet
ab origine mundi usque ad
finem ipsius et a primo Abel
iusto usque quo incepit et ad
ultimum electum sibi ab eo
facta et fienda....”

. 392.

‘‘Hodie sancta mater eccle-
sia incipit officium divinum,
in quo Christo suo sponso
laudes decantat recolens be-
neficia sibi ab origine mundi
usque ad finem eius impensa
et perpetue impendenda: pro
quo notandum, quod annus
solaris habet quatuor tempora
scilicet ver, estatem hyemem
et autumpnum. Sic magnus
annus id est tempus vite pre-
sentis ab inicio mundi usque
ad finem.”
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second ; in the latter he makes straight for the
kernel of the matter.

As Konrad affords the young preacher a series of
noteworthy hints and practical aids, so, moreover,
he is inclined in the very introduction to his postil
to lay down a theory on the art of preaching. “Let
every preacher be on his guard against prolixity ;
that is one of the worst faults into which anyone can
fall” He himself, as has been remarked, is not free
from the fear that his discourses have grown a little
too long ; nevertheless he is consoled by the thought
that the intelligent man will study them, and, where
it is needful, will also abbreviate them: if the froth
is skimmed off the top of them, they will then prove
really serviceable ; he compares them to meat, which
is not good at its first swelling, but only when it is
thoroughly cooked. A formal theory of “the art of
preaching ” he afforded in a special work.

In one way, he says there, we must preach to the
monks, and in another to the laity; in one way to
the townsmen, and in another to the peasants;
according to the needs of the particular classes,
according to their intelligence and capacities. One
must reprove them with regard to particular sins;
the preacher is not to flatter his hearers, but sternly
to bring home to them their transgressions. In
censure, however, one must exercise prudence. He
specially warns against exposing to the laity the
vices of the clergy. We learn from the accusations
which were brought against him during his labours
in Prague, that in his sermons to the people he
was not true to his own theories. We should err
if we supposed the true significance of the man was
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to be measured by these academic sermons—the
man who so sharply warred against the faults of his
time. He does not willingly so much as touch in
them on the affairs of the day. He speaks, it is
true, on one occasion of the tournaments which are
held at the courts of princes on Ash-Wednesday
eve ; but not in order to inveigh against the extra-
vagance of the princes, or to make kindred observa-
tions; he rather avails himself of this fact for a
comparison: as the princes exhibit by means of
their knights and courtiers festal games in the days
of Carnival, so also these two most mighty princes,
God and the devil, hold at that time their jousts.

Of far greater significance were assuredly those
sermons which he held before a greater public. Of
these, however, as has been observed, no single one
has come down to us;' so that it seems doubtful
whether he ever committed them to writing. So far
as we are acquainted with Konrad's peculiarities, he
cannot be ranged among the number of the mystics.
There is lacking in him that depth of spiritual
ardour which we find, for instance, in his successor
Milicz; from them he is further separated by his
thoroughly practical aim, as this has already become
apparent in the academic discourses. With emphatic
severity he combats the luxury of the women, the
frivolity and vanity of youth, and the practice of
usury. ?

! 1n Breslau there exists a MS. which contains sermons of
Konrad, wherein are to be found some sharper attacks upon
the clergy of his time.

The ** Apologia Konradi in Waldhausen” in the Gesckickiz-
sckr. der husit. Bewegung, ii. 17: ‘‘In omnibus sermonibus
argui superbiam Pragensem, avariciam et luxuriam saltem in
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The mendicant friars felt themselves touched by
his discourses, as he turned his incisive words against
their insatiable avarice; censured the chicanery
which was practised in connection with relics; and
“warred against the stupid pride of the monks, who
plume themselves upon the holiness of their founders,
as well as the lying of the mendicant friars and
their plundering of the poor people. “It is a folly,”
he exclaimed, “ to run to the head of St. Barbara ; for
this is to be found in Prussia, but not in Prague.”
Or he admonishes his hearers: “Ye will not give to
the poor, and yet ye throw away on the monks”—
sturdy praters, he calls them—*“ who have more than
they ought. Would there were only in every college
one who should be deserving of such alms as these
people swallow down their gullets!” This last ex-
pression, it is true, he toned down in his defence,

On account of these and similar reproaches the
mendicant friars framed against the bold preacher
a number of charges,! against which Konrad defended
himself in a detailed apology, which is still in exist-
ence. The Duke Rudolph the Fourth, of Austria,
summoned him to return to Vienna, but the obliga-
" tion of gratitude towards the Emperor, who had
conferred upon him the benefice, detained him at
Prague; yet Konrad took care that the rumours
scattered by malignant monks, and carried as far as
Austria, should find there no receptive soil. He
sent his apology to the Austrians, for whom it had,

prothematibus per prophetas.’”’ See the interesting instance of
Hank (John) Bayer, a *‘ Helmbrecht Stelzer’’ (qui in Austria
dicuntur gamerati). . .

! The single phases of the suit see in Tomek, 288 ff.
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properly speaking, been composed. Inasmuch as
the sermons of Konrad aimed only at the eleva-
tion of the spiritual discipline, they leave the doctrine
of the Church entirely untouched. That the effect
they exerted was a powerful one is narrated to us
by one of his contemporaries in his simple way.!
Konrad’s personal influence must have been indeed
considerable, since, though a foreigner, he succeeded
in attaining to such great results,? and his memory
remained fresh in the country for nearly a half
century. Yet among the younger men there is,
besides Janow, only Andreas of Brod who mentions
him ;® that Hus ever occupied himself with his
writings is a supposition which lacks any certain
evidence in its favour.

Yet more powerfully than Konrad of Waldhausen
did another preacher affect his contemporaries in
Bohemia—MIiILIcZ oF KREMSIER ; thus, like Konrad,
no native of the country. Ordained priest about
1350, he is afterwards engaged five years long in
the imperial Chancery, namely, during the years 135 8-
1360 as rggistrator, and the two following years as
corrector.*  Besides this important post, he occupied
further the dignity of a canon of St. Veit's, at the
castle of Prague, as likewise of archdeacon and
treasurer of the city church of Prague.® Weary of

! Benesch of Weitmiihl, ad aznzn. 1 369

t ¢« Cum esset nacione de Austria . . . veniens Boemiam cor-
rexit mores hominum patrie nostre, 1ta ut multi obmissis vani-
tatibus seculi sedula mente Deo semrent.”

* Gesch. der Ausitisch. Bewegung, ii. 40. Documenta
magistri Jok. Hus, 520.

* Lindner, Das Urkundenwe:en Karls, iv. 20-23.

s The literature on Milicz, see in Palacky, Vorldufer, 18,
and Friedjung, 172.

3
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the pursuits of the world, he suddenly laid down his
offices in the year 1363, to devote himself to
preaching. The Archbishop Arnest reluctantly wit-
nessed his departure. “Sir Milicz,” he said to him,
“what better can you do than to help your poor
archbishop in tending the flock committed to him ?”
Milicz repaired to Bishop-Teinitz, and lived as
chaplain in the parish there. Yet at the end of
a half year he returned to Prague, and laboured
first as preacher at St. Nicolas on the Kleinseite,
and afterwards at St. Zgidius in the old town.
His sermons were in the beginning but thinly at-
tended : men. were repelled by certain peculiarities
of his Moravian dialect. Yet he soon attained a
great degree of popularity, people were filled with
admiration at his skill in embracing within a brief
hour as much as other learned men in a week.! He
was master likewise of the German language, and
soon attained great results in his German preaching.
With special zeal he applied himself to the study of
the Apocalypse, and now it seemed manifest to him
from divers tokens that the Antichrist was near, and
the end of the world at hand : according to his cal-
culation the time must be fulfilled in the years
1365—1367. The more nearly this period ap-
proached, the more loudly did his voice exhort to
repentance : he denounces all who do not listen to
his exhortation as possessed by the spirit of Anti-
christ, and does not even spare the heads of Chris-
tendom in his fierce accusations. “With manly

! Thus Albertus Ranconis de Enricinio speaks of him.
Similar is the declaration of Mathias of Janow. See Gesck.
der hus. Bew., ii. 41.
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courage,” Janow tells us, “he reproved the highest
prelates, the archbishops and bishops, regarding
things in which they seemed to him to err.” Nay,
armed with his zeal as with a breastplate, he even
made an assault upon the emperor, pointed to him
with his finger, and told him in presence of all—
it was at a great assembly in 1366—that %¢ was
the real Antichrist. For this, indeed, he was sen-
tenced to a period of detention in prison. But
this was of brief duration. In the year 1367 he
went to Rome, where he waited for the arrival of
Urban V,, who was at length departing from Avig-
non. In Rome he wished to communicate his views
to the Pope. Since the latter, however, remained
longer absent than had been expected, Milicz pro-
*claimed his conviction that Antichrist had already
come, by attaching a placard to the portal of St.
Peter’'s church. Thereupon the enthusiast was ar-
rested, but was set at liberty again soon after the
arrival of the pope, and even treated with distinction
by the Cardinal de Albano.

