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PREFACE

THis BOOK, in essence, is a sequel to my earlier study: John Zitka and
the Hussite Revolution (Princeton 1955). There, I had tried to write an
up-to-date account and interpretation of the early, militant phases of
Hussitism, which I still believe to be the first and thus the most daring
and pioneering of the great European revolutions which did so much
to change the character and structure of Western society. I had also
tried to draw attention to some forms in which Hussitism as a social
and religious movement (and even as a phase of military-technological
progress) anticipated and pioneered for similar developments of the
sixteenth century, notably the German and Swiss Reformations. In con-
centrating now (without any attempt at chronological completeness)
upon the Podébradian age I hope to present another aspect in the devel-
opment of the last great and active phase of the history of the Czech
people and state in times of transition from the medieval to the modern
world.

In Czech historiography of the nineteenth century, especially by Pa-
lacky, the Podébradian age was generally still considered the second
act of the historical drama of Hussitism, another wave of militant de-
termination and heroism with which this small nation defended its ref-
ormation, thereby playing a European role far beyond its numerical
strength. Some special justification for this view seemed to arise out of
the fact that these same years witnessed the gestation and birth of one
of the most important developments of early Protestantism: the Unitas
fratrum or Unity of Czech Brethren. Its growth to real greatness, how-
ever, belongs mainly to a later age.

This nineteenth-century view which, with minor exceptions, looked
at the Podébradian age with essentially positive value judgments was
not shared by some German Catholic historians but was essentially
maintained by Urbanek, the Czech historian who specialized in this
field during the last four decades. Some recent Czech interpretations, on
the other hand, have taken a less positive view of the Podébradian age,
considering it essentially as the first part of the process of the re-strength-
ening of feudalism.

While T agree with some of the younger Czech historians that
the Podébradian age can hardly be considered a true continuation of
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the great revolutionary phase of Hussitism, I cannot help feeling that
the characterization of this age as essentially a return to feudalism is
an over-simplification. George, indeed, arose from a background of
largely feudalist interests and ideas, but he succeeded in freeing him-
self from them to a remarkable extent, and he used his growing strength
to open the way toward a development parallel, in many regards, to
Western-European developments, especially to the Tudor phase of Eng-
lish history. This vigorous if short-lived development of “Tudorism”
in Bohemia is, as I have tried to show, one of the most important char-
acteristics of the Pod€bradian era. It was not because of but in spite of
George’s life and work (and partly because of his early death) that in
the half-century after him that type of late feudalism known as the
“standestaat” prevailed. This destroyed, I think, the chance, still open
in George’s time, for a monarchy that combined effective central power
with constitutionalism and that was able to achieve a form of internal
balance among the social forces inside the Czech realm. Therewith,
also, disappeared all hope for a sounder development and, as its pos-
sible result, for a stronger state than the one which perished in 1620.

This book has been long in the making, for I have had to suspend
work on it frequently for periods of many months. This caused some
unforeseen difficulties, partly also because new material came out while
the work was already in a progressed state. Thus the fourth volume of
Rudolf Urbanek’s great Vék podébradsky appeared (in 1962) at a time
when I had already finished that part of this study dealing with the pe-
riod covered in Urbanek’s last volume: the years 1460 to 1464. It did not
induce me to undertake any major revisions either of the factual nar-
rative or the interpretation of the developments of that time, but it did
bring some materials and facts into focus which had so far been neg-
lected or misunderstood by earlier Czech and German historiography.
Thus it certainly asked for another careful review of what I had writ-
ten on this middle phase of King George’s reign, and resulted in a num-
ber of minor clarifications and corrections.

The list of my obligations to helpful institutions and individuals is
a long one. Much of my initial work for this undertaking was done
during a two-year membership at the Institute for Advanced Study at
Princeton. I am deeply grateful to its director, Dr. J. Robert Oppen-
heimer, to its School of Historical Studies and especially to its distin-
guished medievalist, Ernst Kantorowicz, whose recent death is greatly
mourned by his friends and disciples. I also want to mention the help
that the librarians of the Institute, just as later those of the University
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of Alberta, Calgary, gave me in their effort to obtain by inter-library
loan works which were not easy to locate. I am greatly obliged to Dr.
Francis Wagner, of the Library of Congress, who gave me generous
help by drawing my attention to relevant works in Magyar on the prob-
lems of Hungarian-Czech relations and developments in the era of
George of Podébrady and Matthias Corvinus and who presented me
with a special bibliography containing extended quotations on these
topics. I also owe warm thanks to my friend Prof. Peter Glockner of the
University of Alberta, Calgary, who translated for me—since I do not
read Hungarian—much interpretive writing of recent or contempo-
rary Hungarian historians. (Luckily no original material from Hun-
garian sources of the fifteenth century is in any language other than
Latin.)

Relating to source material my position was, during those last few
years, better than it had been when I worked on my Zi#ka. In 1960 a
travel and research grant from the Canada Council gave me the chance
to spend a substantial part of the summer in Prague and to make use
of libraries and archives there and in Moravia. Throughout my stay
there I had the support of the Historical Institute of the Czechoslovak
Academy of Science, of its director Dr. Josef Macek, and especially of
Dr. FrantiSek Graus, to whom I am very grateful. I am also indebted
to Dr. Emma Urbankov4, Director of the Manuscript Department of
the National (University) Library in Prague. I was glad that I was still
able to visit and consult her distinguished father, Prof. Rudolf Urbanek,
at the time the greatest authority on the Podébradian era, whose death,
in 1962, has unfortunately deprived us of the hope to see the monu-
mental torso of his great work finished by his own hands. Of high value
for me was the chance to meet and discuss issues connected with my
work with Dr. F. M. Barto$, Professor Emeritus at the Comenius Evan-
gelical Theological Faculty in Prague, as well as with Dr. Jif{ Kejf of
the Institute for Legal History of the Academy of Science. During my
visit to several Moravian archives (partly connected with this book) Dr.
Ladislav Hosak and Dr. Jaroslav Marek kindly gave me their assistance.

The Bohemian aspects of the Podébradian story are, of course, so in-
timately intertwined with developments in Austria and other parts of
the Holy Roman Empire that visits to places there in 1960 (and, again
financed by the Canada Council, in 1963) were useful. In Vienna Pro-
fessor Alphons Lhotsky gave me his support. In the German Federal
Republic I am obligated to Professor Hermann Heimpel, Director of
the Max Planck-Institut fiir Geschichte in Géttingen, under whose di-
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rection the great documentary collection of the Deutsche Reichstags-
akten is now beginning to fill the large lacuna which had remained
in the second half of the fifteenth century. Following his suggestions,
three of the editors of volumes due to appear before long made parts of
their collections of texts and notes accessible to me in manuscript form.
The value of this important source work for studies in this period will
fully emerge only when the new volumes are available in print. But
even to the extent that I have had access to them I profited much, and
shall remain most grateful to Professor Hellmut Weigel in Erlangen,
Dr. Irmgard Most in Freiburg, and Dr. Henny Griineisen in Gottingen,
all of whom were generous in their interest and help. Frau Dr. Most in
particular went out of her way, at what was for her an especially trying
time, to make interesting material available to me and discuss some of
it with me in detail.

As with earlier publications my wife has been an indefatigable helper,
by providing me with masses of excerpts at the time of research, and by
typing and re-typing the manuscript. The dedication of this book to her
can only be a small token of my thankfulness. = . -

Calgary, Alberta, April 1964.
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CHAPTER 1

INTERREGNUM AND ANARCHY

In THE course of the last five or six centuries there occurred in Europe
hundreds of violent upheavals, some within the frame of a city or town,
others regional, still others nationwide or even crossing national bor-
derlines. All of them are significant as they usually indicate that
processes of longer duration resulted in socio-structural and socio-
ideological changes and tensions with which the existing political sys-
tems and powers were no longer able to cope successfully by suppres-
sion or peaceful adaptation.

Events of this type took place, for instance, when in a medieval city
a strengthened urban middle class, reinforced mainly by its craft
guilds, rebelled against and overthrew the rule of a resisting but no
longer potent patrician oligarchy. Limited but temporarily successful
peasant rebellions occurred in many parts of Europe. It is probably
a question of semantics whether all, many or a few of such uprisings
should be dignified by the term “revolution.” But there certainly are
a few such events whose significance was extraordinary in that they
drew the social fabric of a whole nation into the process of their
violent tremors, thereby substantially altering existing power relation-
ships and social structures in that nation, and even spilling over its
borders into other regions and to other peoples. These were the truly
great revolutions. There were just five or six of them in as many cen-
turies of European history.

It was the extraordinary fate of a small nation of Slav origin,
the Czechs, to have experienced, or it may be said achieved, the very
first of those great and historically consequential and productive
upheavals: the Hussite one.* It had been prepared by a mainly spirit-

1 For the most recent treatment in English see the present author’s book, John Zitka and the
Hussite Revolution, Princeton, 1955 (later cited as Heymann, Zi$ka). This includes a bibli-
ography on primary and secondary sources. Publication of a new work in two volumes, prob-
ably to be called Husitské revoluce, by the greatest living Czech authority on Hussitism, Prof.
F. M. Barto}, is impending within the framework of the large standard work on Czech
history, Ceské Déjiny (started by Novotny). It will be a continuation of Barto}’ previous work
on the times of Hus (Cechy v dobé Husovs, Prague, 1947). On some important aspects of

the Hussite revolution, mainly in relation to the Taborite movement, see the works by J.
Macek, especially his Tdbor v husitském revoluénim hnuti, 2 vols., Prague, 1955, 1956.
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INTERREGNUM AND ANARCHY

ual rebellion against the strongest single power structure within Bo-
hemia and indeed in most of Europe, the Roman Catholic Church. It
was something of a historical irony that a movement which in itself
had been an attempt at changing and reforming this structure, the
Conciliar Movement, had in its first great and partially successful
effort, at the Council of Constance, put on trial and burned as a
heretic the Prague Master John Hus, and this in spite of a safe con-
duct given to him by the council’s protector and president: the Roman
King (later Emperor) Sigismund.

Hus was probably the greatest in a whole line of reforming religious
minds that had been active in Bohemia in the second half of the
fourteenth and in the beginning fifteenth centuries. But, besides
being a religious and ethical thinker and reformer of great purity
and enormous impact upon his countrymen, Hus had become a na-
tional symbol, and his execution in 1415 was felt by people of all
stations, including a considerable part of the high nobility, to be
an insult to the Czech nation. It was largely this common mood of
defiance which led almost the whole nation into resistance against
Sigismund, who was also King of Hungary and a younger brother
of Bohemia’s King Wenceslas IV. This resistance took the most
militant forms when, at Wenceslas’ death, Sigismund claimed his
right to succeed to the Czech crown. What had begun as a limited
rebellion in Prague, subterraneously connected with provincial and
rural movements and resistance centers, became soon a general revo-
lution against the King and the international Church organization
which backed him and his claims.

The sequence of Hussite victories over King Sigismund and the
other potentates who tried to crush the small nation of supposed
heretics remains one of the amazing epics with which historical
truth occasionally rises above dramatic imagination. But the Czech
nation, which had united in resisting the hated King, did not long
remain united. It could not possibly remain so, for among its moti-
vating, innervating powers of strength were the desires and an-
tagonisms out of which the less privileged parts of the Czech nation
—the peasants, the great majority of the townspeople, and a con-
siderable number of the less well-to-do gentry—reacted against the
pressure inflicted on them by the upper class of society. Above all,
this hostility included the overly wealthy church, but also the—
originally largely German—city aristocracy in Prague and some other
Czech cities, and those members of the Czech baronial class who

.4.



INTERREGNUM AND ANARCHY

came out for the defense of the status quo economically, politically,
and, to an increasing extent, religiously.

These antagonisms often resulted in bloody internal struggles, and
at least twice the forces of the Right tried to destroy the newly
strengthened “lower” elements forming the Center and Left to bring
about an outright restoration of much of the previous power struc-
ture, at least as far as the dominant position of the baronial class was
concerned. In 1424, in the battle of Male¥ov, Zizka, the old squire
who led the “Warriors of God,” defeated the army of lords and the
Prague Conservatives and thereby helped essentially to stabilize the
new, more balanced relation between the major social, political, and
religious groups for another decade. But in 1434, at the battle of
Lipany, the armies of the brotherhoods, Taborites and Orphans, al-
lied with the majority of the royal cities of Bohemia, were over-
come by a coalition of the Right—again lords and Prague patricians,
strengthened by some elements of the Center. Thereby the way was
paved for a “Thermidor,” implying the restoration of the last Lux-
emburg, the Emperor Sigismund, to the Czech throne as well as for
the general acceptance of the compromise essentially worked out
even earlier between the Hussites and the Council of Basel.

But if the battle of Lipany was the decisive “Thermidor” of the
Hussite Revolution it did not mean, here as in parallel developments,
that the revolution had been for nothing, had not worked any
changes of real significance. It had, for one thing, largely eliminated
the foreign, mainly German, influence in Bohemia and its impact
upon the policy of Prague and other royal cities. Far more impor-
tant, it had decisively weakened the Roman Church by depriving
her of the greater part of her enormous land holdings. From now
on the Church, earlier the strongest of all the elements in the feudal
structure of Bohemia, was limited to a much narrower economic
basis and could not even count upon recouping any substantial part
of her losses from the Catholic nobility, who had themselves been
among the main profiteers. The Church, from now on, was doubly
weakened: by the vast defection of the Hussite Utraquists and Sec-
tarians as well as by her lack of sustaining landed estates. She was
therefore partly dependent on support from outside, especially from
the Holy See, if she hoped to regain a substantial part of her lost posi-
tion in the fabric of Bohemia’s society.

Among those groups that had gained were, as mentioned before,
some of the great baronial houses, but their political influence, so

05-



INTERREGNUM AND ANARCHY

strongly weakened in the years from 1420 to 1434, had not been re-
stored to the high nobility after the end of the Revolution in a meas-
ure proportionate to their purely economic gains. This was due to
the fact that all through the revolutionary years the gentry as well
as large parts of the urban middle class had gained positions con-
siderably stronger than those they had ever occupied before. This
was true in economic terms—for they, too, had substantially par-
ticipated in the confiscation of vast ecclesiastical lands. It was true
politically, for both had participated in the increased influence of
parliamentary institutions—the snémy or diets—in those prolonged
interregnal periods when the national diets had become virtually the
only sources of authority recognized by the whole country.