Upon his return to Prague he evinced less ardour,
indeed, upon the subject of Antichrist; but laboured
the more ceaselessly as preacher and confessor.
After the death of Konrad of Waldhausen, he re-
ceived the living at the Teyn. The moral energy
of his character failed not of producing its impression.
It is related as something specially remarkable, that
he reclaimed two hundred women of the town, and
converted the place where hitherto offerings had
been made to Venus (Venedig, Venice) into a reli-
gious foundation for fallen and penitent women. This
place was called Jerusalem. Like Konrad, Milicz
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also experienced the disfavour of the monks, whé
accused him to the Pope! and in twelve points
reproached him with his doctrine of the Antichrist,
his severity against usury, his doctrine of the frequent
reception of the Supper, the founding of Jerusalem,
and his alleged aversion for the study of the liberal
arts,” which he is said to have declared to be
sinful. The Curia deemed it necessary to warn the
diocese of Prague and Olmiitz, Breslau and Cracow,
against his doctrine; and the grief of the ecclesias-
tical prince, John Ocko of Wlaschim, was so great
that Milicz himself had to console him. In the
Lent season of 1374 Milicz went to Avignon, in
order to purge himself from all suspicion. There
he died on the 2gth of June of this year, before any
sentence had béen pronounced in his case. Of the
complaints against him no single one had reference
to a definite dogma of the Church ; without exception
. they were charges touching ecclesiastical life and -
Church constitution.

Among his works, the most popular were his
little book on Antichrist, to which, in after times,
Mathias of Janow, and Jacobell of Mies, made
reference; and especially his sermons, which are
extant to this day in very numerous manuscripts.
Hence we can infer their great popularity.®

In those of his sermons which have come down
to us there are wanting particular allusions to the

! See the points of accusation in Palacky, Vorldufer, p. 43.
* This expression aroused the anger of the people against
the students. The latter were now called heretics. See
Palacky, Formelbicker, i. 184: “‘Quod ipsi studentes heretici
apPellarentur.”
On his works, see Palacky, Vorldufer, 2q.
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circumstances of the time; they are directed in
general against debauchery and avarice, hatred and
arrogance. He had the power of carrying away his
hearers. Thus he described in the most affecting
manner the grief of the Virgin Mother; how in her
heart there dwells a twofold love, and how this heart
is rent by a twofold sorrow—Ilove for her Son, and
love for the human race ; grief for the death of her
Son, and grief for our perdition. The love for the
human race overcomes even her love for her Son.
He cites, indeed, passages from the Bible, but only
to a moderate extent. He takes his similitudes by
preference from nature and ordinary life! All his
sermons have a deeply ethical tone. In some few
of his Latin discourses we meet with one and another
severe expression, directed in particular against the
avarice of the clergy and the laity.’

Among the precursors of the Hussite movement
some in recent years would enumerate JOHN, the
preacher of the Germans, in the church of St. Gallus;
‘but the reasons for so doing do not seem to us to be
cogent. It is true this Johannes wrote a work of
large compass, the Communiloguium, which treats of
the constitution of the State, and of its members, etc.,
and contains an abundance of fine and appropriate
remarks ; but, taken as a whole, it could appeal only
to the educated classes of the land, because it was

! Comparison of human life with a torch, etc.

* Sermon fnvenit Fesus in templo: ‘“Ista avaricia adhuc
hodierna die regnat in multis sacerdotibus, prelatis, et laicis.-
. ..A minore usque ad maiorem omnes student avaricie, a
propheta usque ad sacerdotem cuncti faciunt dolum.”” From
‘the Sermones quadragesimales.

A PN
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intelligible only to them.! The remembrance of him,
moreover, ceased with his death.

On the other hand, a much higher significance is
claimed by the Magister ADALBERTUS RANCONIS
DE ERICINIO, on whose life and labours a few works
of the most recent years have shed some light? He
was one of the leading promoters of the literary and
national aspirations in his native land, and as such
enjoyed an undisputed reputation during his lifetime,
and after his death his merits were long and often
recalled to mind. He was made Master in the year
1348, and Rector at the University in Paris in 13535.
With regard to him, Thomas of Stitny boasts, “ He
was the first among the Czechs who attained the
degree of Magister in Holy Scripture at the Uni-
versity in Paris.” In the years 1360—1370 he
appears as professor at the University of Prague, and
canon in the cathedral chapter there. In the year
1370 we find him engaged in an animated centro-
versy with Henry of QOyta, whom he prosecuted
before the Auditor of the papal chancery on account
of six articles. Of these one reminds us of the
similar doctrine of Hus (Wiclif) : the Holy Ghost,
and not the priest, forgives sins. It is the office of

! A table of contents is found in the Concilza Pragensia,
xxxiv—xxxvi; comp. also Friedjung, 172.

* See, with regard to him, my Study in the 57th vol. of the
Archiy fiir osterr. Geschickte, z10ff ; and in the 17th vol. of
the Mitth. des Vereins fir Geschickle der Deulschen in
Biokmen, 205. A few additions have been made by Tadra in
the Casopis mus. ceského, 1880. An entry by his own hand is
contained in the Cod. un. Prag., iii., G. 1: ““Isidori de summo-
bono1: Iste est liber magistnn Adalberti Ranconis de Ericinio
in Boemia” (consequently a local name, and not a family name,
ashas been supposed) ‘“ scholastici ecclesie Pragensis magistri
in theologia et in artibus Parisiensis.”’
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the priest only to proclaim that the Holy Ghost has
pardoned the sinner.

With the Archbishop John of Jenzenstein he was
involved in the year 1385 in a warm controversy,
which led to a formal literary duel, wherein three
points were in dispute. The first was called forth
by King Wenzel himself. One day the King, as
was often his wont, in his castle of Piirglitz, addressed
to the Magister a question relating to purgatory.
According to the assertion of the Archbishop, the
question was as follows: “Is it true, Master Adalbert,
that there is no saint dwelling in heaven who has
not previously descended into purgatory?” When
Adalbert answered this question in the affirmative,
the Archbishop joined in with the words, “ Except
the angels who have remained faithful.” Adalbert, in
displeasure, replied, “ It is not true ;” and the Arch-
bishop, “ Take heed, whether thou also hast rightly
spoken.” On this question they fell into lengthy
argument. The second point respected the introduc-
tion of the Festival of the Visitation of the Virgin Mary
(2nd July); the third and most important question
turned on the right of escheatage. In this discussion
the prebendary, Kunesch of Trebowel, first defended
the views of the Archbishop, whereby he acknow-
ledged himself a warm friend of the peasant class in
Bohemia.! He claimed for them the right of fregly

! See on this subject my essay, p. 232 ff. The treatise of
ohn of Jenzenstein has now been given in a printed form by
lousek (Prague, 1882). Hus treats the subject briefly in a
sermon—+.e., he brings forward for exposition the same passage
of the Bible which is in question. That he was acquainted
with the writings of Kunesch, Adalbert, and John of Jenzenstein
is quite possible. See 0#p., ii. 356.
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disposing of their personal and real estate, even
though the peasants should leave no direct heirs.
John of Jenzenstein was himself once the author of
a tractate from this point of view. Adalbertus
Ranconis was engaged in manifold activity as a
promoter of the literary interests of his countrymen.
In this sense Stitny says of him, “ He was not one
of those who gnash with the teeth because I write
such a work, or of those who calumniate everything
because I have written in the Czechist language: it
did not seem to him amiss to write books for Czechs
in the language of the Czechs.” As well Stitny, as
other men, sought his learned counsel: contempo-
raries as those of yournger age, and in particular Hus,
speak of him with great reverence. Asa warm friend
of the interests of his people, he lived on terms of
amity with men of kindred spirit, of the knightly
and burgher orders, and notably with those two who
had erected and endowed the famous Bethlehem
Chapel, where the life-work of Hus was unfolded—
namely, the merchant Kreuz, and the knight and
royal counsellor John of Miihlheim. The latter
founded at the said chapel a preachership, on the
condition that the preacher should be a secular
ecclesiastic, and should preach exclusively in the
Czech language. In this circle of men of national
spirit Adalbert represented the learned order, Miihl-
heim the knightly order, and Kreuz the burgher
order. Like the two last-named, Adalbert also left
behind him a foundation, which awakened interest
in more than one respect! He bequeathed, namely,

! The will was discovered by me in the Register Office at
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a yearly disbursement on behalf of Czechian youths
studying at Paris or Ozford. Thus without designing
it—for Adalbert was himself a strict Churchman—
he plays the part of a direct promoter of Wiclif’s
doctrines in his native land, The will of Adalbert
was drawn up in Kreuz' house, and Kreuz himself
was appointed an executor. His copious library he
had already disposed of by will to the monastery of
Brewnow, The terms of the above-named foundation
show how high the waves of the national awakening
were running so early as 1388, The foundation
was for the benefit of such students as should devote
themselves to the pursuit of the liberal arts, or of
theology, in Paris or Oxford. They must, however,
belong on the paternal and maternal side to the
Czech nation. The administration of the funds was
entrusted to the scholasticus of the Prague cathedral,
but only on condition that he was a Czech. If this:
were not the case, the administration was to be
undertaken by the dean for the time being of the
cathedral chapter at Prague; he must nevertheless
act on the advice of three prebendaries, who were
likewise to be of Czech nationality. The revenues
of the foundation were to be deposited with the
scholasticus or the dean of the cathedral, who should
remit the money to the aforesaid students in Paris
or Oxford.

Adalbertus Ranconis was illustrious*as a preacher
also. Hus calls him the most lucid orator, and
Janow designates him a great scholar “in the canon

Witt}ill}gau in the year 1878, and printed in the 17th vol. of
the Mzltk., 210—213.
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law and in theology.”! Of his sermons there remains

to us, unfortunately, but little—a synodal discourse
of 1375, an address to the Cardinal Pileus, and a
funeral sermon for Charles IV.2 Stitny also, as he
tells us," availed himself in important and doubtful
matters of the counsel of Adalbert, and presented to
him his work on general Christian affairs, with the
request that he would improve in it everything that
was not in accord with Holy Scripture. ,

As Adalbert Ranconis, so also was THOMAS of
Stitny, who belonged to the order of the Bohemian
nobility, a warm friend of the national interests, but
moreover of the inner reform of the Church. As
thus he lived on the one hand in close intimacy with
Ranconis, he cultivated on the other hand a friend-
ship for Milicz, into whose endeavours he warmly
entered. Yet he never passed beyond the bounds
of the prevailing ecclesiastical system. However
deeply he was troubled, therefore, about the religious
strifes which arose in Prague during the latter years
of his life, and however much he was tortured with the
thought that the right is not easily to be discovered,
he consoled himself with the reflection, “The Church
will, no doubt, decide what is right.” He sought
to influence his countrymen by means of his works
for edification, composed in the language of the
people; and the skill with which he wielded the
copious forms of the Bohemian language is a matter

! «Limpidissimus orator,”” says Hus; *‘Opulentissimus
. . . . magnus vir in iure canonico et in theologia,”’ says
Janow of him.

z The last of these is now printed in the . F. rerum Bok.,
iii., 433 ff.
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for admiration even to the present day! He has
been likened to Thomas 4 Kempis: like the latter,
he sought to bridge over the gulf between the school
and the life by means of a popular presentation of
the sum-total of the scholastic knowledge of his age,
as he had apprehended it; and in this way to render
accessible to the people that which the school had
hitherto regarded as its exclusive property.? In these,
his endeavours directed to practical ends, lies his
significance, and it is in harmony with this fact that
he employs his Sclavonic mother-tongue even for
the purpose of learned disquisitions. Stitny lived
to witness the first beginning of the genuine Hussite
movement. He died about the year 1400.

Like Stitny, so Mathias of Janow was of knightly
descent ; he possessed, however, unlike the former,
a learned education, which he had acquired partly
in Prague, partly in Paris, where he had resided for
a period of nine years® On account of this latter
circumstance they were wont to call him in his own
land Mathias Parisiensis. = The papal bull, which
bestows upon him a canonry in the cathedral chapter

! Palacky, Gesck. von Bohmen, iii., 188.

¢ Conc. Prag., 40.

¢ See Appendix, No.IV. In his principal writing he says,
in contradiction with the document which speaks of six years,
“ Non enim indoctas fabulas secutus hec scribo, sed ea que
per novem annos Parisius a magistris meis didici et reportavi
et inde in universitate sancta Pragensi per octo annos con-
tinuos studendo . . . . conquisivi.”” We should be more inclined
to suppose an error on the part of the papal chancery; for the
MS. in which the notice of his nine years’ residence in Paris
is found is an autograph of the author’s. Cod. iii., A. 10 univ.
Prag., 1 in Marg.; Iste est liber mag. Mathie de Janow, 41,
the same observation.
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at Prague,! lauds his knowledge, the propriety of his
life, and other praiseworthy merits.

Yet he himself confesses that, in his younger years,
he pursued the glory and honours of the world, and
in the seeking after riches fell into the snares of the
devil.

He was on friendly terms with the magister
Adalbertus Ranconis, and the archbishop John of
Jenzenstein was favourably disposed towards him.
The latter and Janow display in general striking
points of analogy in their course of development,

" and perhaps the example of the upper shepherd
was not without its influence upon Mathias. Like
Mathias, the archbishop had visited foreign lands in
order to complete his education ; and, like him, too,
John of Jenzenstein was not at first averse to the
pleasures of the world. If Mathias bewails that his
spirit was once surrounded as by a dense wall, and
thought only of that which delights eye and ear,
until it pleased the Lord to snatch him as a brand
from the midst of the flames; so likewise Jenzenstein

-laments that he spent the fair days of his youth in
vain trifles, in revel and riot, and in his wanderings
up and down had acquired the world’s vices, but not
its virtues, until the hand of the Lord laid hold of
him. Only in the burning fever, and when an icy
chill ran through his bones, was the fleshly craving
entirely slain in him; only then did he put off the
old man and put on the new man. The instantaneous
death of the Archbishop of Magdeburg, who suddenly
expired in the midst of the noisy pleasures of Shrove

1 After he had previously held the office of parish priest in
Magnavilla (Velikoves); see Tomek, Z c., iii., 349.
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Tuesday evening, produced an abiding effect on him.
Jenzenstein, indeed, in his youth was not free from
severe fits of asceticism. As Jenzenstein, so, finally,
does Mathias of Janow frequently complain of the
decay of discipline, and in particular of the world-
liness of the higher clergy.

Mathias of Janow occupies in the present day the
highest place among the so—called precursors of the
Hussite movement; his significance, however, has
manifestly been to some extent overrated, not as to
the intrinsic value of his writings, but as to the
influence which he exerted on the spiritual life of
his time. We find in him, according to the state-
ment of a modern historian, reformational ideas,
which passed over from him to Hus! Neander has,
unfortunately, neglected to trace out these ideas, and
to indicate them in detail. Hus, we are told, rather
remained behind Mathias of Janow than outstripped
him. In opposition to the last-named point it is to
be observed that Mathias of Janow, like all his pre-
decessors, held firmly to the traditions of the Church;
and on repeated occasions sharply accentuates his
concern not in any way to pass beyond the frame-
work of ecclesiastical unity. Where is there found
in his writings a proposition like that which serves
as a foundation to Hus’ doctrine of the Church, and
was capable of subverting the existing order, not
only in the Church, but also in the State? And as
respects the first point, it cannot be shown that Hus
employed, for instance, the works of Janow as his
source in the presentation of his own religious views,

! Neander, /. ¢., p. 252.
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as we can demonstrate by convincing proof was the
case with regard to the books of Wiclif. We could
say at most that Hus found the way paved by men
like Konrad, Milicz, Janow, and others, for the course
he afterwards pursued. If this powerful influence in
reality existed, it is very wonderful that Hus has not
mentioned the names of his great predecessors,
whereas, as a rule, he is not at all sparing of cita-
tions. Janow shares with Hus the love for biblical
study : “ From youth up I have loved the Bible, and
called it my friend and bride, the mother of fair
affection and of knowledge, of fear, and of sacred
hope.”!  Nevertheless, when Hus speaks of the
Bible he does not fall back upon Janow, but adopts
the language of Wiclif. What Janow says of the
Church sounds essentially different from that which
we meet with in the tractates, sermons, and letters
of Hus. Altogether, in consideration of the fact
that Janow always remained within the framework
of the dominant Church, it must be regarded as
self-evident that Hus, in this respect, was not
dependent on Janow. For precisely the doctrine
of predestination as taught by Wiclif sufficed, in
itself and in its consequences, to remove Hus from
the ground of the Romish Church. In some other
passages there is certainly to be perceived a re-
semblance in the subject-matter discussed by Janow
and Hus? It must, however, still be pronounced

' Palacky, Vorldufer, 6o : *‘(bibliam) a iuventute mea ada-
mavi et vocavi ipsam amicam et sponsam meam, immo matrem
pulchra dileccionis et agnicionis et timoris et sancta spei.”