The longing for a national authority strong enough to maintain
and protect internal peace was bound to become a very general de-
sire. War, foreign and domestic, had tortured the country too long
to be regarded, by the overwhelming majority of the Czech people,
with anything but loathing. Even those few who would have profited
from the prolonged anarchy would not admit this publicly. But
while the causes for and basic attitudes leading to continued strife
were complex they tended to express themselves in the same terms
that had dominated the period of open war and revolution: the
terms of the religious split. And it seemed obvious that now, and
for as long as anybody could see or plan for, religious peace, the
building and maintenance of stable bridges across the religious
schism, was the precondition of peace in general.

But, under the circumstances, there was only one basis for such
religious peace. It was the agreement between the Czech Estates and
the Council of Basel,? culminating in the document called the Com-
pacts, a sort of peace treaty which, after prolonged negotiations, had
been solemnly proclaimed by representatives of both sides (and guar-
anteed by the Emperor Sigismund) in July 1436 in the Moravian
city of Jihlava.

This agreement, therefore, played a role of cxtraordmary 1mpor-

2°The literature on. the Council, even regarding only its dealings w1th the Bohemian hcrcsy,
is tremendous. For the sources see mainly Monumenta conciliorum generalium seculi decimi
quinti; Concilium Basileense, vols. I and 1I, ed. F. Palacky and E. Birk, Vienna, 1857 and
1873; and J.-D. Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum nova collectio, vols. 29 and 30, Venice 1788,
1792. For interpretive treatments see the still lively and useful presentation in Palacky’s history
of Bohemia (German or Czech), I, 3 passim; Rudolf Urbdnek, VEk Podébradsky (Ceské
définy, ed. Novotny,: I, 1, cited later .as “Urbinck, VER”) vol. L, chaptcr 2; finally the
valuable sketch by E. F. Jacob “Thc Bohemians at the Council of Bascl ” in Prague E:mys)
ed. R. W. Seton-Watson, Oxford, 1449, pp. 81iff.
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tance in the consciousness of the Czech nation as a whole, even more
so of its Hussite majority. For them especially the Compacts were
the only possible basis for the maintenance of internal and external
peace. With the acceptance of the Compacts by Emperor and coun-
cil the Czech nation had been declared free from the unbearable
stain of heresy. Yet the document had never been officially confirmed
by the papacy. To achieve this confirmation was one of the foremost
goals of Czech official diplomacy in the periods following the end
of the great Hussite Wars. When again in 1467 the Hussite-Utraquist
majority had to take up arms in another bloody war it was, at least
in the minds of most people, again a struggle for the maintenance of
the Compacts. It is, indeed, impossible to understand this part of
Bohemia’s and Central Europe’s history without an awareness of the
issues connected with this charter,

The Compacts were, in their origin, a weakened version of another
great document, the Four Articles of Prague, which had demanded:
1. freedom of preaching; 2. freedom for everyone to receive the Holy
Eucharist in both forms (“sub utraque specie,” hence the name
“Utraquists” for the adherents of this usage); 3. a life of apostolic
poverty, without earthly possessions or earthly power, for all priests,
and 4. the eradication and punishment of all mortal sins, especially
public ones.? It was this set of demands which had united all Hussite
groups and sects during the long revolutionary war. In the Com-
pacts,” the articles about the freedom of preaching and the punish-
ment of mortal sins were accepted in a general way but with more
precise definitions of those who should have the right to preach,
practically excluding all those not ordained, and of the authorities
who should be entitled to proceed against the sinner. The third (now
the fourth) article was eventually worded in a way which would
make it impossible to use it as a basis for the further confiscation of
Church property.

It was the former second article which did, in every respect, take
first place in the new charter. No other issue could, in the minds of
the Czech people, compare in importance with the question of the
Eucharist. No peace could possibly have been achieved without this

3 For the Four Articles see chapter 10 in Heymann, Zi#ka, with bibliographical note on
p. 148. :

4The Compacts (sometimes called Basel Compacts, sometimes Prague and sometimes
Jihlava Compacts) together with the large number of connected documents, are printed in
Archiv Eesky, 11 (cited hereafter as AC). ’ ’
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concession to the wishes of millions. For this goal, for the Chalice,
with all its deep theological, sacramental, and symbolic implications,
untold numbers of people had died and were ready to die. And in
some parts of the Catholic world, especially in the dependencies of
the crown of Bohemia, there were people, mostly men of German
origin, who were just as willing to die in their resistance against the
Chalice for laymen, which they had come to consider as a heretical
practice.

The Roman claim that it was at least an illicit schismatic practice
to dispense the Chalice to the laity was of fairly recent origin.’ The
limitation of the use of the cup to priests had been a slow, almost
imperceptible change of usage. The Eastern Orthodox Church had
never gone along with this change, yet it had never been reproached
by Rome for this specific reason. (In later times, e.g. toward the close
of the sixteenth century, when Rome accepted the Uniate Church in
Eastern Poland as a true Catholic Church, she did not find it difficult
to put up with its “Utraquism.”) Yet the Council of Constance had
ruled strictly against the Chalice, and all through the Hussite Wars a
compromise on this issue had seemed well-nigh hopeless.

The Compacts, indeed, had achieved just this compromise, as a
result of the desperate longing for peace that in the mid-thirties had
animated equally the Czech people and their—mostly German—
neighbors. But compromise had not meant a genuine rapprochement
of hitherto diverging views—a thing which seemed so rarely attain-
able in theological disputes—rather was it a successful attempt at
finding formulas by which the remaining divergence was, for the
time being, skillfully hidden from general view—and especially from
the view of the other side.

What was the content of this compromise regarding the Eucharist?
The Czechs had demanded first that the communion in both forms
be made obligatory for everyone in Bohemia and Moravia, but this
was out of the question as it would have required an order from the
Council to all Catholics in these countries to submit to a ritual which
the Church had only so recently condemned. The representatives of
the Council finally agreed that the Chalice be given to those men
and women who were used to it and expressly demanded it, as long
as otherwise they lived in the faith and the ritual of Christ and the
Sacred Church. The priest, however, should never, in giving the

5See J. Smend, Kelchspendung und Kelchversagung in der abendlindischen Kircke, Got-
tingen, 1898.
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Chalice, miss reminding the communicant that, in each form, bread
and wine, the whole Christ was given to him.

The Czechs reluctantly agreed to this, feeling that at least the
substance of their central demand had been granted. They would,
so they expected, be left with the right to the Chalice for all time.
The important question of whether children would be allowed the
Chalice was left open for future negotiations, as were other, seem-
ingly less important details of ritual. The general functioning of the
whole arrangement appeared to be safe if the Czechs could elect a
trusted clerical leader as the head of the whole Bohemian Church.
This right underlay the acceptance of the Compacts by the Bohemian
diet, and to this arrangement the Emperor Sigismund gave his of-
ficial blessing, which appeared to the Czechs as a guaranty, little
reason though they had to trust him. The man who, in a rather
non-canonical procedure, was elected as Archbishop of Prague by
a committee of the Bohemian diet in 1435 was John Rokycana,® the
Utraquist who had been the leading cleric and theologian of the
Hussite center since 1429 and had had a most important role in the
long previous negotiations. The struggle over his confirmation by
Rome was therefore intimately connected with the general struggle
over the Compacts.

But grave difficulties arose only hours after, in July 1436, the for-
mal signing of the Compacts and the conclusion of peace between
the Czechs and their former enemies had been joyfully consumed
and celebrated in the Moravian city of Jihlava. The legates of the
council, Philibert and Palomar, immediately tried to prevent Roky-
cana and his Utraquist priests from giving the Chalice to some of
his Czechs on the grounds that he was not, now, officiating in his
own parish.” This was just an indication of the policy to be pursued
henceforth: this policy tried to establish as narrow as possible an
understanding of the Compacts. In the first place the Roman pre-
lates hoped, thereby, to keep the Czechs from widening their special
status in a way which could endanger the conception of a unified
Church. Yet there was another side to it which the Czechs had not
expected: The Church thereby gained a position from which any
small deviation from the Roman understanding of the Compacts
could be construed as a breach of faith on the side of the Czechs—an
act which then could be answered with declaring the Compacts as

6See AC, 11T, 436f. On Rokycana see my article: “John Rokycana, Church Reformer be-
tween Hus and Luther,” Church History, Sept. 1959, 240—280.
78ee V. V. Tomek, Déjepis mésta Prahy, 2nd ed., 1V, Prague, 1899, 708ff.
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no longer valid. The Czech Hussites very soon suspected that this
was the intention—and felt betrayed by Church and Emperor.

The Hussites were soon to learn that this was not the only sub-
terfuge used by the delegates of the council. There was the limitation
of the right to receive the Chalice to those who “had the usage” of
the communion in both kinds. This, in the eyes of the Czechs, clearly
meant that all Hussites, all Utraquists, would henceforth have this
right, free from the danger of again being called and treated as
heretics. Essentially the reference to the usage would then merely
have been a measure to protect orthodox Catholics from being pres-
sured into the Utraquist practice. This was, of course, what many of
the Hussite leaders had hoped to do, as they were as convinced as
their opponents that the living together of people with different
ritual would probably result in never-ending conflicts. Yet they had
made this concession in the sincere hope of obtaining a permanent
modus vivendi, and, while it would be wrong to deny that in the
years and decades to follow both sides used pressure on each other,
the wonder was that this pressure was not any greater, especially on
the side of the vast Hussite majority in Bohemia, and that for long
stretches of time the religious struggle was kept within narrow
limits.

But to the Roman Church the sentence of the “nsage” was not
meant as the basis of a permanent modus vivendi between the people
“sub una” and the people “sub utraque.” On the contrary, it was ex-
pected to be the basis for the removal of the difference. This could
be done simply by understanding this phrase in a limited, personal
sense. The Chalice, so Bishop Philibert of Coutances, one of the
main legates of the council and one of its most peace-loving repre-
sentatives, declared in an explanatory instruction,” was only to be
given “to those who had had the usage at the time of the acceptance
of the Compacts.” Because children, in the understanding of the
Church, were anyhow excluded from taking the communion and
thus could not possibly have “the usage,” it was only a question of
time, just a few decades, till the last man entitled to Utraquist com-
munion would have stopped breathing. And what was the span of
a few decades for the Eternal Church! It is easy to see that this argu-
ment, which, in the Church’s later dealings with the problem of the
Compacts, was to play an increasingly important role, impressed the
Hussites as a maliciously contrived deceit.

8 Fontes rerum Austriacarum 11, 20, 477 (hereafter cited as FR4.)
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This view, easily understandable and almost inevitable as it was,
is nevertheless too partisan to be accepted by the historian. The
motivations behind this stratagem were more complex. True, among
some of the members of the council the old, terrible idea that no
faith need ever be kept with heretics had not died out. But others,
especially men like Cardinal Giuliano Cesarini, had come to know
and appreciate the human qualities of the Czech Utraquist leaders—
even of the more radical Taborite priest-general Prokop the Bald—
and were impressed by their genuine religious and moral zeal. These
prelates, we may assume, did not contrive the scheme just discussed
“with malice aforethought.” Rather did they feel that those people had
been led astray by their over-zealousness for a Church reform the basic
necessity of which, especially in regard to the constitution of the
Church, they themselves did not deny.

If the prelates hoped that, by this ingenious device, the Hussite
deviation would slowly disappear, even though it had, for the time
being, ceased to be regarded as heretical, they had, from their ec-
clesiastical point of view, sound reasons for it. In a sense they, and
not the Hussites, were more realistic in their judgment about the
ultimate meaning of Hussitism. The Hussites, or at least the more
moderate Utraquists, claimed that with their reforms, so strongly
based on the Bible and the practice of the earliest Christians, they
stayed right in the center of what they understood the Church to
mean. Thus it seemed absurd to them to be called schismatics, let
alone heretics. But the Roman prelates, with their strong feeling
for the historical character and the constitutional structure of the
Church, sensed that what was afoot here was much more than the
type of reform which they themselves, as advocates of a measure of
Conciliar parliamentarism, would have liked to see. Some of them
clearly feared that, once on the path of a development as strongly
sectarian and apostolic-biblical, as replete with basic deviations as
was the theologically fully developed Hussitism of the post-Basel
era, the formal reunion with the Church was not going to mend
the deep rupture; the union would, at best, remain superficial and
in the long run the divergences would prevail. If, then, it was a
question of choosing between effective reform and the unity of the
Church, they were bound to vote for the latter. The reform, so they
might think, could still come later if it did not come now, but the
loss of unity might be (and in effect proved to be) irreparable.

If considerations like this make understandable the attitude of the

+ IT
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Roman Church to the Compacts, her deep reluctance to fully con-
firm and support this peace treaty, they cannot quite justify the
high-handed way in which the Curia continued acting toward the
Czechs, especially if we look at the final, tragically costly and yet
unsuccessful attempt of the Holy See to force the issue by another
armed intervention. But in order to see this policy correctly in its
historical origin we have to consider still another important element.
The very fact that it was the Council of Basel which had concluded
the Compacts with the Czechs made this document not less but more
suspect in the eyes of the Curia. This council, after all, had gone
farther than any of its predecessors in its rebellion against Papal
absolutism and its attempts to establish the quasi-parliamentary in-
stitution of the Church Council as the highest ecclesiastical authority.
Thus the steady reminder of the Czechs—in their desire for a full
Papal confirmation of the Compacts—that this document was granted
to the Czech nation by the Fathers of the Holy Council of Basel
was only apt to remind the Popes of the mid-century of the period of
their deepest humiliation which now, luckily, had been completely
overcome.