2 Such an agreement one discovers where Hus speaks of
the frequent reception of the Supper. Formally, indeed, the
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open to doubt—seeing that certain questions in
Bohemia were at that time pretty generally dis-
cussed—whether we have here to presuppose an
influence exerted by the writings of Janow. That
which is observed by Janow in opposition to the
reproach of having disclosed. the vices of the clergy,
and thereby caused a scandal to the laity, reminds
of the like situation in which we behold Hus twenty
years later. As Janow, so Hus, too, said he had
intentionally exposed the hypocrisy and corruption
of the monks, and exhorted his disciples to be on
their guard against the doctrines of these men. In
some passages it seems as though Hus had before
his mind the reasoning of Mathias of Janow. But
if one looks a little more closely, one perceives,
after all, only passages of Holy Scripture, which
Hus happens to have in common with Janow.
Regarding one and another of these texts, how-
ever, it can be proved that Hus did not take them

agreement is not present, because Hus wrote the treatise in
question while in prison :—

Cod. O. cap. 7. Prag. Hus Opera I. 81 b.

In primitiva ecclesia omnes,
qui erant in officio misse tam
laici quam clerici, communi-
cabant . . . postea statutum
fuit, omnibus diebus dominicis
communicare . . . postea in-
stitutum fuit ter in anno com-
municare et quod homines
adhuc negligentes erant, In-
nocencius III. instituit semel
in anno videlicet festo Pasche

PRRENS

Primi enim christiani, qui
erant ferventes . . . manduca-
bant quotidie, procedente vero
tempore refrigescente chari-
tate manducabant diebus do-
minicis . . . Postea a frequenti
communionerecesserunt,
Propter quod statutum fuerat,
ut in summis saltem festivita-
tibus . . . manducarent et in-
valescente avaricia statutum
est, ut saltem semel in anno
... circa festum Pasche man-
ducarent.
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direct from the Bible, but derived them from
Wiclif! '

That, for the rest, in Janow’s great work no trace
of Wiclif’s influence is to be detected has already
been observed by another? Yet Janow’s renown is
not diminished, as that of Hus is not augmented,
though the influence of the former upon the latter
is not discernible, or not discernible in the same
measure as has been hitherto believed. Janow was
certainly a most significant figure, and deserves in
reality the place which has heretofore been con-
ceded to him among the friends of reform in Bohemia
at the close of the fourteenth. century. He appears
as most zealously active in favour of the restoration of
Church discipline, and in opposition to the abuses pre-
valent in the Church® His writings, so far as they are
known to us, would assuredly meet with the approval
of the Archbishop, John of Jenzenstein, who strove
after the same objects with all the passion of his
nature, and likewise displayed a very considerable

! So, e.g., Hus, Opera, 209 &; comp. herewith Mathias
(Palacky, Vorldufer, 66). Hus adopted his form of argu-
ment there from Wiclif, de ecclesia, cap. 2. An edition of
Janow’s works were greatly to be desired. Only then could
one settle once for all this so important question of the history
of Hus’ course of development.

t Palacky, Gesck. von Békmen, 111. 1. 190, note 238. Itis
true Palacky does not mention his authority for this fact. In
his book Dze Geschichie des Husitenthums, p. 113, Palacky
confesses that ‘‘he has never read Wiclif's writings.”” All
the same his view is correct, as is evident from a comparison
of Wiclif's writings with acknowledged specimens from
Janow’s works.

* A very comprehensive analysis of his principal work is to
be met with in Neander, 252—310.
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literary activity.! The writings of the archbishop
have a strongly ascetic flavour about them. A
number of letters bear sufficient testimony to his
diligent endeavours for the elevation of the clergy.
While the work of Jenzenstein was specially de-
signed for the educated classes, Janow appeals to
the “simple people in Christ,” for whom “his book
is alone” intended.? In reality we may say that
the work of Janow, although proceeding from a very
well-read man, is free from all kind of bombast, and
in particular avoids piling citation upon citation.
In consequence it is so much the more easily
intelligible, and affords -more pleasant reading. In
keeping with this is the fact that but comparatively
few dogmatic discussions are met with in this work ;
the main stress is laid upon ¢4e practice of Christianity.
The five books treat: 1. Of the communion of the
body and blood of Christ in the sacrament of the
Church ; there is here no question of Utraquism;
2 and 3. Of the judging and distinguishing between
true and false Christians, and above all of pseudo-
prophets and doctors; 4 and 5. Of the frequent
communion and administration of the true body and
blood of Christ.

Most forcibly has Janow spoken and written
against the abuses practised in the worship of
images and relics? Nor was it in accordance with

' See Palacky, [falieniscke Reise, 57; and my edition of
the Cod. Epistolaris of J. v. Jenzenstein, lec., 272 ff.

* “Et qu1a hunc librum conscripsi selem ad s1mp11ces Christi
et devotos.”’

* On this point, also, the argument of Hus is not founded
on that of Janow, although the occasion would so naturally
present itself. Where Hus speaks of the veneration of images

4
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his wish -that the people were refused frequent partici-
pation in the Supper. “The doctors say very much
in the schools, which must not by any means be
preached in this form to the common people;
although the holy Church has permitted the reve-
rence of images, yet she has never taught that they
are to be worshipped. Nevertheless there are now
many great and renowned men who say that such
things are profitable for the simple.” Janow alludes
to the excessive veneration of images, and the
crying up of the miracles wrought by them. Such
doctrines of Janow naturally gave offence. The
Synod of Prague, of the year 1389, demanded of
him a retractation, which he made on the 18th
October of this year. ,
That he was wont to preach in the mother tongue
is evident from the remark which he makes in
opposition to the charge of having exposed the
wickedness of the clergy before the people in the
language of the country. In expounding a text of
Scripture he says: “ Here those are manifestly
refuted who say that we must not expose the
faults of the clergy in the language of the country.”
That he means thereby the Czech language appears
from the presence of certain Czech words which he
has introduced into the Latin text in the chapter on
the veneration of the images of the saints.!
According to the testimony of an almost con-
temporary hand, Mathias of Janow died on the

(Opera, 11. 341 b) he employs the words, of Wiclif in his
trea}:ise de imaginibus; see thereon the second part of this
work.

' Palacky, Vorldufer, so.
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3oth of November, 1394, and was buried in the
Metropolitan Church at St. Veit.

Among the friends of reform is also to be reckoned
JOHN OF STEKNO, who has long been confused with
Konrad of Waldhausen.! Hus in one of his sermons.
calls him “ the excellent preacher with the trumpet
voice.”? That he was intimately allied to the circle
of men, such as Miihlheim, Crux (Kreuz), and
Adalbertus Ranconis, is apparent from a document
which places him in the closest connection with the
said merchant® If Stekna appears on the one hand
as a favourer of that tendency which aimed in word
and writing to promote the use of the language of
the country, on the other hand it is manifest that
he never abandoned the strictly ecclesiastical stand-
point. On this question we might content ourselves
with the testimony of Andreas of Brod, a passionate
opponent of the whole school of Wiclif,* who ranks
him, with regard to his labours, side by side with
a Konrad of Walhausen and a Milicz; yet more
clearly is this fact apparent from the consideration
that Stekna was a violent champion of the indul-
gence which was granted for Prague in the year
1393. “This year of Jubilee,” says the Chronicle
of the Prague University, “ has emptied the pockets
of the poor” Wenzel retained the greater part of

' The true state of the matter was brought to light by
Palacky, Vorldufer, 82 fL.

% «“Johannes Steknaveluttuba resonans predicator eximius.’”
Hus, Opera, ii.

S M. M. hist. univ. Prag., ii. 362. That he was also
preacher at the Bethlehem chapel we learn from Clkron. Unsv.
Prag., ad ann. 1392.

* Doc. mag. Foannis Hus, 520.

Ilofler, Geschichtschr., i. 14.



52 WICLIFISM IN BOHEMIA.

the money for his exchequer, and there was nonc
among all the doctors and masters who set himself
as a bulwark to oppose the wickedness of the
simony. But all, as though they had been dumb,
offered a bad example! and ran about with rude
and uncultivated people in the said churches to
obtain the so dearly purchased indulgence. Wenzel
Rohle alone, the priest at the church of St. Martin
in the Old Town, spoke not of indulgences, but
called them fraudulences; it is true not openly, but
secretly for fear of the Pharisees. Master Stekna,
too, at that time authorised preacher in Bethlehem,
admonished the people not to neglect so excellent
a grace.” And when, a decade later, the passionate
controversy broke out about the doctrines of Wiclif,
and in particular with regard to the remanence of
the bread, Stekna took up his position in the most
advanced rank of the ecclesiastical champions? Yet
this is the point at which the Reformational move-
ment in Bohemia, which had hitherto borne no
other character than that we find attached to it in
Germany, France, and other lands, now enters upon
a new path, This last among the precursors was
likewise the first who arose to maintain a polemic
attitude towards Wiclifism. His treatise—probably
dealing with the question of the remanence of the
bread at the transmutation—is now lost.

! As regards the worth of the chronicle, see Palacky, Dze
Geschickle des Husitenthums, etc., 17 f. This passage, we
may observe, presupposes an acquaintance with the writings
-of Hus.

3 See thereon the letter of Hus belonging to the year 1413,
in the Doc., 56.




CHAPTER III
THE FIRST CONTROVERSY ON THE LORD'S SUPPER.

HE conflict with regard to the cup arose in
Prague after Hus had already been snatched
from the scene of his previous activity. We have
to look upon this conflict as the last phase of the
numerous disputes on the Supper, which were con-
ducted for more than a generation in the pulpits.
and lecture-rooms of Bohemia. There is no doubt
but this last phase is of greater importance than
any of the previous ones, for the conflict regarding
the cup imparted, from the year 1415, a greatly
altered direction to the Hussite movement: the
separation of parties now became a pronounced
and outwardly visible one.

More than a decade before this, the doctrine of
Wiclif concerning the Supper had found an entrance
into Bohemia, and it was this mainly against which
all the attacks of the adversaries of Hus and of the
new tendency were directed. Hus and his com-
panions had drawn down upon themselves the hatred
of their opponents, just because they were looked
upon by these men as adherents of Wiclif in respect
of his doctrine of the remanence of the bread.

Long before, from the years 70—80 of the four-
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teenth century, another question was debated with
great animation—namely, whether it was lawful for
a man frequently, or even daily, to partake of thc
Supper ?' There is hardly a man of any literary
magnitude of that period who did not make himself
heard on this question. Mathias of Janow expressed
himself thereon with the greatest fulness of detail.
The whole of his fifth book, “On True and False
Belief,” is taken up with the doctrine of the Supper,
and contains lengthy contemplations and elaborate
discussions on the utility of frequent or even daily
communion? Mathias pleads in favour of oft-re-

! ¢ De communione quotidiana,” Gesckicktschr. der husit.
Bewegung, ii. 6o. MSS. which contain the views of the most
renowned scholars of that age on this subject are still nume-
rous ; comp. e.£., the Cod. O. 7 in the Library of the Cathedral
Chapter at Prague. Itis there said: ‘“Incipit prologus magistri
Mathie super duodetriginta doctores pro quotidiana vel crebra
communione corporis (et sanguinis) Christi a plebeiis Chris-
tianis.”” The words enclosed in brackets indicate that the
addition was first made in the Hussite period itself. With
Utraquism the above question has nothing to do. The Cod.
O. 7 dates at the earliest from the middle of the fifteenth
century. ’

* Comp. Cod. un. Prag., A. 10, 102—176. The first dis-
tinction treats:—

1. “*De discrecione manducancium sacramentum corporis et
sanguinis domini. Three things are ‘sufficient, that the
Christian communicate daily, or at least frequently: Dis-
cussio divini sacramenti et probacio vel cognicio sui ipsius et
sanus appetitus ad corpus Christi.

2. “De manducantibusnon indigne sacramentum. Sepe con-
fiteri peccata et manducare corpus Christi est saluberrimum
exercicium. Omnibus eciam plebeiis expedit sepe frequentare
sumpcionem sacramenti., Omnibus plebelis cotidie licet sumere
sacramentum. Eciam coniugatis licet et expedit in octo
diebus semel sumere sacramentum. Periculosum est omnibus
plebeiis et coniugatis abstinere diucius quam per octo dies a
sacramento, etc. . . .

3. ““De hiis qui indigne sumunt corpus et sanguinem Jesu
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peated, and under some circumstances daily, com-
munion. But he is not the first who has treated
this question in a literary way.

In his work itself he makes mention of his pre-
decessors in this domain. “It must be known,” says
Mathias, “that now-a-days a question is greatly
mooted, at least by ordinary and plain folk; and
that is the question of the daily or frequent re-
ception of the sacred body on the part of the
people. Some preachers permit the same, and
invite the people to the oft partaking of the
sacred body ; others set themselves against this,
and dissuade the people therefrom, under the be-

Christi. . . . In primitiva ecclesia cottidie communicabant
plebeii . . . ideo est nunc sepe populo dei sumendum dei
sacramentum.

4. “De communione sacramenti cotidiana in primitiva
ecclesia.

5. ‘“ De modis et habitudinibus corporis Jesu Christi.

6. ““De statuis in templis et imaginibus, que distrahunt
honoremdeisacramenti’’ (Abstracts in Palacky, Die Vorldufer
des Husitenthums in Bihmen, 78, 79). ’

7. “De plenitudine sacrificii in altari . . . Manducacio
crebra huius sacrificii nostri totum hominem sanat intus et
extra in anima et corpore.

8. ¢ De excusacionibus irracionabilibus non frequentandi . . .
Sumentes cotidie vel frequenter Christi Jesu corpus et san-
guinem magis ipsum per hoc honorant quam illi, qui ob
reverenciam Christi corporis dissuadent et repellunt a sacra-
mento christianos ; magis per hoc inhonorant Jesum Christum
crucifixum et eius sacramentum.

9. “De quibusdam naturalibus impedimentis frequentandi
divinum sacramentum . . . Qualiter coniugati se gerere
debent . . . mulier menstruata non est prohibenda a frequenti
sacramenti communione . . . Homines qui habent propositum
firmum continendi non impediuntur per pollucionem in somp-
niis a frequenti sacramenti sumpcione . . .

10. ““ De racionabilibus excusacionibus a frequenti com-
munione sacramenti abstinendi.”

The two last distinctions are wanting in this MS.
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lief that frequent communion is not salutary for
them.” ! '

From this declaration of Mathias we perceive that
not only learned groups, but even the common
people, were for a time held under the power of an
intense interest in this question. Mathias himself
examines which of the two parties has on its side
the authority of Scripture, the utterances of the
fathers, and the views of learned men. The opinion
of Mathias met with widespread approbation, as we
must conclude from the repeated occurrence of this
judgment in ancient MSS. The other judgments,
too, are still to be found in ancient MSS. Thus, for
instance, we form the acquaintance, in a MS. of the
Prague cathedral chapter,? of all those men who,
during the fourteenth century, wrote on the frequent
reception of the communion, and we find in it the
proof passages that could be adduced in favour
thereof. Mathias of Janow heads the array. In the
second place is mentioned John Horlean, doctor of
theology and of Canon Law, who, in dealing with the
thesis, whether a layman might come forward once
each week to partake of the Supper,’ returned an affir-

' Cod. un. Prag., I11. A. 10. *Sciendum est quippe, quod
in temporibus que nunc currunt questio multum invaluit,
saltem inter communes et simplices de manducacione coti-
diana vel crebra a plebeiis .. . . et quidam doctores vel pre-
dicatores concedunt ut dictum est et invitant populos ad
cotidianam vel crebram sacramenti altaris participium cor-
porale . . . alii sunt, qui ex adverso reclamant et contrarium
nituntur summis conatibus inducere et persuadere videlicet,
quod nequaquam sit bonum sepe laicos Christi corpore et
sanguine saciari.”

* See above.

* ¢ Queritur an persona laica possit singulis septimanis sus-
cipere Corpus Christi.”’ ’
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mative answer. In the third place is mentioned the
magister and canon, Franciscus of Heiligenkreuz
in Breslau, director of the parish there. The fre-
quenting of the sacrament once a week was advocated
by him,! as also by his countryman and colleague,
the Master Wendelar, Dean of Heiligenkreuz.? A
high reputation was enjoyed, in his day, by Mathaus
of Cracow, Doctor of Theology at the University of
Prague.® He was made Bishop of Worms in 1405.
On account of his services he was created chancellor,
by King Rupert. He died in March 1410. How
great was the authority he enjoyed as Professor of
Theology at the University of Prague is evident
from the fact that the university appointed him
envoy to the Pope Urban VI. He was one of the
most enthusiastic advocates of Church reform. Even
the theme which he chose for his discourse in the
presence of Urban VI is highly characteristic.*

! ¢ Omnibus diebus dominicis communicandum hortor, si
tamen mens in affectu non sit. . . .’