In Bohemia the years following the peace of 1436, while no longer
a time of all-out war, nevertheless presented a chaotic picture right
up to the mid-century mark. Fate was not kind to the tortured
country. The restoration to the throne of Sigismund, the last of the
Luxemburgs, lasted merely fifteen months: in December he died.
Even in this short period, his policy as Czech King had merely con-
tributed toward sharpening the existing religious and political an-
tagonisms.” This was emphasized by threats which forced John
Rokycana, the elected Archbishop, to seek personal safety on a castle
in eastern Bohemia under the protection of some Utraquist nobles.
A majority of the diet which was to elect his successor, following
the lead of some of the great and powerful magnates with Ulrich
of Rosenberg at their head, voted for Sigismund’s son-in-law Albert
of Austria (who soon afterwards also became, like Sigismund, King
of the Romans and of Hungary). But a strong minority, consisting
mostly of Utraquists and supported also by Rokycana, after a sec-
ond election of somewhat doubtful validity, offered the crown to
Casimir, the teen-aged brother of King Wiadystaw III of Poland.
And though Albert, after solemnly promising to hold and protect

9 On this phase see Tomek, Déjepis, VI, ooo.
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the Compacts, succeeded in getting himself crowned—which, in the
eyes of most Czechs, validated his kingship—he still had to spend
most of the time of his short reign in fighting a difficult civil war
against the “Polish party.” In his second kingdom, Hungary, where
he had tried to organize a stronger defense against the Turkish dan-
ger, Albert died of a sudden illness in October 1439.%°

The premature death of this young Habsburg ruler—a man of
considerable qualities—left Bohemia and his other realms, Hungary
and Austria, in a greatly disorganized state. For the moment there
was no “natural heir” in sight. True, the Queen, Sigismund’s daugh-
ter Elizabeth, was pregnant and four month later, in February 1440,
gave birth to a boy, Ladislav, usually called Posthumus. But the
Czech estates (unlike the Hungarians who soon had the infant
crowned) were wary of electing a King who for a long time to come
would be incapable of effective rulership. They tried to get around
the “natural” succession by electing as King a German prince, Duke
Albert of Bavaria, a man who was well known and liked in the
country because he had been raised at the court of King Wenceslas
IV and spoke Czech fluently. But he declined.™*

Only after thirteen years' interregnum was young Ladislav ac-
cepted and crowned in Prague in October 1453. The first ten years
of this period—1440-1450—were so full of strife and turmoil that
eventually the longing of the people—really all the people—for an
effective ruler able to preserve peace became overwhelming. The man
who was strong and wise enough to fulfill these hopes was sure to
gain ascendancy. George of Podébrady turned out to be this man.

George came from the old baronial family of Kunstat that had its
roots in Moravia, where it still held some possessions in the earlier
fifteenth century. But already in the fourteenth century it had ac-
quired some important holdings in Bohemia—foremost among them
the strong castle and town of Podébrady on the Elbe river, some
thirty-five miles due east of Prague, important because it controlled
a much travelled river crossing and by it passed the main road from
Prague to the regional center of eastern Bohemia: Hradec Krilové.
The first of the Kun3tats to hold the castle was George’s great-grand-
father Bocek, a man who expressed his feelings for his nation—the

10 Albert’s short reign is the subject of a careful monograph by A. Wostry, Konig Albreche 11
(Prager Studien auf dem Gebiet der Geschichtswissenschaften), Prague, 1906-1907. See also
Urbének, Vék, 1, 227-456.

11 15id., 1, 514-542.
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lingua Bohemica—by writing letters in Czech instead of the usual
Latin."” His son, another Bolek, George’s grandfather, was the first
Hussite of the family; he can be found in the first row of Hus’s ad-
herents among the high nobility, both before and after the death of
the great reformer. Two of his sons, Victorin and Hynek, were
among the most active protagonists of the Hussite Revolution. Both
of them early became friends, followers, and close allies of the great
Zizka, feeling no compunction to put their forces at the disposal—
and themselves under the command—of a simple squire.’® Of the
two, Victorin was the more brilliant soldier as well as the more po-
litically consistent. He was at ZiZka’s side in some of the important
battles fought during the Revolution, notably the victorious cam-
paign which in the winter of 1421-1422 drove King Sigismund out
of Bohemia, and the great victory won by Zizka at MaleSov over the
conservative coalition in 1424. He helped ZiZka effectively, especially
by putting his fairly extensive holdings in eastern Bohemia—among
them the towns of Pardubice, Skalice, and Nichod—at ZiZzka’s dis-
posal when the old general reorganized his military and political
basis in cooperation with the towns of the Orebite brotherhood—the
samé religious-military brotherhood and field army that, after Zizka’s
death, called themselves Orphans. Victorin was one of the men who
stayed with Zizka at the time of his death in October 1424, and re-
mained closely allied with the Orphans to his own death—from an
illness—in 1427.

Whether Zi¥ka really was the godfather of Victorin’s only son,
George (or Jif{), will probably never be known with complete cer-
tainty. But it is not likely. In view of ZiZka’s itinerary in April 1420
—the month in which George was born and baptized—he could
only have been present at the baptism if the child’s first days were
lived in Hora%d’ovice—one of the number of Bohemian towns which
made this claim. It seems more probable that he was born in the
castle of Podébrady, where Victorin could leave his wife—Anna,
from the great baronial house of Wartenbcrg—-with some confidence
for her safety. Two dates for the birth appear in the sources: the 6th
and the 21st of Apnl but the earher date appears shghtly better docu—

12 Thls,“at' leasf, can be coﬁcludéd from an -agreement concluded with him at Podébrady in
1370 by:a Prague citizen. Sce Cesky listdf, ed, Viclavek, Prague, 1949, P. 29.
.- 130n their. history during the Hussite revolution, see Heymann, Zzzka, passim, cspccxally

291, 364, 387f., g09f., 459f.
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mented, and it may well be that the second one is really that of the
baptism.**

At the time his father died the young George was not quite % years
old. At first his father’s oldest brother, Botek, became his warden,
then, after his early death (before 1430), one of his father’s Moravian
cousins, Heralt of Kunstit. Heralt was a zealous Hussite like Vic-
torin, but in 1434, in the great battle of Lipany in which the field
armies of the Taborite and Orphan brotherhoods stood against the
great majority of the barons and knights and the armies of Prague,
Heralt fought on the latter side. With him fought, so we hear, his
young ward.” Having grown up in times of war, to be ready for
war was probably the main goal of his upbringing. Certainly
George’s participation in this battle, if we take it for a fact as it prob-
ably was, had very little significance for the battle or its political con-
sequences. But it must have had some considerable significance for
his own development and political outlook. He long continued to
look at T#bor as a potential enemy.

George probably had little formal education. He knew, of course,
how to read and write, but gave the impression that he was es-
sentially limited to his Czech mother language. He does not seem
to have known Latin at all, and his German seemed weak enough
to make him, in later times, use an interpreter whenever he had to
conduct business of importance with people who did not speak
Czech. It was a method which also had its advantages, especially if
you had already caught the gist of the other person’s arguments.
While the interpreter spoke you could consider your answer with
care.

As for the rest we know little. Clearly young George grew up
very conscious of belonging to partisan groups. He was a Czech at
a time when the great majority of all Czechs fought against people
of other nations, especially Germans and Hungarians, hardly ever
losing a battle in this long and bloody war. He could not fail to be
proud of being a man of this warrior-race. He was a Hussite, one

140On the date and place of George's birth see Urbinek, Vék, I, 209ff. Also, V. Pinkava,
“O rodidti krile Jittho Podébradského,” CMM (Casopis Matice Moravské), XXI1X, Brno, 1905,
392fI.,, and A. Sedlddek’s answer in the same journal, XXX, 1906, 54ff.

15 The fact has been doubted, but seems nevertheless correct. See J. Tenora, “Z mladjch let
pana Jitiho z Kundtitu,” CCM (Casopis musea Krdlovstvi Ceského), LXIX, Prague, 1825,
290ff., and Urbdnek, Vék, 1, 218, 219. It is, of course, impossible to consider him, as has
occasionally been done, as one of the leaders of the victorious army.
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whose father and grandfather had already expressed their belief in
the religious reform by taking the communion in both kinds—a
symbol of the Law of Christ and Truth of Christ as God had re-
vealed it to His faithful Czechs. It was another strong bond which
George would never shake off to the end of his days. Finally he
was a baron, one of the great lords of the realm, and he soon, at 21
years, married one of the great heiresses of the kingdom, Kunhuta
of Sternberg.

His social standing might have made him proud, yet it failed to
make him conceited. He must have learned at an early time that
to be a lord did not necessarily mean being a better Czech or a bet-
ter Utraquist Christian than other people of less lofty origin. He
knew that his father had fought with Zi*ka, nay, under ZiZka, and
that Zizka had not been a lord but merely a squire. He knew men
who, without even the more modest coat of arms of a squire, might
wield power by the strength of their personality and of their word.
Such a one was John Rokycana, the great Utraquist cleric, a man
of his father’s generation with whose whole life and work his own
became most intimately intertwined. Certainly the times in which
George grew up—hard times as years of bitter warfare usually are—
were also times that could teach a gifted youngster a great deal; in
the first place this experience perhaps emphasized the need to look
at the world and his surroundings not merely through the eyes of
a narrow caste conception. If he wanted to get along—and this he
surely wanted, being ambitious from the beginning—he had to rely
on himself and his gifts, had to develop his understanding of society
and of people, and had, if possible, to find a good teacher. He found
—or was found by—him soon: in the person of Lord Hynce Ptifek
of Pirkstein.

During the short reigns of Sigismund and Albert the Czech nation
lost some of the most important and effective leaders that the revolu-
tion had brought to the fore. The greatest of them was perhaps Wil-
liam Kostka of Postupice, 2 man whose statesmanship had given him
a position of great responsibility as a diplomat and soldier in various
places of the war, but who had become even more eminent as
the foremost layman among the Czech delegates to the Council of
Basel.'® He died in battle, in the attempt to defeat a separatist rebel-
lion of Hradec Krilové, in November 1436. He was followed, in

16 On the early phases of Kostka’s life see Heymann, Zi¢ka, passim, especially 338, 415f.
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January 1438, by Divi§ Bofek of Miletinek, a nobleman who had
started as a friend and comrade-in-arms of Zizka, had then turned
against him in the bloody civil war of 1423-1424, and had finally, as
commander in chief of the army of the lords and Praguers, defeated
Zizka’s heirs, the field armies of the brotherhoods, at Lipany in
1434." During the last phase of his life he had returned to a vigor-
ously Hussite attitude and had taken a strong stand against Sigis-
mund’s attempts at undermining the Utraquist position. It was he
who took Rokycana under his protection in his castle of Kunétick4
Hora.

Both of these men, characteristically, had not originally belonged
to the baronial class but were knights by birth, though they had risen
so high in the councils of the nation that in their case the question of
caste was hardly considered, especially as long as the revolutionary
tremors had not fully subsided and the social structure had retained
a certain measure of mobility. Now, however, as their death coin-
cided with a steady return to more static conditions, it was again
members of the baronial class who took over the leadership of the
nation, which the once so powerful cities had lost at Lipany. The
first among the magnates were three men: Ulrich of Rosenberg,
Menhart of Hradec, and Ptilek of Pirkstein. Of these three, only
Pta¢ek had grown up as a thorough Catholic. It is ironical that it
was he, eventually, who upheld Hussitism during the years when it
seemed rather weak and the Catholic countermovement strong.

Of the leaders of the Catholic magnates, Rosenberg was the great-
est, the richest, in some ways the cleverest, and by all odds the most
unscrupulous. His changeover from the Hussitism of his adolescent
years to sharp antagonism against all Hussite groups had no strong
religious foundation. His main motive was the wish for material
gains. No other man profited as abundantly and relentlessly from the
chance to appropriate the landed estates which the Church had lost
as a result of the Revolution. Especially in his private “Kingdom,”
the southern-most region of Bohemia, he managed to round out his
originally scattered possessions to truly princely proportions, and for
the purpose of acquiring these huge territories he did not mind
forging royal donations and other beneficial documents on quite a
large scale.*® '

17 See ibid. 363ff., 383ff., 397f, 468f.
18 0n Ulrich of Rosenberg, see Urb4nek, V&%, 1, 175-186; Palacky, Déjiny ndrodu leského,
2nd ed., Prague, 1847, IV, 1, 43f. (in German Geschichte von Béhmen 1V, 1857, 1, 49f., and
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Ulrich has, rather fittingly, been compared to the Italian Renais-
sance princes of his time in his brutal lust for wealth and power
which did not stop short of murder, but he could not display it with
the same recklessness that was typical for some of the Sforzas or
Borgias, partly perhaps because, for all his ambitions, he never had
quite the nerve that characterized his Italian peers. Also, in Bohemia,
even in the time of troubles that filled the great interregnum after
1439, the moral standards, under the impact of the Hussite reformation,
were stricter than in many other European countries. But Rosenberg
managed, for a long time, to appear as the true spokesman for the
kingdom in its relations with the outer world, especially with the
Roman Curia and with Frederick III, the Habsburg prince who in
1440 had followed Albert II as King of the Romans.

Ulrich’s main goal thereby was to prevent the establishment of a
stable and effective government inside Bohemia which might have
limited or stopped the steady aggrandizement of his possessions, his
wealth, and his power. It might also, on the basis of a compromise
with Rome, have returned to the Church at least some of the rich
properties acquired by, among many others, the Rosenbergs. It is for
this rather than for religious reasons that he regularly warned the
Holy See against any concessions to the Utraquists, especially against
the confirmation of the Compacts and of Rokycana’s archi-episcopal
position. Repeatedly he voted in public, at some of the meetings of
the diet, for petitions demanding such recognition; but he followed
this up by secret councils to the contrary. In the same way he had
openly voted for the election of Albert of Bavaria as King of Bo-
hemia, only to threaten this prince secretly with the most dire warn-
ings against acceptance of his election. Whenever possible Rosenberg
boycotted the diets which might establish a more permanent and
effective order for the country. But by these tactics he eventually
weakened his own influence, at least in the later phases of the inter-
regnum.,

Rosenberg was, throughout the time of the interregnum, the un-
disputed leader of the Catholics. Their actual number was not very
imposing, as the great masses of the Czech people—especially among
the townsmen and peasants, but also in the main among the lower
nobility—still considered themselves as adherents of the reformed

passim). On his earlier development see also Heymann, Zifka, 17of., and passim. His docu-
mentary forgeries were proved by V. Schmidt, “Die Filschung von Kaiser-und Kénigsurkunden
durch Ulrich von Rosenberg,” MVGDB, vol. 32, 319ff.; vol. 33, 181ff., 1894-1895.
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creed. Only two of the leading cities of Bohemia had, throughout
the Revolution, been able to maintain their Catholic character under
the control of a partly German town aristocracy: Pilsen in the West
(with a cluster of smaller places and estates of its region forming the
socalled Pilsen Landfrieden), and Budweis, in the South, a place
which had always stood directly under the protection of its great
neighbor Rosenberg (even though there had frequently been con-
flicts between them). Indirectly four of the main cities of Moravia,
Brno, Olomouc, Jihlava, and Znojmo, could be considered as fol-
lowers of Rosenberg for the same reasons as Pilsen and Budweis. The
baronial families who were—in whole or in parts—strictly Catholic
numbered about twelve, foremost among them the lords of Riesen-
berg, of Svamberg, of Plauen, of Gutstein, of Lobkovice, and of
Michalovice. Of the better known, wealthier, and politically active
gentry families none stood under Ulrich’s immediate “command.”

Actually Ulrich’s political power was much greater than this list
might indicate. A good deal of it came to him indirectly, through
his strong personal influence on the second man of this very inoffi-
cial triumvirate: Menhart of Hradec.'

Menhart was not a strong personality. On the contrary: it was
rather his lack of strength, his general mediocrity, which resulted in
the power he possessed. When in October 1436 the Emperor Sigis-
mund, after his restoration as King of Bohemia, appointed a new
slate of leading court officials, he made Menhart Lord High Bur-
grave of Prague. This was the highest of all the offices of the king-
dom and gave the holder traditionally a position which implied
high military command and even a sort of regency in times of the
monarch’s absence from the country. His special powers included
the administration of the two most important castles of the kingdom:
the Hraddany, which, with its great fortresses, palaces, and churches
formed both symbolically and strategically a stronghold dominating
the capital and, therewith, in a sense the country; and the Karlstein,
where, among other valuables, some of the most important constitu-
tional documents as well as the crowns and crown jewels of the
kingdom were kept—things without whose use, for instance, a valid
coronation of a King of Bohemia was impossible. Sigismund, in
1436, would probably have preferred to appoint a Catholic to this
supremely important position, but was afraid that such a measure
would lead to widespread annoyance and resistance among the Utra-

19 See Urbdnek, Vék, 1, 201ff.,, and Palacky 1V, 1, gof. (in German, 45f.).
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quist majority. Thus he picked Menhart of Hradec, one of the most
conservative leaders of the Calixtine aristocracy, who, in his religious
tendencies, was influenced by such masters as Christian of Prachatice,
Prokop of Pilsen, and John Pfibram. All of them had a strong
tendency to return to an almost completely orthodox Catholicism—
that is to abandon all the reforms with the single exception of the
communion in the two kinds. Toward the end of his life Lord Men-
hart did, indeed, abandon even this last symbol of Hussitism. But
Sigismund’s choice was not only determined by Menhart's—from
the Catholic point of view—relatively innocuous religious position,
but by his total lack of color or vigor which would make him a
fairly willing tool of the Emperor’s policy. Menhart did, indeed, find
it difficult ever to make a strong, independent decision. While, in a
negative way, he could occasionally be stubborn and headstrong, he
always seems to have needed someone to prompt him toward any
sort of positive action. This someone, then, during the interregnum,
was his friend Ulrich of Rosenberg.

The elements of the nation which, at the beginning of the inter-
regnum, recognized Menhart’s leadership included, first of all, the
city of Prague, as well as a few other royal towns such as Koufim
and Slany; a very considerable part of the high nobility, which in-
cluded the great houses of Hasenburg, Wartenberg, Kolovrat, Licht-
enburg, and Waldstein; as well as a few of the important leaders of
the gentry, in particular John Smificky, Jakoubek of Viesovice, and
Nicholas Sokol of Lamberg. This was undoubtedly an enormous suc-
cor for Rosenberg’s policy, though already in the early forties this
support began to crumble as more and more people recognized that
Menhart’s leadership was not what they had expected it to be: the
defense of a moderate but determined Utraquism and of a restora-
tion of national strength and unity. The group which profited from
this drifting away of the more consciously Hussite elements found
its leader in a man whose policy, as late as in 1436, was still not too
distinct from that of Menhart of Hradec, but whose stature—alone
of the three leading men—grew to be equal to the tasks of reorganiz-
ing the nation: Hynce Ptiek of Pirkstein.’

Lord Ptilek came from a branch of the baronial house of Lipé
and Dub4, a family with great holdings especially in northern Bo-
hemia. He was younger than his two rivals and had not come to

20 On Ptilek see Urbanek, V&k 1, 203ff., goiff., and Palacky, Dejiny, IV, 1, 41f, ro1f.
(German, 46f., 115f.).
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the attention of his contemporaries during the Hussitt Wars. At
Lipany he was one of the many lords who fought the brotherhoods,
and the first task in which he occupied a leading position had an
equally tragic character. It was he whom Sigismund entrusted, in
the summer of 1437, with the conquest of the castle of Sion. In his
stronghold John Roh4¢ of Dub4, one of ZiZka’s most faithful lieuten-
ants and successors, continued his solitary resistance against the hated
Emperor with a small group of followers when all others had recog-
nized Sigismund’s kingship. Ptidek was successful in his enterprise
but could hardly enjoy his victory when Roh4¢, his own kinsman,
was taken to Prague and there, despite strong protests {from the
Utraquist nobility, tortured and hanged like a common criminal®
It may well have been this experience which induced Ptacek to quit
the “Austrian party” and to become, after Sigismund’s death, a
vigorous defender of the Polish candidacy.”

Ptadek was a short man, rather fat, and bald at an early age, gen-
erally a friendly fellow with a lot of merriness and laughter in him,
but with a very keen power of observing and analyzing people and
situations, quick and strong in his decisions and soon generally re-
spected. He could play the political game shrewdly, but he used it
as a statesman, never for petty, always for important causes. His
patriotism was never questioned by anybody, but it would seem that
his religious conviction, too, once it was fully developed, was more
sincere and less subject to the influence of opportunism than was the
case with so many of his peers. Once he had made fully clear his
position—and its difference from that of Menhart of Hradec—his
appearance on the Bohemian scene acted like a catalyst. From now
on the great majority of the people—a considerable part of the high
nobility but a much larger proportion of the gentry and the towns
—was enclined to follow his leadership. His greatest asset thereby
was his close alliance with John Rokycana, the elected archbishop,
still and for a long time to come the strongest spiritual influence in
Hussite Bohemia. The cooperation between the two men seems to
have been complete.

Rokycana, after a short stay on the castle of Kunéticki Hora, had
taken up his residence at Hradec Kralové, the city which had once
been the center of Zizka’s Orebite brotherhood. This organization
had, after the battle of Lipany, disappeared as a political entity (un-

21 For Roh4¢ and his end, F. Lupinek, Jan Rokdé z Dubé, Kutnd Hora, 1930, pp. 30—43.
22 See Urb4nek, VEk, 1, 241f.
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like their allies, the Taborite brotherhood, which still survived), and
its religious adherents, concentrated in eastern Bohemia, had little
difficulty in joining the Utraquist center under Rokycana’s leader-
ship. Rokycana thereby became the undisputed head of the Hussites
of most of eastern Bohemia and indeed of many other Hussite
groups all over the country, with the exception only of the dwindling
remainders of the Taborite brotherhood.

It was in the East that Ptilek could now more firmly establish his
political leadership. This was officially recognized when in March
1440 the district assemblies of four eastern Bohemian districts or
“landfrieden,” Hradec Kralové, Chrudim, Cislav, and Koufim,
clected him as their head captain. To those four a fifth was soon
added, the district of Boleslav, where one of the two local captains
was the young George of Podébrady.

The creation of these landfrieden districts was, in a way, an
emergency measure, resulting from the renewed break-down of all
central authority.?® Here, at least, was a way of maintaining law
and order in limited areas if not nationally. But by combining their
forces the five eastern districts created a nucleus of cohesive political
power from which, eventually, a national consolidation would be
possible. Here, then, lay the main significance of Ptilek’s rather
short career as leader of his party.

His first major victory had been achieved even before the formal
alliance of the districts when, in January 1440, a diet was called to
Prague, in which all the three major groups accepted a “Letter of
Pacification” (“list mirny”). This document, which bore the sig-
natures even of Rosenberg and his followers, went very far in pro-
claiming the basic political principles of the party of Ptiek as those
of the whole nation.** It demanded full acceptance of, and support
for, the Compacts; the confirmation and consecration by the Curia,
of John Rokycana as Archbishop of Prague; and finally the annul-
ment of measures which Albert II during his Bohemian kingship
had taken against the opposition party, that is mainly against Pti¢ek
and his followers. The only important price Ptidek paid for this
victory was his readiness to postpone, for the time being, the election
of a King.

The years that followed did bring a few further steps toward con-
23 1bid., 481-495.

24 See its text in AC, I, 245ff. Palacky Définy, (German, IV, 1, 13ff) somewhat strangely
translates it as “Sithnbrief.” For Urb4nek’s comment see Vék, I, 468£L.
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solidation, but against great obstacles and with many interrupting
setbacks. The very next year, 1441, was full of internal struggles,
frequently bloody ones that can only be characterized as rather con-
fused civil wars with limited forces and in limited, but changing
theaters. What makes the picture so confused is the fact that as often
as not the struggle was a triangular one. There was never, it is true,
any conflict between Menhart of Hradec and Ulrich of Rosenberg;
on the contrary—Menhart’s dependence on Ulrich became even
closer. The third force, however, which at times fought against one
party, at times against the other and occasionally against both of
them, was Tabor.”®

The term “Taborites” had since the early phase of the Hussite
Revolution, implied a movement rather than just a city. This move-
ment contained the most dynamic, most radical wing of Hussitism,
both in religious and socio-political terms, and had rallied to its
views and policies a number of noblemen, a considerable part of the
cities of southern and southwestern Bohemia, and much of the po-
litically conscious elements of the peasantry. The Taborite brother-
hood had been a theocratic commonwealth dominated by priests, and
even its famed and formidable field army, originally found and led
by John Zizka, had become the instrument of great priestly leaders
such as Prokop the Bald. The settlement of Tabor itself (originally
Hradi$té), begun as strongly fortified headquarters of the movement,
had meantime developed into a city, with a regular town constitu-
tion, a middle class, and some small industry. Throughout most of
the revolutionary years the Taborite federation was one of the great
powers of the country, especially as long as it was closely allied with
the other brotherhood—the Orebites or Orphans of eastern Bohemia.
The battle of Lipany destroyed much, but not all of this strength.
It is characteristic of the awe in which Tabor was still held by most
of its former enemies (and especially by its nearest neighbor, Lord
Ulrich of Rosenberg) that in the fall of 1436 the Emperor Sigismund
found it advisable to conclude a very special arrangement with
Tabor which gave the fortress-town some limited guarantee for the
unmolested maintenance of its—still strongly deviating—religious

25 On Tabor and the Taborite movement there exists an enormous literature. Much of it
can be found in the bibliography of my “Zifka.” For newer publications see Josef Macek’s
above cited work on Tabor, which is rather dogmatic in its Marxian approach but makes
profitable use of much new material; and, for the earlier phases of the movement, two
articles by Howard Kaminsky, “Hussite Radicalism and the Origins of Tabor,” Medievalia et
Humanistica, X, 1956, and “Chiliasm and the Hussite Revolution,” Church History, XXVI,

1957, 1.
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dogma and ritual, and in addition gave it all the rights and freedoms
of a royal city.”®

In the postwar era the influence of Tabor had begun to dwindle.
Some of the allied cities which had long followed its leadership fell
away. There was political pressure from the two other camps. But
there was also the appeal to religious unification from both these
camps. For most of the people who had ever belonged to the Tabor-
ite federation the orthodox Catholicism of the Rosenberg party held
little attraction, but the Utraquist Church under the increasingly firm
leadership of Rokycana could present better claims to speak in the
name of the Czech-Hussite tradition. In this twofold struggle—the
civil war which was rather inconclusive in 1441 but flamed up anew
two years later, and the fight over religious issues—Tabor resisted
bravely but with slowly weakening power. Eventually she was forced
to conclude an armistice and agreed to submit the religious issues
to a great synod held at Kutnid Hora in July 1443. Here Tabor was
represented by two priests who had been her leading clerics for 23
years, indeed since the earliest times of the Taborite commonwealth:
Nicholas of Pelhfimov, whom the Taborites, in 1420, had elected as
their bishop and who ever since was known under the nickname
“Biskupec,” a man of great erudition who can be considered as
Tabor’s leading theologian;*” and Wenceslas Koranda the Elder,
whose gifts, in the first place, were those of a preacher and religious-
political propagandist.?® Against them stood Rokycana, supported,
this time, by a man who had only recently been his adversary: John
Piibram, for a long time the leader of the most conservative wing
of the Utraquist Church.** The main issue between the two Hussite
groups was the understanding of the Eucharist.*’

The Taborites had, by this time, accepted the teaching of the group
usually called Pikharts, that is they claimed that in the bread and
wine Christ was present “sacramentaliter” and “spiritualiter,” not,
however, as Rokycana believed, “substantialiter” and “naturaliter.”
The whole disputation about the real presence had a remarkable

26 See AC, 11, 450ff.

27 See Heymann, “Zitka,” 172f.; Barto¥, Svétci a kaci¥i, Prague, 1949, 175ff, and Pekat,
Ziska a jeho doba, 1, Prague, 1927, 125f. See also Z. Nejedl§, Déjiny husitského zpévu, 2nd
ed., Prague, 1955, IV, Tabofi, 199—203.

28 See Heymann, Zi$ka, 8off. and passim, and Nejedly, op.cit., 205f.

29 On P¥{bram, see J. Proke¥, M. Prokop z Plzné (Husitsk§ Archiv, I}, Prague, 1927.

30 About this phase of events and its ideological background, see Z. Nejedly, Prameny k
synoddm strany Prafské a Tdborské v letech 1441-1444, Prague, 1900, and Urbdnek, Vék I,
812-883.
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similarity with the much more famous “Religionsgesprich,” which
was to take place, eighty-six years later, in Marburg between Zwingli
and Luther. The final decision about whose views were to prevail
came only through the proceedings of a great diet held in Prague
in January 1444. The estates found that Rokycana’s teachings were
to be accepted as “more reliable, better and securer.” * The Taborites
did not, as had been hoped, submit to this verdict. But it had an
important effect on their future and that of the country. Tabor was,
from now on, almost completely isolated. The Utraquists, on the
other hand, gained enormously in unity and in national influence.