2 <¢Quia non est dies, quo non sit opus huius percepcione.”

3 See Ullmann, Dze Reformatoren vor der Reformation,
i. 279. Palacky, Lechler, and others speak of him also as
Mathzus of Krakow, in Pomerania, but in Andrew of Ratisbon
I find the passage :—‘‘ Secundum quod petivit, quod ea mortua
erigeret studium generale in Cracovia quod eciam fecit et hoc
principaliter per magistrum Mathzum qui postea factus est

- episcopus Wormaciensis, quem ad hoc specialiter vocavit, eo
quod de Cracovia esset oriundus.’® Hofler, Geschickhischr., ii.
433. In the Prague university register likewise he is named
Matheus de Cracovia; see Mon. kist. un. Prag., i. 135.
Repeatedly do Poles receive under him the Master’s degree;
see #b7d., 180, 197.

*+ < Sermo quem fecit magister Mathzus, scilicet de Cracovia,
sacre theologie ‘doctor coram Urbano Papa V1., cum esset am-
basciator studii Pragensis.”” The theme runs thus:—*‘‘ Quo-
modo facta est meretrix civitas fidelis.” (MS. of the Olmiitz
Studienbibliothek.) He enlarges on the thought how difficult
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Mathzus of Cracow is the author of a tractate, in
which reason and conscience hold a dialogue on the
duty of partaking of the communion.! This tractate,
which was exceedingly popular in its time, and was
translated into the national languages—namely,
German and Czech--reminds in many respects of
the writings of German mystics. The understanding
stimulates the conscience to a more frequent partak-
ing of the sacrament; the latter hesitates from ex-
cessive fear. Then the understanding discusses the
nature of the sacrament of the altar, in which
the Godhead is mysteriously contained. To partake
of this must afford infinite solace and profit. Itis
laid on the priest as a duty to present the same.
Yes, thinks the conscience—and we find here a note
of accord with the corresponding doctrine of the

it is to speak in presence of the Pope; but yet more perilous
is it to be silent, where one can aid in an effectual manner in
freeing Christendom of its sufferings. Never were there so
many Antichrists as now: ‘innumerabiles sunt defectus et
mala clericorum, et ob hoc incurabilis videtur esse morbus.”’
The Church can be reformed only ¢ si rectores lucerent doctrina
salutari, eminerent vita exemplari, ferverent zelo regulari.’”” He
speaks also against first-fruits and procuration moneys. Of
like contents also is his writing, De sgualoridus curie Romane
(see Walch, Monumenta medii @vz, i.), which was composed
between 1389 and 1403 (Lechler, /. ¢., 133).

! ““Tractatus de quodam conflictu racionis et conciencie de
communione eukaristie sacramenti’’ (Cod. Bibl. Mellicensis,
M. 19), is to be met with in all the larger libraries of Austria, -
Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia, etc.; e.g. Wittengau, Breslau,
Prague. As a contest of reason: Prague Univ. Library, xvi.
F. 8, etc. In addition to those works of Mathzus of Cracow,
which are already mentioned in Balbin, Bokemia docta, 1
make further mention of a Tractatus de contractibus, Tracta-
tus de arte moriendi, De disposicione communicantis, expos-
icio super Cant. Canticorum, Epistolea, and four others, in the
Breslau University Library. Smaller works in Codd, 1 Q.
372, 383. Breslau Town Library, 1606.
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Wiclifites—the priest, who is himself in a condition
of sin, cannot worthily administer it, at least before
God, who knows everything, and if he does it, not-
withstanding, it redounds to the hurt of the people,
and still more of himself. The understanding now
speaks much about the sweetness of the sacrament,
of which one ought to partake, when the Godhead as
it were commands it. In this strain the dialogue
continues.! We see that Mathzus of Cracow, too, is
in favour of the frequent reception of the communion.

Adalbertus Ranconis de Ericinio, likewise, at the
request of the priest of St. Martin's by the Hospital,
in the old town of Prague, made known his judgment
on the question in dispute.? He cannot pronounce
an unqualified commendation of the practice of
frequently communicating ; he speaks of the perils
of an unworthy communion. Yet he has no wish to
discourage therefrom, for it is at all events more
praiseworthy to partake of this sacrament than to
refrain from it, seeing that it enkindles, augments,
and strengthens love, 3

To the judgment of Adalbertus Ranconis, the
Minorite Daniel has respect, in his work “ De septem
profectibus religionis.”

! “Error plurimorum qui multum affligunt se, ieiunant, orant,
et vigilant eciam in tantum, quod sensus obruitur et ab omni
devocione impeditur pocius quam promovetur, et habent aliqua
de viciis in se,’” etc. . . . The further analysis, see in Hofler,
Concilia Pragensia, LV.

? ¢« Determinacio venerabilis Adalberti Ranconis, magistri

in artibus et doctoris, . . . . dilecto suo Martino p}ehano ad
sanctum Martinum prope hospitale civitatis maioris Pra-
gensis.”

3 ¢ Laudabilius est ad hoc sacramentum accedere, quam se
abstinere.”’
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One of the most renowned monks of the Konigsal
cloister, who is often spoken of as the author of the
“ Malogranatum,” ! and whose piety, as is told to his
praise, was so great that he laid down the abbacy
for the sake of his devotion, likewise expressed
himself in a dissertation in favour of frequent
communion.

With special warmth and fervour did a “ venerable
man and illustrious preacher”—his name is not
given in all MSS,, but it is no other than Milicz 2—
likewise enter upon this subject. This he did in
his postil, which he entitled “Gracia Dei”—the
grace of God. This illustrious preacher advocated
the daily, or at least frequent, observance of the
communion. 3

Then a series of earlier testimonies are adduced.
First the unknown author of the tractate, “ De septem
sacramentis et de Eucharistia;” then Simon de
Cassia, in his tractate, “ad Abolendos cotidianos
defectus ;” this is followed by the decision of the
masters of a certain college,* the views of the
magister Bonaventura, of the magister Amandus in
his tractate, “ Horologium Sapiencie.” Further we
find the gloss on the passage from 1 Cor. xi., “ Qui
enim manducat ;” then the verdicts of Thomas de
Aquino, Bernard of Clairveaux, Alanus, Innocent III,,
in his book on the Mass,® then of Cassianus,
Anselm, Casarius, Crisarius, St. Augustine, Ambrose,

' It is the Abbot Gallus.

2 As he is also named in the text of Hofler, ii. 61.

3 «“Donec illo =ternaliter saciemur;’’ see the Geschicht-
schreiber der husit, Bewegunyg, ii., 61.

¢ ¢t Determinacio magistrorum cuiusdam collegii.’’

2 In libro de missa.
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Jerome, Anacletus, and St. Paul. Altogether twenty-
eight witnesses are cited, and then the historic deve-
lopment of the subject is briefly set forth. “In the
early Church, all who attended the mass, clergy and
laity, received the communion; afterwards it was
fixed that the communion should be received only
on Sundays; from the days of the Pope Fabian it
became the custom to approach the Supper thrice
in the year, and from the time of Innocent III. the
regulation was made that people should communicate
at least once in the year, to wit, at Easter.”

We see how not only monks, but also, and in
particular, learned circles were intently occupied with
the doctrine of the Supper. In the first place, it is
true, on that practical side which has been. above
discussed. For the rest, the number of those who
have taken up the pen on this question is not
exhausted with the persons above named. The
same object was pursued by the Olmiitz official,
Sander.! He advocated, in general, the more fre-
quent reception of the communion ; yet he, too, like
Mathias of Janow, has some scruples, and the reasons
he brings forward against daily communion are
mostly similar to those of Mathias.