The practical elimination of Tabor as a power which could put a
strong weight to either side now left the two main parties face to
face for the decisive struggle. Who would retain the upper hand—
Ulrich of Rosenberg or Ptilek of Pirkstein? Ptilek seemed to have
gained more in the domestic field, but Ulrich had more support out-
side Bohemia, notably through his close and friendly relationship
with the King of the Romans, Frederick III. The King, however,
who was having troubles of his own, especially in Austria and in his
relationship to his brother Archduke Albert, had no intention of
getting too much involved in the thorny Bohemian problems.*

The final decisions about Bohemia’s fate were clearly due to be
taken in the future, and within the country. At this stage it seemed
almost certain that Ptddek would be the man to take them, by con-
solidating and widening his own leadership and thereby restoring
political stability essentially on the basis of the Letter of Pacification
of 1440. But just now, in August 1444, he was suddenly taken ill
and died. It was a grave loss for the country, one that could easily
have been considered irreplaceable, another link in the chain of mis-
fortunes which had befallen the country so often in this century. Yet
for once things turned out better than expected. For the man who
could replace—and more than replace—Lord Ptilek had already
made, in a modest way, his appearance on the scene of history. It
was George, aged twenty-four, Lord of Kunstit and Podébrady,
and captain of the landfrieden-district of Boleslav.

31 Gee the resolution in Nejedly, op. ciz. 108fF.
32 See Urbdnek, V&%, I, 618-627, 630-648.
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CHAPTER 2

THE FIRST GREAT DUEL:

PODEBRADY VERSUS ROSENBERG

THE LEADER of Bohemia’s Catholic party, Lord Ulrich of Rosenberg,
had been a representative figure even as a young man in his twenties.
Throughout the Hussite Revolution he had been King Sigismund’s
strongest partisan, and a good deal of the military struggle had been
a sort of duel between him and John Zizka' Many of the people
who had fought with or against him were now dead, and Tabor,
though still extant as a local power and a religious movement, had
no longer its former significance. Indeed a good deal of the class
character of the original struggle had disappeared with the develop-
ment that had taken place since the battle of Lipany, and the Hussite
side stood, ever since the rise of Ptidek, likewise under the leadership
of a magnate. But there was a considerable difference, nevertheless,
between the ideas, goals, and methods of Rosenberg and those of the
young man who now represented the party of Utraquism: George of
Podébrady.

They had a few things in common. Both came from the same
social background, and very likely were relatives.* Both were clever
politicians and highly interested in strengthening the economic basis
of their political position. This indeed, was a practice without which
they could hardly have maintained their leading roles. They would
need strong and permanent sources of income especially for military
purposes.

But this exhausts the similarities. The differences were far more
significant. Rosenberg identified the material interests of his class
with those of himself and of his family, and saw them in the nar-
rowest sense: any thing he could gain would have to be taken away

18ee Heymann, Zi¢ka, 170ff., 183, 408f.

2 The relationship -is not quite undisputed, but Palacky’s version (according to which
Ulrich’s wife, Catherine of Wartenberg, was a sister of George’s mother, Anna) is generally
accepted. See his Déjiny, IV, 1, 104 n. 114 (German, p. 118 n, 115).
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from others, and this was in perfect order. To gain as much as pos-
sible from others was easiest in times in which the feudal anarchy
was virtually unchecked by any strong national organization. This
is the real key to all his actions, rather than any religious fanaticism;
though it would be convenient enough at times to play the savior of
Catholic Christianity against Hussite subversion.

George of Podébrady, on the other hand, had a remarkable ability
—remarkable at least in relation to the time in which he lived—
to identify himself with the interests of the larger communities to
which he belonged; this not withstanding the careful and successful
management of the finances of his family. These communities were,
first of all, the Boleslav landfrieden whose leader he had been, to-
gether with John Smificky, for the last few years; the union of the
five eastern landfrieden, which had elected him their chief captain,
without a dissenting voice, immediately after the death of Pticek;
the Hussite-Utraquist Church, in which he had been born and raised
and with whose leader in eastern Bohemia, John Rokycana, he co-
operated very closely; but above all the nation—very much in the
modern sense of the word, as the community of all the people of
the kingdom, especially those of the three estates represented in the
diets—barons, gentry, and cities, with the peasants given rather less
consideration except, occasionally, in a vague humanitarian way; the
nation, then, emphatically including the two main religious parties.

While Rosenberg tried to play the sincere defender of the Catholic
faith with an hypocrisy made obvious by his vast acquisition of
Church estates which he was most unwilling to return, George was
sincere in showing that he was not—and could not be—a religious
fanatic. Yet if some historians have tried to characterize him as a man
without any real religious beliefs, feelings, and ties, they were clearly
mistaken.® Indeed it is his greatest antagonist among the Catholic
clergy, Aeneas Sylvius, who impressively testifies to the contrary.
He tells us in some detail about a conversation, held by George
in Breslau around Christmas 1454, with one of the actors or court
jesters of King Ladislav’s retinue who asked why, against the usage
of nearly all nations and princes, he choose to remain in the camp
of Rokycana and the Utraquist schismatics. The main part of George’s
answer, as quoted by Aeneas Sylvius, was: “Everyone celebrates the
church ritual according to what he believes. We offer our sacrifice

3 See e.g. Bachmann, “Ein Jahr bohmischer Geschichte,” 406G, LIV, Vienna, 1876, 132.,
and Voigt, “Georg von Béhmen, der Hussitenkénig,” HZ, V, Munich, 1861, 429.
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and worship as we deem them to be pleasing to God, nor does it
stand in our arbitrary choice to believe what we choose. The human
mind is, whether we want it or not, subject to the impact of the
most powerful arguments, even though according to the nature of
the individual one man may be more fully led thereby, another may
partly escape this influence. I am fully convinced of the religious
truth as it was taught me by my own priests. If I tried to follow
yours, I might perhaps manage to deceive men, to the detriment
of my soul; but God who looks into the innermost heart I cannot
deceive.” * These words are in many ways characteristic for George.
In accordance with them he never claimed any independence of
religious judgment based on theological erudition; but he was al-
ways ready to listen to arguments. While his religious policy was
subject, especially in his later years, to constant and often fierce
pressure, and while he could hardly avoid having moments of weak-
ness, he still managed to combine faith in the religious ideas of his
grandfather and father, his teacher Ptilek, and his great clerical
adviser Rokycana with a serious, responsible attitude of tolerance
toward the Catholic minority of his nation, many of whose mem-
bers, including their bishops, he consulted regularly. We shall, of
course, discuss Lis religious policy in some detail, including his re-
grettable, yet from his point of view unavoidable, harshness toward
the more radical forms of Hussite sectarianism.

The situation into which George had to grow up was so complex
that he could never have had any success at all if he had not had a
measure of shrewdness. In most phases of history, and quite espe-
cially in such very dynamic ones characterized by rapid changes,
the statesman has also to be a politician, the lion also to be a fox,
to achieve anything worth while. George had this quality. That he
could use clever manoeuvres, not entirely devoid of ruse and decep-
tion, and occasionally of harshness, has been held against him by
those countless enemies who have left a much larger heritage of
records than his friends. Even Palacky, the historian who first and
most impressively established George’s claim to greatness, has found
that by the occasional choice of such means he fell somewhat short
of the moral stature of Ptitek of Pirkstein.® Yet we shall come upon

4 See Aeneas Sylvius, Historia Bokemica, ch. 62, p. 157, also almost identically in Eschenloer,
G, 1, p. 8.

5 Palacky, Déjiny, IV, 1, 131 (German, 149). This is perhaps the only instance in Palacky’s
work where one may wonder whether he has been quite fair to his hero, or rather whether he
has not given Ptidek more credit than he deserved.
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more than one occasion where we are also struck by opposite traits
and attitudes: an unjustified trust in the willingness of other people
to keep their word; an aversion against the harsh and brutal war
effort, in a struggle forced on him against his wishes; an attitude
quite astonishing for one whose initial success was, beside his im-
pressive personality and the clarity and strength of his basic political
conceptions, also based on military gifts and successes achieved early
in his life.

There is no question that George made a strong impression on
the people he met. The very fact that the lords and knights con-
trolling the eastern Bohemian districts, among them some much
older men of high standing and considerable prestige, elected him
without any hesitation as their leader, proves it suficiently. Aeneas
Sylvius describes him as “a man of short stature, rather stocky frame,
white complection, with a strong light in his eyes, and with very
pleasant manners. He is infected by the Hussite error, but otherwise
devoted to justice and virtue.” ®

The description of George’s physical appearance fits in weil with
the pictorial records that have come down to us, showing him with
a roundish face, a rather prominent nose, a wide, but strong chin,
expressive eyes and an ample, drooping sort of moustache.” Despite
his short stature he seems to have impressed people as having great
dignity and authority, and at the same time a natural and effective
affability. He thus found it easy to win people of all stations over
to his side, even men who had first met him reluctantly and with
strong reservations regarding his political or religious views and
aims. Indeed it seems to have been almost impossible for any of his
more important contemporaries to look across to him with cool and
distant neutrality. If they were not his followers, if, in particular,
they had turned away from him, they tended to become his bitter
enemies.

As he was a child of his time so he was prepared to fulfill the
needs of his times. In those years, conditions did not yet, in Bohemia,
favor the flowering of arts or sciences, great buildings, great teach-
ing. Nor were these things foremost in George’s mind. He would
hardly have known how to be a Renaissance patron of the Italian
variety, (while his Hungarian son-in-law, Matthias, could play this

8 Historica rerum Friderici Il imperatoris, in Kollar, ed., Analecta Monumentorum omnis
aevi Vindo-bonensia, Vienna, 1762, II, 181. In later utterances, especially in his Commentaries,
this friendly evaluation gives way to harsh judgments.

7 Urbinek, Vék, I1I, 321 and illustrations in this book.
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role to perfection). George’s interests were, in the first place, severely
practical, as they were concerned with the political and economical
recovery and survival of the country. His methods, accordingly, were
not based on any general ideas or philosophies but on trial and error.
And for a long time these methods served him exceedingly well.

In the first phases of the duel between George and Ulrich, the
advantages scemed all to lie with Ulrich. It was much easier to negate
and sabotage than to take constructive action. The goal of the Podé-
bradian party was the reconstruction of a strong, orderly state. As
the majority of the nation was Hussite, this would also depend on
the construction of a strong, orderly regime for the Utraquist
Church. The need, thus, was for a monarch as recognized head of
the state—no one seriously dreamed of republicanism on a national
level—and for a recognized head of the Church. In the first case it
was still a matter of finding the person; in the second, one of having
the only possible choice confirmed by Rome. Both tasks, whose solu-
tion had repeatedly but unsuccessfully been tried by Ptadek, were
now again faced by George with purposive energy. But at first Ulrich
found it as easy to cross him as it had been in the case of Ptalek.

This play was first acted late in 1444. A diet, called to Cesky Brod
on the insistence of the Podébradian party, decided unanimously
to ask the Pope, Eugene IV, for the confirmation of Rokycana, and
to make all necessary preparations for having the boy Ladislav sent
to Bohemia so he could be crowned.® The chances for the fulfillment
of the second demand were none too good as long as Frederick III,
the King of the Romans, Ladislav’s second cousin once removed, and
his guardian, kept the child under strict supervision at his own court.
The chances for the confirmation of Rokycana, on the other hand,
might have been better at this time than at almost any other time
before or after. The reason for this was the renewed papal schism
which had come about through the conciliar struggle. Pope Eugene
IV had ordered the dissolution of the Council of Basel, which in
turn had deposed the Pope and elected Prince Amadeus of Savoy
as Felix V. Now, four years after Felix’s election, the chances for a
victory of the Basel Council over Eugene did not seem very bright.
Yet as long as the majority of the German princes maintained a

8See AC, 1, 292f.; Stafi letopisové lefts (Old Czech Annalists), ed. Palagk)’r and re-editec%
by J. Charvit in Dilo F. Palackého, 11, Prague, 1941 (hereafter cited as SLCP), 127; Palacky
Déjiny, 1V, 1, 108ff. (German, 124ff.), and Urbdnek, Vék, 11, 33ff.
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strict and concerted neutrality, a firm support from the Bohemian
estates would have been a valuable help for Eugene for which he
might have paid a price. But this would have presupposed that the
official policy of the diet was maintained by the dominant power
behind it. Instead two secret missions sent to Rome by the Catholic
party in 1445 expressly repudiated the support they had given to
the resolutions of the diet and solemnly warned the Pope not to
confirm the Archbishop-elect. The second message was signed by
Ulrich and six other lords, also by three of the leading knights led
rather strangely by John Smiticky, once one of the leaders of the
Hussite gentry, but now playing a very obscure role.’

For Eugene IV these messages were highly welcome. Where, other-
wise, he would have stood under a rather effective pressure he was
now free to try his own devices. He would, so he assured the Cath-
olics in a message dated May 15, even before he received the second
information, soon give the country an archbishop, but one against
whom nobody among the people of the kingdom had any objections.
He knew, of course, that this was an utter impossibility, but the
promise was a way out of an impasse, and the whole exchange of
messages showed at least that he was in no immediate danger of
a Bohemian recognition for Felix’s papacy. To avoid such a danger
the Roman diplomacy was anyhow very active at this time, making
use especially of the services of a man who had long stood on the
side of the Council but who, as King Frederick’s secretary, had
recently swung over to Eugene’s side: Aeneas Sylvius.

Ulrich’s success in this phase did not deter George and his party
from trying again, this time with a more powerful effort. After
preliminary meetings in Pelh¥imov a “great diet,” representing all
countries of the Bohemian crown, was called to Prague in November
1446."° This diet had considerable significance for the constitutional
development of Bohemia. More clearly than at any previous diet
appear the three estates or “curias,” lords, knights and cities, as in-
dividual entities which would sit and discuss matters separately, try-
ing to reach an understanding within each “curia,” before joining
with the other two in a common session. While, for the time being,
this seemed rather to indicate a strengthening of the two lower
groups against the lords, in the long run it was to have the opposite

9 See Palacky, Déjiny, IV, 1, p. 116 n. 126 (German, p. 132 n. 127).
10 4, 11, 209-217, and SLCP, 132-133.
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effect: the time would come when lords and knights would com-
bine to deprive the cities of part of their political rights.

The first indication for this trend were already visible in the
discussion of what was, at this stage, the most important political
issue submitted to the diet: the appointment of a regent or “guber-
nator.” Both the idea and the term were, at this moment, borrowed
from Hungary, where five months earlier, in a basically very similar
situation, the estates had elected John Hunyadi as regent with es-
sentially royal prerogatives. That there was just as much need for
a strong central power in Bohemia could not be denied by anybody
at this stage, even though Ulrich of Rosenberg was firmly deter-
mined to prevent any such thing from happening. Thus he was
pleased when the matter, despite an acceptance of the principle by
the two noble estates, got bogged down in questions of procedure.
There was agreement that the regent should be elected for a period
of two years and should be bound to cooperate closely with a
permanent council or committee to be elected by the estates. But
when the knights suggested that this council should consist exclu-
sively of members of the nobility, the cities objected to the whole
procedure as endangering their traditional freedoms. They feared
that the regent might try to subject them to taxation without their
assent and urged the diet to devote its attention first and foremost to
the issues of the confirmation of the Archbishop and the introduction
of the boy-king into the Bohemian crown lands. The conflict be-
tween knight and cities, secretly fanned by Rosenberg, finally served
him well. He found sufficient support for a move to adjourn this
discussion till after the return of the embassies which the diet had
decided to send to the courts of Pope Eugene and King Frederick III.

The hope for a regency had, for the time being, to be buried. Yet
the decision to send those two embassies, again arrived at without
any visible dissent from the Rosenberg party, seemed at least to
indicate a strengthening of the Podé&bradian position. There was,
so it seemed, no question that the demand for Rokycana’s confirma-
tion, as well as that for having young Ladislav taken to Bohemia,
expressed the will of the whole nation, at least of such a large
majority that it could demand to be regarded as near-unanimous.
But Rosenberg had carefully laid his counterplans.

One who would play a central role in these plans was already a
leading figure in the Curia, Juan Carvajal, Bishop of the Spanish
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diocese of Plasencia,'* whose rapid rise was confirmed by the cardi-
nal’s hat which, in 1446, he received from Pope Eugene IV. It was,
at the same time, a reward for services rendered to the Roman Pope
in his struggle against the Basel party, and a means of strengthening
him for the future performance of similar achievement. Carvajal was
a man of great perspicacity and ability, a powerful, dynamic per-
sonality, deeply convinced of the necessity of Papal absolutism and
of a completely unified ritual. The Czech biblicism appeared to him
fantastic and dangerous. The claim to retain the communion in
the two kinds, based at is was on a literal understanding of the words
of Christ, could not be tolerated. The fact that there was a powerful
Catholic faction among the high nobility of Bohemia seemed to
show the way to liquidate, in good time, the disturbing irregularities.
Ulrich of Rosenberg, thus, was his natural ally, and a correspondence
between the two men began to design the steps to be taken,'® with
Carvajal assuring Rosenberg that his advice was sure to be followed,
though there were people at the Roman court who felt that Rosen-
berg’s constant deceit—openly demanding the confirmation of the
Compacts and the Archbishop, while secretly counseling against it—
might eventually lead to serious trouble.*® Yet the success of Rosen-
berg’s plans seemed virtually guaranteed by the fact that, even before
the arrival of the official Czech delegation, Carvajal had been choosen
to go to Bohemia himself as Papal legate and there to put matters
right. ’

The Czech embassy, which arrived in Rome on May 1st, 1447,
had its chances for success sharply curtailed by still another change
in the general situation. For by then the uncomfortable “neutrality”
of the German princes in the struggle between the two popes had
become a thing of the past. On February #th, only two weeks before
his death, the ambassadors of King Frederick as well as some of the
foremost princes of the Empire recognized Eugene IV and swore
the oath of obedience to him as the true pope. This act, in fact if
not yet in form, put an end to the second papal schism of the late

11 See about his life and work the careful and well documented work by L. Gomez Canedo,
Don Juan de Carvajal, Un espafiol al servicio de la Santa Sede, Madrid, 1945. The older work
by Lopez de Barrera (De rebus gestis Joannis card. Carvajalis commentarins, Rome, 1752)
has little value.

12 Monatsschrift des b6hm. vaterlind. Museums, February 1828, Urkundenbuch, pp. 45-51,
and Palacky, Déjiny, IV, 1, 140 n. 148 (German, 160, n. 149).

13 See Prokop of Rabstein’s letter to Rosenberg, AC, 11, 435.
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Middle Ages, and essentially ensured the victory of the papal claims
over the hopes of a reform in the direction of conciliar parliamen-
tarism. The new Pope, the clever humanist Thomas of Sarzana, who
as Nicholas V mounted the throne on March 6th, therefore no longer
needed to make concessions to Bohemia in return for her recognition.
Also, like Carvajal, Nicholas was a personal acquaintance of Rosen-
berg, whose guest he had been in his castle of Krumlov.

It took the Czech delegates some time to realize fully how poor
their chances for success had become. They weze treated politely by
Pope and Cardinals, were questioned in some detail about Rokycana,
his ideas, his influence, and what his means of substance would be
if he were really Archbishop of Prague. But in the end the ambas-
sadors heard, unofficially, that there was very little chance of Roky-
cana’s confirmation unless he was ready to abandon the Chalice.
The official answer of the Pope sounded somewhat different: So far
there is no true religious peace in the kingdom of Bohemia. There-
fore the Pope will send one of his foremost helpers, Cardinal Car-
vajal, with full power, first to explore the situation, especially the
religious beliefs of the kingdom and those of the elected Archbishop
—and then, on the basis of a thorough investigation, he will arrange
all things that need arranging, including the task of providing the
country with - recognized ecclesiastical head.

This was, as yet, not an unmistakable “No” to the Czech demands.
But the Czech ambassadors knew quite well what was meant. Their
spokesman, the Utraquist priest Jacob of Jemnice, himself a friend
and disciple of Rokycana, answered that the Czechs did not want
to widen the breach between themselves and the papal Curia. Yet
if confirmation of the Archbishop was not now granted they might
be forced to part ways completely with the Roman Church, and
they would have to make it known to all the world that this was
not their fault. This declaration was not just an empty threat. Even
earlier there had been some serious discussion about the possibility
of renouncing episcopal ordination and instead giving just priests
who had been fully consecrated the right to ordain other priests
by laying on hands. As yet, however, the grave step was not taken.™

Just as unsuccessful as the embassy to Rome was the one sent to
King Frederick. The King, indeed, again largely acting on the
advise of Rosenberg, was at first less outspoken in his negative atti-

14 The whole story of the embassy is contained partly in the reports to the diet (i6id., 233_&.),
partly in material contained in the Tfebofl archives and quoted in excerpts by Palacky, Déjiny,
IV, 1, pp. 143~148 (German, 164-169).
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tude than the Pope. Yet when a large group of men from the three
parties assembled late in September 1447 to go to Vienna in the
hope of returning with Ladislav, Frederick informed them at the
last moment that, if this was their purpose, they should save them-
selves the trouble, as the boy-king could not be allowed to go till he
was of age'®

It seems that this was the moment when George decided that his
patience was exhausted. The game of calling diets, accepting unani-
mous resolutions, sending embassies, and having all this secretly
counteracted and sabotaged by Rosenberg was, to his mind, played
to exhaustion and could no longer offer any hope to the sorely tried
country. The only alternative, obviously, was for his own party to
oust its adversaries from their seats of power. The plans for such a
new strategy were laid at a meeting of the lords and knights of
the Podébradian League at Kutnd Hora in October 1447. While
complete secrecy prevailed about the decisions taken there,'® one
outcome, nevertheless, became clear: the Podébradians undertook
very considerable military preparations. But at the same time George
was resolved to avoid actions that might alert his main adversary:
Rosenberg.

Luck, now as often later, came to his assistance. There seemed to
be a good cause for those armaments—outside the general develop-
ment of Bohemian politics. In the course of the year 1447 Duke
William of Saxony had hired a rather large army of Czech merce-
naries, originally for an attack on his brother, Elector Frederick, with
whom he had fallen out over the heritage from their father. When,
however, an armistice was concluded between the brothers before
the troops had been employed, William induced them to help him
in a war which he, together with the Archbishop-Elector Dietrich
of Cologne, waged against several places in Westphalia which had
rebelled against Dietrich. After considerable initial success the Czech
troops failed to conquer the very strong town and castle of Soest
and eventually returned home. Throughout most of the campaign the
Czechs had been left without the pay or the provisions promised
to them by Duke William. In addition, marching through the ter-
ritories of the Elector Frederick, they had even been attacked and
had lost most of what booty they had made before.'™ The fate of

15 4C, 11, a19f.

16 SLCP, 137.

17 See about the whole matter especially J. Hansen, Westphalen und Rheinland im 15.
Jahrhundert, 1, Die Soester Fehde (Publicationen aus dem preussischen Staatsarchiv, vol. 34),

.35.



THE FIRST GREAT DUEL

this expedition—most of whose leaders belonged to the Podébradian
party—caused fierce resentment in Bohemia, and by the end of 1447
the possibility of an all-out war between the Bohemian estates and
the Saxon princes loomed large. Duke William who had a healthy
respect for the military strength that even a disunited Bohemia
could mobilize, decided to give in. He submitted the issue to the
arbitration of two Czech leaders—George himself and his old friend
Ale$ Holicky of Sternberg. William was let off fairly easily—a fact
which helped to lay the basis for a rather consequential friendship
between him and George—and eventually paid off most of what he
owed. No so, however, his brother Frederick against whom now
most of the Czech anger was directed.

The considerable tension which thus prevailed in the winter 1447~
1448 was a background against which the consistent preparations of
the Podébradians could continue without arousing too much suspi-
cion. King Frederick, it is true, became somewhat alarmed and
asked Rosenberg to explore the situation for him. But Rosenberg,
so used to deceiving others, was now strangely ready to be deceived.
He wrote the King that there was no danger from this side.'® George
had meantime done what he could to make Rosenberg trust in his
good intentions toward him, in particular by taking his side in a
minor struggle which Rosenberg had with his old neighbor and
adversary, the city of Tabor.'” Ultimately, the Podébradian party
found itself ready for action when the time was ripe for it.

The next help, however came, albeit indirectly, from a most un-
expected side: from Cardinal Carvajal. The papal legate, on his way
from Rome, spent a short time at the castle of Krumlov, residence
of his friend Rosenberg, who with his three sons, with Menhart of
Hradec and other magnates escorted him to Prague. He arrived in
the capital on May 1, and was received with jubilation by huge
throngs of people who greeted him as if he were their savior. Some-
how—despite the most cautious reports of the embassy—strong ex-
pectations had risen that he would finally bring from Rome the two
things for which the majority of the population had hoped so long:
the confirmation of the Compacts and of Rokycana’s Archiepiscopate.

Carvajal, however, entirely misunderstood the significance of the

Leipzig, 1888, and A. Bachmann, “H. Wilhelm von Sachsen und sein bshmisches Séldnerheer
auf dem Zuge vor Soest,” Newes Archiv fiir sichsische Geschichte, 11, 1881, g7ff.

18 Monatsschrift des vaterlindischen Museums, 52.

19 About this, see Urbdnek, V&k, II, 149 n. 3, and 150-156.
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great popularity which seemed to envelop him wherever he went.
He had, so far in his career, been favored by success to an unusual
degree. He felt sure that he knew, here as elsewhere, the issues in-
volved and that he could deal with the difficulties simply by a suffi-
cient display of clarity and energy. The extraordinary warmth of
his reception made him rely on such a procedure even more. He
saw it as a tribute to his personality and to his high office as rep-
resentative of the Holy See—not, as he should have done, as an
expression of the people’s belief that he was the bringer of “heavenly
presents.” *

Carvajal, indeed, showed very soon how unfounded their hope
was. On the first Sunday of his stay in Prague he publicly demon-
strated his annoyance when he found that in the Church of St.
George the Holy Communion was given in both kinds. On the day
after, May 6th, he met for the first time the lay-leader of the Czech
Utraquists, George Podébrady, in person. Of their discussion—if there
was any—we know nothing.”® It may have served as preparation
for the prelate’s meeting with the Estates of the kingdom which
had been called as a special diet for the occasion.

At this meeting the representatives of the diet—and again we
hear of no dissenting voice from Rosenberg or any other Catholics
—demanded the confirmation of the Compacts as they were granted
by the Council of Basel, emphasizing that this had occurred while
the Council was still fully under the authority of Pope Eugene IV.
Regarding the archbishop it was pointed out that his election had
been permitted to the Estates by Emperor Sigismund. The confir-
mation of Rokycana, a man “so capable, so worthy and so much
needed by the whole Kingdom,” would contribute more effectively
and more quickly to the renewal of religious faith and ecclesiastical

20 Part of the speech with which he was greeted said: Ingredere, o pater, civitatem nostram
cum domis coelestibus: age pacem populo desiderabilem, age sanctam unitatem, age salutem
et concordiam salutarem; ut haec inclyta civitas per te, pater, donis repleta coclestibus, de-
cantare possit feliciter illud angelicum canticum vere salutare: et in terra pax et salus bonae
voluntatis hominibus.” (Sce the appendix in Gomez Canedo, Carvajal, and Palacky, Déjiny,
IV 1, 162 n. 171 [German, 185 n. 172]).

21 The main source of the events during the meeting is a diary kept by one of Carvajal’s
attendants (Viennese Court Library No. 4764, fol. 169-172). The material was fully pub-
lished only by L. Gomez Canedo, in an appendix (pp. 303-311) to Carvajal. There (pp.
112-121) also is a general discussion of the Cardinal’s Prague visit. See also Palacky, Déjiny,
IV, I, 163-167 (German, 184~191), and Urbdnek, Vék, II, 235-258. Parts of the same
material were used literally, others with modification, by J. Cochlaeus, Historia Hussitarum,
Maivnz, 1549, Pp- 349—357. A shorter description reflecting the Czech attitude is given by
SLCP, pp. 137-139.
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order and unity than that of any other man. Finally the estates com-
plained about King Frederick’s stubborn refusal to release young
Ladislav and ended with the threat, occasionally uttered before, that
if Frederick continued in this attitude the Czechs would be forced
to elect someone else as their King.

Carvajal answered first that it was of special importance to re-
turn the archiepiscopal estates to the hands of the Church, after
which the Pope would see to it that Bohemia received again an
archbishop in ways fully agreeing with the canonical law. This
declaration, of course, constituted a double rebuke to the Czechs.
They had offered at least partial restitution of the estates to the
Archbishop once he was confirmed. Besides, the method of Roky-
cana’s election had been clearly non-canonical. Carvajal’s answer to
the issue of Bohemia kingship was that they should have patience
and do nothing rash. An attempt to elect anybody but Ladislav
would only increase the difficulties of the country. Regarding the
Compacts, finally, the Cardinal, somewhat strangely, pleaded igno-
rance both for himself and for the Pope. He had, so he said, never
seen and therefore had never been able to study this document.
If given the opportunity he would willingly and carefully examine
it and then give the Czechs his own and the Holy See’s position to
it. Accordingly, on May gth, George of Podébrady personally visited
the Cardinal, carrying with him the precious document: the original
of the Compacts as ratified and signed in Jihlava, on July sth, 1436,
and containing the seals of the representatives of the Council of
Basel, of the Czech Estates, and of the Emperor Sigismund. George
left the Compacts in Carvajal’s hands, together with a new, written
declaration about the requests of the Estates. To these voices were
added, on behalf of Rokycana’s confirmation, those of the three
most conservative Masters of the University—men who had gone
farthest toward reunion with the Catholic Church: John P¥ibram,
Prokop of Pilsen, and Peter of Mladetovice. For the next few days
the negotiations continued, moving along on almost precisely the
same tracks on which they had started. Various groups, such as com-
mittees of the diet, the major part of the faculty of the University,
and influential individual members of both bodies—including even
Rokycana himself—tried to argue with Carvajal and prove to him
the justice, fairness, and usefulness of the Czech demands for the
sake of peace and religious health of the kingdom, as well as of the
Unity of Christendom. In general the Cardinal’s tactic was to evade
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the material issues, while at the same time trying to win over as
many people as possible—individuals and larger groups—for the atti-
tude of unquestioning obedience to the Curia, implying, of course,
the renunciation of the Chalice.