Of this lively movement the Synodal Statutes of
Prague likewise bear witness. The synod of the

' A MS. of the Olmiitz Studzenbibliothe’ (1. vi. 25) contains
a tractate, ‘“ Hec sunt extracta per dominum officialem magis-
trum Sanderum pro domino Petro beate memorie contra mur-
murantes et impedire volentes sacram communionem.’’ Sander
was in the year 1399 prebendary in Olmiitz. In Ced., II. iv.
11, the observation is met with: ¢ Istum librum ligavit m.
Zanderus can. Olom. et dedit domui vallis Josaphat 1399,
tempore domini Stephani,’”’ z.e.,- the well-known opponent of
Hus, Stephen of Dolein.
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year 1389, at which Mathias of Janow retracted
some of his doctrines, entered also upon a course of
opposition to the urgency, now becoming more and-
more impetuous, with which a daily participation in
the communion was sought. “In like manner,”
reads the retractation of Mathias, “I say that people
of the secular order are not to be invited to a daily
participation in the communion. In like manner,
not everyone who is in the first stage of his repent-
ance is straightway to be urged to receive the
sacrament. So likewise not everyone without dis-
tinction is to be admitted to the communion of the
Lord’s body.”! The sentence pronounced by the
synod upon Mathias was that he be suspended for
half-a-year from hearing confessions, and administer-
ing the sacrament beyond the limit of his own parish
church.

In the recantation there is, as will be seen, no
word of the Supper under botk forms, and the
magister, John of Rokyzan, who maintained in pre-
sence of the Council of Basle that Mathias of Janow
was the first who favoured the communion under
two kinds, has manifestly the above judgment before
" his mind, which is uttered only against the daily
reception of the sacrament. How little Mathias
was reconciled to the decision of the synod is evident
from his melancholy exclamation: “Ah, wretched
man that I am! they have compelled me by their
furious bawling at that synod to join in saying that

' Although De Fanow (as is read by Hofler, Conc. Prag.,
37, and Palacky, Dec., 69%) does not stand in the MS., yet
there is no reason to doubt that the revocation- pertains to
Janow.
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believers in general are not to be invited to daily
communion.”

Into these endeavours Hus likewise enters. In
his tractate composed during his imprisonment at
Constance, he still expresses himself on the more
frequent reception of the sacrament of the altar, in
similar, if not identical, language with that of Janow
and his predecessors. He looks upon it as wicked-
ness that men will communicate only in the hour
of their death, or not even then.! This, however,
is one of the not very numerous points on which, as
already observed, we find Hus in harmony with one
of his so-called precursors. Yet in connection with
this, it is not of necessity to be assumed that Hus
was led by Janow in particular to the consideration
of these matters.’

! ¢Sed iam vult consummari malicia, quod quidam tantum
in agone mortis volunt et alii nunquam manducare dominicum.
sacramentum.”’ Hus, Opera, i. 41 6.



CHAPTER IV.
WICLIFISM IN BOHEAMIA.

HE last years of Wiclif’s life were spent in the
parish of Lutterworth, where he himself held

the office of parish priest. There he died, on Syl-
vester’'s Day, 1384. His adherents, upon whom was
bestowed the name of Lollards during the first years
after his death, already formed a strong party. Until
the year 1395 they struck ever deeper roots among
the people, so that they could cherish the hope of
being able to carry into effect a radical reform in
the ecclesiastical and political affairs of England. It
was only when Thomas of Arundel occupied the see
of Canterbury in 1396, and in particular when the
new dynasty of Lancaster ascended the throne of
England, 1399, that State and Church combined
their efforts for the extirpation of Wiclifism. In
swift succession the deadly blows followed one an-
other. After the University of Oxford had been
subjected to a ‘thorough purgation, the highest
authorities among the doctors there pronounced two
hundred and sixty-seven propositions out of Wiclif’s
writings to be erroneous and heretical. When, after-
wards, in the year 1417, Sir John Oldcastle, the
good Lord Cobham, died at the stake, the Lollards
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were at length forced from a position which compelled
respect, and driven to occupy a situation wherein they
appeared more and more as sectaries! Henry IV,
and, yet more, his son of the same name, persecuted
them with unrelenting severity : “Henry V. unfurled
the banner against them,” says the Hammer of the
Wiclifites, Thomas Netter, of Walden.? The followers
of Wiclif were now looked upon not only as the
enemies of God, but also as enemies of the King ;
the ecclesiastical and secular interests were blended
in a common cause. As enemies of the King, the
Wiclifites were to be hanged ; as héretics, to be burned.

To the introduction of these severe measures, the
things which were being enacted in Bohemia beyond
doubt contributed in no slight measure. In that
land had arisen—certainly as early as 1403, perhaps
somewhat earlier-—an apostle of Wiclif's doctrine,
who proclaimed, at first softly and with hesitation,
but afterwards with ever augmenting zeal and lasting
effect, the doctrines of the English master. It was
JoHN OF HUSINEC, as he is called in the earliest
authentic documents, or, as he was wont to call him-
self from the year 1396, simply HUS. Neither the
day nor the year of his birth is found noted down by

! Lechler, Yokann von Wiclif, ii. 107.

2 <« Doctrinale fidei ecclesie prolog.: Rex Henricus V. in
ipso regni sui primordio primo contra Wiclefistas hereticos
erexit vexillum . . . . Omnes Wiclefistze sicut Dei proditores
essent, sic proditores regni.’”’ With regard to the subsequent
quotations made in this chapter, be it observed that Netter
looks upon the Bohemian incidents simply as the extension of
the Wiclifite movement. . His polemic in general is directed
only against Wiclif, nzever against Hus. ‘‘Scripturus contra
Wiclefistas, . . . qui hodie totam invasere Bohemiam.”” Wiclif
is for him the third Herod, etc.

5
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any early authority. On the testimony of a later
and uncertain source, 1369 has been accepted as the
year of his birth. If within recent years the 6th
July has been assigned as the day of his birth,! the
reason is to be sought only in the incident that the
6th July has been observed in Bohemia as Hus’
anniversary—certainly not because this was his birth-
day, but the day of his death; in a certain sense, it
is true, the day of his birth. That the 6th July was
observed as the day of the “/oly martyr” Hus, is
quite distinctly remarked in sources belonging to the
Hussite period? His parents seem not to have been
particularly well-to-do. Hus, as afterwards Luther,
passed the first years of his student life in a state of
privation ; by singing in the churches,and by menial
services, he earned his bread® He had several
brothers and sisters. About the sons of a brother—
the brother himself seems to have been already
dead—he manifested a touching concern, even during
the last days of his life. They were to be put to a
trade ; for he was afraid lest, if they should devote
themselves to the spiritual estate, they might not be
able to preserve this sufficiently holy.*

He himself in early youth contemplated the clerical
office, According to his own words, he had mainly
in view, in so doing, the comfortable life led by the
clergy.

! Tomek, Dejepis Praky, iii. 4 Lechler, Z c., ii. 133.

z See my essay on Nicholas ’gempelfeld Arch. fur iost.
Gesch., 61, g9, 1.

s Tomek e, 1}

* Doc. mag. Hus.,120: *“ Recommendo tibi fratres meos .
filios fratris . . mei, dispone ad artificium. ... quia timeo,
ne si venirent ad statum spiritualem, illum non servent sicut
deberent.”’



EARLY LIFE OF HUS. 67

The higher studies he pursued in Prague. His
successes in study do not seem to have attracted
the attention of his teachers to him: it is observed
that in the series of those who graduated with him
he is always mentioned in the middle! Of his
teachers he made mention in after life; above all, of
the magister Stanislas of Znaim, with whom it is
well known he lived during his last years in bitter
feud. Stephen of Palecz, too, his chief opponent
at the council, unquestionably exerted great influ-
ence upon him. In a sermon preached by him on
the commemoration day of Charles IV.? he passes in
review the men who had made a deep impression on
him: “What would our teachers, the professors of
sacred theology, say, if they could still answer ? What
Master Nicholas, with the appellation Biceps, the
acute dialectician; Adalbertus Ranconis, the most
eloquent orator ;* Nicholas of Leitomischl, the excel-
lent counsellor ; Stephen of Kolin, the ardént friend
of his country ; John Stekna, the preacher with the
trumpet voice; Peter Stupna, the admirable musi-
cian ?” He, moreover, speaks with affection of the
mathematician Janko, and of the distinguished poet
Rachorowitz. Of special inclinations of Hus we

! Palacky, Gesck. v. Bohmen, iii. 1, 191.
* ¢¢Sermo in commemoracione Karoli imperatoris, pronun-
ciatus ad S. Clementem prope pontem Pragz.”” Opera, ii.

4o ff.