With some individuals, indeed, he was successful. To those whom
he could convert—that is induce them to ask for absolution for their
deviation and to swear in future to forego the communion in both
kinds—belonged one of the better known clerics of the conservative
Utraquist group, John Papoulek, priest at the same Tyn Church
which had, till 1436, been Rokycana’s parish, and, even more im-
portant, Menhart of Hradec, as Lord High Burgrave the ranking
official of the kingdom and, at least in name, still the leader of the
more conservative wing among the Utraquist barons.

But if Carvajal thought that he might have a corresponding suc-
cess with the masses of the people, he was mistaken. On May 12th,
in the Utraquist Church of St. James in the Old Town, he took
publicly, in the presence of the city councillors, the communion in
one kind and gave the order that it be given equally to others. The
act, far from impressing the people as an example, outraged them.
The event happened to be followed by three days of unusually severe
late frost which wrought havock in the vineyards and orchards of
the Prague district. The people had little doubt that this was an
expression of God’s anger about the legate’s act.

After this, things quickly drove toward a climax. When the
Czechs, in renewed negotiations, pressed for the confirmation of the
Compacts, Carvajal confounded them by declaring that the did not
even have the power to do this, although, as everybody knew, the
Pope had announced that he was sending Carvajal “to arrange every-
thing.” At this stage, one of the most conservative among the Utra-
quist masters, Peter of Mladeriovice, arose and declared: “If you do
not confirm us the Compacts and Rokycana’s position you will hear
strange things about this kingdom even before you get back to
Rome.” It seems quite likely that this remark hinted at plans which
developed only a few years later—the idea of joining up with the
Church of Constantinople.

It was only now that the diet received the full, official report
from the men who had led the embassy to Rome. They had, as they
explained, so far withheld it so as not to prejudice all chances for a
success of the present negotiations though they had well known how
meager these chances were. From now on the Utraquists saw no
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more hope, and if some sort of “negotiations” were still continued
for a day or two they were actually conducted by Rosenberg and his
friends in the hope of covering up the utter fiasco of Carvajal’s mis-
sion. This attempt, however, was bound to fail, as the general mood
among the people of Prague became more and more bitter. Some
people are said to have suggested that the Cardinal deserved to be
treated the way Hus was treated at Constance. Thus the legate began
seriously to fear for his safety and decided to leave the city early
on May 23rd, under the protection of the Rosenberg retinue, through
crowds of angry and excited onlookers, some of whom threw stones
at the cortege.

At this stage John Ptibram, who had long been a near-convert
to Rome, alerted the diet that the Cardinal had not yet returned the
Compacts. A small troup of horsemen was dispatched to stop the
Cardinal and have the precious document returned. Carvajal first
tried to get out of this predicament by declaring that the document,
which had been entrusted to him by the diet, would only be returned
to the diet if and when this body officially requested it. But the
Czechs were not fooled that easily, and the Cardinal, pleading that
the document was carefully packed in the depth of his coffers, had
to promise that he would return it immediately upon reaching his
first overnight stay—the town of BeneSov. To make sure that he
would keep his word the diet sent to BeneSov a troop of 400 horse
under the command of two noblemen, and here the prelate had to
let go of his precious conquest. On the basis of the whole story and
of the special importance that the time attributed to the symbolic
and legal significance of the physical presence of documents (as
e.g. in the case of challenges and safe-conducts) its secems quite im-
possible to see in Carvajal’s behavior anything but a premeditated
attempt to deprive the Czechs of the ground they felt they could
stand on in their dealings with Rome.*

Carvajal’s mission was a major turning point in the development
of this phase of Bohemian history. Its utter failure illuminated more
sharply than any event since 1436 the precarious and artificial struc-
ture of the peace, or rather armistice, between Czech Hussitism and

22 See Bachmann’s attempt (Geschichte Bohmens, 1, Gotha, 1905, 413) to excuse Carvajal:
“Dass Carvajal inmitten der tumultuarischen Abreise vergessen hatte, das . . . Original der
Kompaktaten zuriickzustellen, trug ihm noch den schimpflichen Verdacht ein, er habe die
wertvolle Urkunde entfithren wollen.” Against this, sce Urbdnek, VEk, I, 256f. especially n. 3.
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the Roman Church. Until now the Church had managed to evade

a clear answer to the question of whether or not this armistice was
to be maintained. It had been maintained by leaving things alone—
to an extent. But the steady pressure that was exerted against them
forced the Hussites to press, themselves, for a more explicit recogni-
tion and especially for a working arrangement to ordain Utraquist
priests. The refusal to do anything of that sort showed that the
armistice might be shattered at any time. The situation demanded
a stronger effort toward national strength and unity, for an end
to the Rosenberg sabotage which divided the nation. Thus the clash
of wills of May 1448 seemed to give a clearer mandate to George of
Podébrady. But this clash also illuminated to him the strategy, politi-
cal and military, to be pursued, and thereby strengthened his chances
to pursue 1t.

The paramount object for the policy of national unification now
became the city of Prague. Her role in Czech history is as central as
is that of Paris in the history of France. It is hardly an exaggeration
to say that whoever, for any sustained period, was lord of Prague
was also lord of the kingdom. This was so for reasons of geography,
of politics, economics, and communications. It was so, too, for reasons
of psychology, for the capital was not only the residence of the King
and the seat of the government (as long as there was a King and a
national government), it was also the seat of the Archbishop (if there
was one) and of the University which, for all the loss it had suffered
in international standing during the wars, still held enormous pres-
tige nationally, and even beyond. Finally the city was, by the number
of its people which far surpassed that of any other town in the
kingdom, the greatest potential recruiting reservoir in the nation and
thus of great military significance. As a fortress it was considered
impregnable.

Ever since the last Luxemburg King had entered Prague in 1436
the forces of Catholic reaction, the forces of the Rosenberg party,
had been at work to strengthen their hold on the capital. They had
made considerable progress in this endeavor, and no one had been
as useful to them for this purpose as the Lord High-Burgrave, Men-
hart of Hradec. But all he could do was to make sure that reliable
people were in the most important official positions, especially those
of the mayors of the three boroughs, of whom only the Old Town
and the New Town really counted, as the third one, the Small Side,
was still suffering from the destructions inflicted on it during the
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Hussite Wars. There was, in addition, the Catholic chapter of the
Cathedral of St. Vitus, the paramount ecclesiastical authority of the
Roman Church within Bohemia proper. On the other side stood the
majority of the people, most especially the lower middle class, that
is craftsmen and guildsmen of the New Town. They were de-
termined Utraquists. Thus the city was divided against itself—Cath-
olics and near-Catholics in the seats of power, Hussites dominant
among the masses.

For a long time the Utraquist majority had seen little hope of get-
ting rid of their masters, and as long as this mastery was wielded
with a combination of strength and caution things seemed bear-
able. The events during Carvajal’s visit, however, had sapped their
strength and made caution appear as lack of determination. Thus the
internal development in Prague greatly favored the plans which the
Podébradian party began to work out in these days.
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CHAPTER 3

THE CONQUEST OF THE REGENCY

THE HussiTe wars were among the fiercest and most sustained
combats of the late Middle Ages, and brought about enormous
changes in warfare. Thus they are of particular interest to the stu-
dent of military history. In the Podébradian era this interest is bound
to weaken. Not till the open struggle fought in the final years of
George’s reign against Matthias Corvinus and the League of Zeleni
Hora does the military development as such again become interest-
ing and significant, and even then it is, as we shall see, only a shadow
of the earlier war of survival fought by the Czechs.

In his conquest of Prague George of Podébrady showed himself
a capable leader of an armed expedition, especially in its preparation.
Yet the main force which he brought to bear was political and reli-
gious propaganda. By its help he eventually succeeded in mobilizing
a “fifth column” of devoted adherents, overwhelmingly Utraquist, in
the city, and at the same time he frightened the Catholic party into
something like inertia, which largely counteracted all attempts at an
effective resistance. As a result the attackers, in the night from Sep-
tember 2 to 3, 1448, gained access to the city, mainly through the
gates of the Vyiehrad, with hardly any losses, and had the city
firmly in their hands before the mass of the defenders had become
fully aware of it. The Podébradians found themselves greeted and
féted by the great majority of the people, while the leaders of the
Conservative party were lucky to escape successfully, among them the
citys’ captain general Hanu3 of Kolovrat and the burgomasters of the
Old and the New Town. The leading clergy of the Prague archi-
episcopal chapter also made good their escape—though for them it
was hardly a question of survival, rather one of extreme caution.
Most of them, including the renegade, John Papousek, for the time
being established their residence elsewhere, preferably at Pilsen, now
as before Bohemia’s chief bulwark of Catholic resistance to the Re-
formation. The conquest of Prague, according to our main source,’

1SLCP, 137Mf.; SLCV, 11:ff. The most detailed modern treatments in Tomek, Déjepis, VI,
2nd ed. 147ff., and above all Urbinek, Vék, 1, 276ff.
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also resulted in a considerable exodus of Germans, among them a
good many students at the University. For the common people the
whole event was one of enjoyment, but one of its nastier expressions
was an attack upon the Jewish ghetto, which was thoroughly ran-
sacked.

Among the people who failed to escape only one was of national
importance: Menhart of Hradec, lord high-burgrave of Prague, there-
by highest official of the kingdom, and leader, in name at least, of
what had been the party of the conservative Calixtines. George or-
dered him to be taken to his castle of Podébrady and there kept as
a prisoner. Menhart, so George declared, would have to answer ac-
cusations before a national diet to be called in the near future. It
seems possible that George eventually regretted this step, for it cre-
ated a lot of trouble for him, The prisoner’s son, Ulrich of Hradec,
immediately interceded for his father in a correspondence which has
been preserved and which is rather characteristic for the time.” At
first he seemed mainly worried whether his father was treated prop-
erly, whether, for instance, a jester had been put at his disposal. But
as George, with all due respect for father and son, firmly refused to
release the father before the diet had met, the son became insistent
and angry, claiming the continued confinement to be an insult to the
honor of the family. After some time, in January 1449, the old gentle-
man himself, irate and bitter about his imprisonment, fell ill. At this
stage George decided to free him, as he feared the propagandist ef-
fects if Menhart were to die as a prisoner in Podébrady. Menhart was
released and taken to Rifany, but the travel was too much for him,
and he died a few days later. At the time it was no surprise that
murder by poisoning was suspected. In the eyes of Ulrich of Hradec
this became very soon an indubitable fact which strengthened his
determination to punish and destroy the killer of his father. The
group around him—cautiously directed by the Lord of Rosenberg,
who was now on his way back from the court of King Frederick—
met at the town of Strakonice and there organized itself as a league
of Catholic Lords. It included six barons (but by no means all the
members of their families among whom at least the Lords of Warten-
berg, Riesenberg, Sumburg, and Kolovrat were split) as well as
the cities of Pilsen and Budweis.? Some sort of negotiations still took
place—each side challenging the other to participate in a diet which

21n the collection of letters of the family of Hradec, 4C, IV, 3-33.
8 AC, 11, 244f.; SLCK, 200ff.
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should decide about the merits of the struggle—but there was now
little chance for a peaceful agreement without a trial of strength.

George, by this time, had, for all practical purposes, become the
ruler of most of Bohemia, and occasionally used the expression “ad-
ministrator” or “governor” in some of his pronouncements. If his
enemies wanted to prevent him from further reinforcing his position
they had to organize and use all their strength, and the renewal of
a bitter civil war secemed unavoidable. The lords of the League of
Strakonice would have liked, for the sake of national and interna-
tional support, to present the struggle as a fight against heresy.
George, as often in similar situations later on, worked hard to pre-
vent any such interpretation from gaining credence and support. The
Catholic element, though a minority, was, especially among the high
nobility, too strong to be thus allowed to slip altogether into the camp
of his adversaries. To avoid this he had to put some of his Catholic
friends into a position of representative influence which could not be
overlooked by anybody inside or outside Bohemia. Acting completely
as if the regency were his on a firmly legal basis, he appointed Lord
Zdenék of Sternberg as lord high-burgrave to succeed Menhart of
Hradec.’

The appointment—George’s strength appears in the fact that no
one questioned its validity—was a step of great significance. Probably
Zdenck was, at this time, already the most prominent, and certainly
the most active, member of the great Sternberg clan with whom
George himself had become so closely allied by his marriage with
Kunhuta of Sternberg. As far as the religious issue was concerned,
this noble family, as so many others, had long been split. Among the
older members, the dowager Perchta had given strong support to
the Hussites as early as 1421, while the oldest among the men still
alive, Ale$ Holicky, originally a follower of the Emperor Sigismund,
had after a period of hesitation gone over to the revolution in 1424.
Zden&k himself was and remained a Catholic. He was a proud and
intelligent man, calculating and selfish, and therefore generally eager
to keep on good terms with those whom he expected to prevail in

4The term “sprivce” is somewhat less precise than the two terms used later in non-
Czech documents: ‘‘gubernator” or, in German, “Landesverweser.”