* Adalbert died in 1388, During this year he was prevented
by illness from giving his lectures (his will bears date of 3rd
March). That he was long confined by suffering appears from
a letter of Jenzenstein (Arck. dst. Gesck., 55, 132). The year
1387 must accordingly have been lost for his work as a teacher,
and Hus must have been his pupil before this. Consequently,
on this ground also, the birth of Hus cannot be placed in 1369.
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learn but little. In his testament, which he drew
up in the form of a letter, addressed to his disciple
Martin, he bewails that he once found delight in
" certain outward things—the wearing of fine clothes,
etc,—led astray, as he adds in a tone of excuse, by
the evil habitude of man! He also took a liking
for chess. Of his passionateness and arrogance, and
in particular of his shrewdness, various instances are
given ; that his studies did not extend beyond the
circle of scholastic theology has been pointed out
within the last few years.?

In September 1393 he graduated as Bachelor of
Arts, a year later as Bachelor of Divinity; and finally,
in 1396, as Master of Arts. The doctor’s degree he
never took. From the year 1398 he delivered lectures
as a public teacher at the university. Here he must
have risen quickly in general estimation, for in a
short time offices and dignities were bestowed upon
him ; in 1401 he was made dean of the faculty of
philosophy, and in the following year rector. The
rectorship he occupied for a half year—namely, up
to the end of April 1403.

To men like Andrew of Brod, Stephen of Palecz,
~ and others, he was attached by warm affection for
the national interests. His profound piety and his
talent as a preacher found their recognition in the
fact that, though he had received priests’ orders only
in the year 1400, he obtained as early as two years
after this the office of preacher at the Bethlehem
Chapel, as rector of which he was required in the

' Doc., 74.
? The documentary evidences for this are given by Berger,
Hus, 38, 30.
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terms of the foundation to proclaim the Word of
God in the Czechist language on all Sundays and
holy days! This Bethlehem, the scene of his
triumphs, became to him in reality a home, to which
he was ever ardently attached. Even as a student
he was made acquainted, it is true, with the philo-
sophical views of Wiclif. That he availed himself
of Wiclif’s treatises of this tenour as early as 1398
may be held as proved in the present day; but
Wiclif’s influence was of importance for him only
when he caunght sight of the first theological tractates
of the Reformer? From this moment he first entered
upon that line of action in ‘'which he attained to his
true significance. Until then filled to the depth of
his soul with reverence for the Church’s rites and its
means of grace, he now began his zealous opposition
to the same,

Between the universities of Prague and Oxford
there existed connecting links from early times. A
law of the philosophic faculty of 2oth April, 1367,
.determined that the bachelors in their lectures should
make use of the note-books of well-known masters
belonging to the universities of Prague, Paris, or
Oxford : only doctors and masters were permitted

! With many historians of earlier and more recent date is
found the erroneous assertion that there were till then no
churches in Prague where the people could hear preaching in
the Czech mother-tongue. To that which has been cited by
Berger, Fohannes Hus und Konig Sigismund, 71, we have
to add the classic passage of Ludolph of Sagan, a contempo-
rary who studied at Prague about 1370, cap. 30: ‘‘ Et quidem
ibi fuit ab olim permixtus populus de utroque ydiomate et ideo
rectores ecclesiarum prius predicabant libere in quocunque
istorum ydeomatum prout sue plebi viderant expedire.”

* Lechler, Fokann v. Wiclsf, ii. 135.
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to lecture from their own note-books! Thus the
magister Adalbert Ranconis boasts in his teaching
of having always followed the sacred and distinguished
doctors of the renowned universities—those at Paris
and Oxford. At both universities, it is probable,
Ranconis had studied ; he was tutor in Paris, and,
as we must infer from an observation he made in
reply to Archbishop John of Jenzenstein, in Oxford
also, before he began his labours in Prague? That
the attendance at the English university on the part
of Bohemian students was nothing rare, we see from
the testament of Ranconis. The attendance at the
English university became more frequent after the
sister of Wenzel, Anne of Luxemburg, was married to
King Richard II. in 1382. In her service there were
to be found many of her countrymen, and even
in the service of leading Englishmen were staying
people from Bohemia® From .this time dates the
diffusion of Wiclif’s writings in Prague. That we
have at least to suppose this during the latter half
of ‘the ninth decade of the fourteenth century, is
apparent even from the saying of Hus, by way of
answer to the Englishman Stokes in 1411: “I, and
the members of our university, have possessed and
read those books now for twenty years and more”*
And similar is the well-known declaration of King
Sigismund, at the time of the Council of Constance :

1 MM. univ. Prag., i. 41, 50.

* Archiv fir osterr. Gesck., 57, 11, 71. “Te demum in
Orxoniensi pariter et Parisiensi studiis nullum tibi errorem
impositum ad revocandum astruis,”’ Jenzenstein cries to him.

* Hofler, Anna von Luxemburg, 83, 93. Lindner, Gesck.
des d. Reickes unter Wenzel, i. 118 ff.

4 Opera, i. 108.
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“Truly I was but a youth when this sect arose and
spread in Bohemia, and behold to what strength it
has already attained.”! This intercourse must have
continued without remission up to the death of the
queen, Anne, in 1394 ; even afterwards it was not
entirely interrupted.?

As regards the question by whom Wiclif’s writings

were brought into Bohemia, various answers were re-
" turned as early as the middle of the fifteenth century.
It is significant that a man who lived in the midst of
that age, and regarded with searching glance the
movement in Bohemia from its earliest beginnings—
the Silesian, Ludolph of Sagan——declares that he
knows not who brought the heretical writings of the
Englishman to Prague} A member of his cloister
was able a half century later to relate that the
Bohemians, desirous of being able to cope with the
Germans in theological lore, sent to Oxford two of
their countrymen, who were distinguished above
others by particular talents; namely, the Master
John Hus and Jerome of Prague. There the two
men formed an acquaintance with Wiclif’s writings.*
That there is not a spark of truth in this piece of
information is easily shown: Hus was never in
Oxford, and Jerome was not sent there by the people
of Prague, far less with the alleged intent.

But equally inaccurate is the statement of Enea
Silvio, that a man of an illustrious house, Faulfisch

V' Documenta mag. Foann. Hus, 315.

t Lechler, Wiclif, il. 113.

* Ludolph of Sagan, ‘‘Tractatus de longevo schismate,”’
cap. 27 (in my edition, p. 425).

* Catalog. abb. Sag., SS. rer. Sti., ii. 283.
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by name, brought over with him the first copies of
Wiclif’s writings to Prague! There is notably a
confounding with that Nicholas Faulfisch, who, in
company with another student, brought to Prague
a document, wherein the University of Oxford, on
the 5th October, 1406, pronounced for the orthodoxy
of Wiclif.

The prebendary Nicholas Tempelfeld of Brieg,
one of the most passionate opponents of King
George of Podiebrad, speaks of the doctrines of
Wiclif as brought into Bohemia by certain English-
men, whose names he does not mention? He has
manifestly in view the magister Peter Payne, who
from 1410 to 1415 occupied the dignity of Vice-
principal of St. Edmund’s Hall in Oxford, and
afterwards went to Bohemia, where he took the
liveliest interest in religious questions,. He was to
the end of his life a zealous Wiclifite, and died only
in the year 1455—three years before Tempelfeld
composed his tractate.

Just as little credence is due to the report of
Stanislas of Welwar, who appears in the year 1455
as dean of the faculty of artists in Prague, and was
afterwards made canon of Prague. A discourse of
his is still extant?in which he relates that a bachelor

.Y Hist. Bok., 35. Enea’s account of the matter passed into
most of the later books of history, since his history of
Bohemia was greatly read. Comp. Meisterlin’s CAronik von
Nirnberg, Chroniken der d. Stidte, iii., 171—3.

6 * See my paper on Tempelfeld in the A»ck. fur ost. Gesch.,

I, 135.

* ¢*QOracio reverendi magistri Stanislai de Welwar canonici
Pragensis ecclesie,”” in Cod. unsv. Prag. xi. C. 8, 280, 281 ;
printed in the Geschichischredber der husit, Beweg.. iii., 179;
comp. Palacky, Die Geschickte des Husilenthums, 116,



DIFFUSION OF WICLIF'S WRITINGS. 73

of the University of Prague was sent to Oxford to
ascertain whether it was a fact that Wiclif had been
condemned by the Archbishop of Canterbury and
many bishops. The bachelor obtained possession
of a certificate of the University of Oxford, erased
the writing down as far as the seal, and then wrote
upon the parchment a commendation of Wiclif’s
writings. Coming to his death-bed he repented of
the act, and spoke of it in the presence of Sigismund
of Gistebnitz, saying that he had never in his life
committed a worse offence than this, It will be
seen that we have here only to do with another
redaction of the story of Nlcholas Faulfisch, fabri-
cated for a specific end.

The report of Stanislas of We