5 The only monograph on this important figure is by Vé&a Kosinovd, “Zdenék ze Sternberka
a jeho krdlovské ambice” in K déjindm &sl. v obdabt humanismu, Sbornik praci vénovanych
|. B. Novdkovi, Prague, 1932, pp. 206-218. The author assumes that Zden&k’s military ex-
periences and gifts especially recommended him to George. I doubt that this was really
decisive. See also below, chapter XVII, n. 8.
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the domestic struggles. At this time he rightly expected that this
would be the husband of his cousin, George of Podébrady. Thus he
had strongly supported George’s policy, and had done nothing to
warn his old friend, Ulrich of Rosenberg, in whose house he had
spent some of his younger years. Instead he had taken an active part
in the conquest of Prague at George’s side. As the most prominent
Catholic in the Pod¢bradian camp he did, thus, establish a strong
claim to recognition of his merits at the hand of the future regent.
It is difficult to decide whether George was under any effective pres-
sure in appointing Zdenék to this high office. One might wonder
why he would not have aspired to it himself. Yet it seems clear that
he had more in mind: the officially recognized regency. For it, he
needed wide support among the barons, one which would not be
limited to the determined Utraquists. (As for the rest of the people
represented in the great diets, knights and cities, especially Prague,
he had less cause for worry.) This baronial support might depend
on the chance of effectively splitting the Catholic part of the high
nobility, and this could hardly be achieved without the cooperation
of a leading Catholic lord.

The appointment, therefore, was almost certainly the price which
George paid, in advance, for the new High Burgrave’s help in the
future election of a regent. Zdenék of Sternberg was to play an
enormous role in the life of George of Podébrady and in the history
of his rule over Bohemia. It was, for a time, mostly a helpful one,
but would become eventually a role of extreme harmfulness to
George. Yet no one could have foreseen this at the time of his ap-
pointment, when it was merely an appropriate political decision
whose advantages seemed greater than the risk involved.

Zdenék of Sternberg was not the only Catholic to occupy an im-
portant position in the new regime headed by George. Even so, the
men of the League of Strakonice were far from ready to give in. An
armistice concluded between the two groups in April 1449° with
the goal of opening the way toward a new, all-national diet was
breached by the league long before, after one year’s duration, it was
supposed to end. Soon both sides tried to prepare for the deci-
sive struggle by getting additional support from beyond the Czech
borders. Ulrich of Rosenberg’s old and friendly connection with
Frederick III availed him little at this time. The King, always a cau-

8 AC, 1, 250ff. For the resumption of hostilities see George’s letter in ibid., V, 268. Also in
B. Viclavek, Cesky listdf, pp. 65-66.
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tious man, saw very clearly that Ulrich’s chances had suffered greatly
by the recent development and could not be expected to recover
casily. Thus he wisely held back. But both sides sought and found
support in the north where the two Saxon dukes, enemies though
brothers, had long been involved in the Czech struggles. Indeed
George of Podébrady, whose military preparations against Prague
had been hidden behind the cloak of measures directed against Sax-
ony, had actually followed up the conquest of the capital by a short
campaign into Saxony. Now the war was resumed, with Duke Frede-
rick supporting the League of Strakonice, William the Podébradians.”

Yet the participation of the Saxon dukes had only a very minor
influence on the outcome of the Czech civil war. Duke Frederick’s
forces, in particular, partly immobilized by the enmity of his brother
William and the Margraves of Brandenburg, came too late to take
part in the only important battle, in which, on June 4th, 1450, the
Podébradians, under George’s command, suppressed the forces of the
League near the little town of Rokycany in western Bohemia.® This
battle, fought with the arms developed during the Hussite Revolu-
tion, had nevertheless little in common with the great and bitter en-
counters of that tremendous struggle. But then, also, there were none
of the sharp national, social, and especially religious issues at stake
that had aroused the passions on both sides of that great war. Indeed
the Bohemian Civil War of 1450, essentially conducted by two fac-
tions of the country’s aristocracy and largely limited to their immedi-
ate forces and followers, was not unlike the struggle that was to
break out, merely five years later, in England, only without its
dynastic background and on a much smaller scale.

Though the members of the league had sworn to continue the
struggle as a holy fight for the salvation of their faith, now, after
the Battle of Rokycany, they felt that their honor, at least, had been
saved. As early as June 11th an armistice was concluded at the castle
of Wildstein (near Pilsen) in which the members of the League of
Strakonice obliged themselves to abide by and support the Com-
pacts and the Letter of Pacification of 1440.° The league also agreed
to renounce all further cooperation with Frederick of Saxony. On
November 25th a national diet was to be held at which all important
leaders of the parties involved in the war would appear. Ulrich of

7Issues and events of the Saxon War are best summarized by Urbének, Vék, II, 382f.
8 SLEP, 143.
2 4C, 11, 274f. See its evaluation by Urbdnek, Vék, II, 454f.
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Rosenberg’s oldest son, Henry, guaranteed that, if his father should
remain absent, he, Henry, would represent the house and party of
Rosenberg. Meantime all pending issues were to be submitted to a
committee of arbitrators, two from each side. They were Henry of
Rosenberg and William of Riesenberg, both members of great noble
families, for the league, and for the Podébradian party Lord Zdentk
of Sternberg and a man of somewhat lower status, Zden¢k Kostka
of Postupice, of a family of knights and son of one of the strongest,
most competent leaders of the Utraquist gentry during the Hussite
Wars: William Kostka. Like William, his son Zden&k was to show
the qualities of a real statesman, and George trusted him fully. He
was the only Hussite among the four arbitrators. They elected as a
“neutral” chairman for their group another great Catholic baron:
Zbynék Zajic of Hasenburg.

Domestic peace thus was restored to most of the kingdom. George
of Podébrady now decided to even accounts with Frederick of Sax-
ony. The military expedition which in September 1450 invaded
Frederick’s territories answered a feeling of general patriotic enthu-
siasm with which even fervent Catholics were infected. George, in
this campaign, earned more military laurels than the civil war in
Bohemia had offered him. His greatest single success was the con-
quest against considerable opposition of the strong town of Gera.
The Czechs returned home with what is called “enormous booty,”
while one of their allies, Margrave Albert of Brandenburg, under-
took the job of mediating between the two warring parties.’’

On his return George did not yet release his army. As long as he
had it ready he was able, without any acts which might be inter-
preted as unfriendly or threatening gestures, to keep the Strakonice
party under a certain degree of pressure. Without this pressure the
great diet which did, as arranged, meet in Prague on November
25th, might not have been as productive as it turned out to be. That
things were not easy could be seen from the very length of the meet-
ing, which did not adjourn till early in January 1451 But deci-
sive for this success was George’s statesmanlike moderation in vic-
tory. The members of the League of Strakonice were not asked to
acknowledge defeat beyond showing their readiness to accept a last-
ing peace, and on conditions which were far from onerous. The

10 On the conquest of Gera see the contemporary report of Peter of Sternberg in AC, II, 45,
and SLCV, 113f.
11 For the resolution of the diet see 4AC, II, 2874.
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strongest symbol of this restoration of peace was the mutual forgive-
ness and friendship expressed between George and Ulrich of Hradec
—based on an arrangement already concluded in the late summer
by the arbitrators appointed at Wildstein. Beyond this, all conquests
of land and property were to be returned by both sides. All agreed
to work, without any subterfuge, for the release of young Ladislav
so he could be brought to Bohemia for his coronation, thereby put-
ting a definite end to the troubles of the interregnum. This goal was
to be achieved by another mission to be sent to King Frederick III,
this time much stronger and more representative than any previous
embassy. It would contain seven or eight members from each of the
two main parties, plus two neutrals. Again it is characteristic of
George’s policy that, in contrast to the Strakonice party who, with
five lords, nominated only one member of the gentry, no less than
five knights or squires were appointed by George, together with
only three lords, among them Zdenék of Sternberg.’?

The negotiations which were conducted with the King of the
Romans in Wiener-Neustadt, his usual residence, seemed to follow
the pattern that had been experienced so frequently before. The
Czech negotiators asked for Ladislav to be released, otherwise the
Czech estates might decide to elect another King. And the answer,
too, was eventually to sound much like a repetition to Frederick’s
previous reactions to the demand of releasing, with Ladislav’s per-
son, also his profitable hold upon the administration of part of his
heritage, especially the two duchies of Austria. But this time Frede-
rick expected, with some justification, that his answer would not
necessarily meet any serious opposition in Bohemia. He had, as be-
fore, achieved a secret understanding with those in Bohemia who,
as he judged, held the substance of power.” Only this time it was
no longer Ulrich of Rosenberg, never more than the leader of a
powerful minority, but George and the Podébradian League who
could be judged to hold this strong position. It was obvious, at the
moment, that George would, sooner or later, gain not only the sub-
stance of regency but also the formal position that went with it.
King Frederick could base this expectation rather easily on what he
had seen happening in Hungary. There John Hunyadi, like George
the gifted leader of a movement for national unification, had been
elected as regent (gubernator) already in 1446, originally very much

12 1id., 301.
18 See Palacky, Déjiny, 2nd ed., IV, 1, 232 (German, 26s).
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against Frederick’s wishes. But recently, in October 1450, a full un-
derstanding had been reached between the King and the regent of
Hungary. In the document containing this understanding * it was
expressly stated that Ladislav was to remain under King Frederick’s
tutelage till he reached his majority, ie. became 18 years old. This
would give Hunyadi another seven and a half years to consolidate
his strength and with it the general situation in the kingdom against
all attempt of his fairly numerous enemies to replace him.

The arrangement with Hunyadi created an easy precedent in the
eyes of Frederick and George alike. Presumably Frederick found it
even easier to come to an understanding with George of Podébrady
than with John Hunyadi. He had always wanted to be King of Hun-
gary, and his attempts to win the crown of St. Stephen were to play
a big and at times highly disturbing role in his reign. But the crown
of St. Wenceslas never attracted him very seriously, perhaps because
he expected it, for religious reasons, to be too troublesome and dif-
ficult a position. Thus he came to understand, respect, and support
(within measure) the Bohemia nobleman as soon as it became clear
that he, and not the head of the Rosenberg clan, was the strongest
person in the country. In this situation their interests were clearly
similar, and for exactly the same reasons as had been the case in
Hungary: to keep the young heir from entering into his royal
heritage as long as this could be done without too much difficulty or
without infringing too conspicuously upon Ladislav’s rights.

Frederick’s answer was presented to the Czech Estates at a diet
which had originally been called to Prague but which, because of an
epidemic of bubonic plague in the capital, was moved to the small
town of Benefov. There, on July 18, King Frederick’s envoys arrived,
at their head the Bishop of Siena, Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini. The
bishop, who, in his earlier years, had served the Council of Basel, had
for eight years been one of King Frederick’s most skillful clerical
servants and advisers. At the moment of the meeting nobody could
have foreseen that Aeneas’ presence there would become a factor of
historical significance—perhaps with the exception of the bishop him-
self who certainly hoped, if he did not expect with some certainty,
that he would rise much higher—indeed to the highest place—in the
Roman hierarchy. As the policy of the later Pope Pius II would have
decisive influence upon the development of the relation between the
Holy See and the Kingdom of Bohemia, and indeed on Bohemian

14 F. Kurz, Oesterreich unter Kaiser Friedrich 1V, 1, Vienna, 1812, appendix No. VII, 258f.
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and Central European history generally, this mission of his was bound
to be of great importance.'® Aeneas’ impressions and judgments were
shaped by various factors: first by a meeting, in a city of southern
Bohemia, with the former Hussite cleric, now a violent renegade to
orthodox Catholicism, John Papousek, who provided him with mate-
rial, much of it distorting the truth, about Hussite and especially
Taborite religious views; secondly by two short but impressive visits
to Tabor itself, during which he had long but rather fruitless discus-
sions with the heads of the religious community of Tabor, and which
fortified all the prejudices that he had developed earlier; further by
his presence at the diet of Bene$ov, where he saw members of both
religions, Catholic and Hussite-Utraquist, in rather close cooperation;
and finally (and most importantly) by a lengthy conference which
he had with the leading Utraquist layman: George of Podébrady.
They were introduced to each other by Prokop of Rabstein, himself
a friend of both men and present at BeneSov not as a member of the
diet but, like Aeneas, as the King’s ambassador. It was he who acted
as interpreter.

The later Cardinal and Pope has left a detailed report on this in-
terview with George, contained in a long letter to Carvajal and styled
as if he is giving a literal quotation of his own and George’s utter-
ances.'® While Aeneas tried hard and skillfully to put himself and
his behavior as both a statesman and churchman in the best possible
light, George, too, appears here as a man of strength and cleverness,
even wisdom, whose personal role within the general structure of
Bohemia—with her painful divisions and struggles and the heretical
infections of her religious mind—he viewed as, at least potentially,
highly promising. Not that he tried to hide the differences. He regis-
ters George’s complaints about Carvajal’s negative attitude during his
mission to Prague, and his emphatic demand for the recognition of
the Compacts. “This is,” George says, “the shortest, nay the only way
to peace and unity.” And he keeps returning to this, as something
that cannot be compromised. He is less adamant in relation to the
other of the perennial demands made by the Czech estates to Rome:

15 0n the whole complex history of the meeting see Urbdnek, Vék, II, 505-533, and the
short but highly suggestive and valuable analysis by H. Kaminsky, “Pius Aeneas Among the
Taborites,” Church History, XXVIII, 1959, 287-295. See also A. Cisafovid-Koldfova, “Nivitéva
Eney Silvia v Tébote,” JCSH, No. 20, 1951, 61ff.

16 Most recent publication in Wolkan, Der Briefwechsel des Aeneas Sylvius, FRA, 2. Abt.
vol. 68, 1918, 22ff. Palacky translated the dialogue into Czech and German in his Déjiny (IV,
1, 235—245 and 269—280). See also Urb4nek’s discussion of it in V&g, II, 513~527.
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confirmation of Rokycana as Archbishop of Prague, supposedly going
so far as indicating that under certain circumstances (one of which
would be Rokycana’s voluntary resignation which could not very
easily be expected) the Czech Estates might consider an alternative
solution. The interview ended, somewhat ironically, with Aeneas
recommending, as the person who might solve all the problems of
Bohemia, the learned Minorite John of Capistrano, and George voic-
ing the hope that this, indeed, might come to pass. (Not too much
later it became very clear, even to Aeneas Sylvius, that no one was
more apt to exacerbate the struggle between Rome and the Hussites
than the future Saint of Capistrano.)

The letter to Carvajal was not merely an intelligence, informing
Carvajal about Aencas’s impressions. It contained the seed of a policy
which Aeneas, implicitly, suggested to the Curia, in which he hoped
to play some role himself, and which for a time he tried to adopt
when he had the power to make the decision. And the basis of this
policy was a curious mixture of entirely correct and entirely mis-
taken judgments. Surely he was right when he considered George
a man of great ambition to whom political power meant much. But
he was wrong if he went so far as to believe that his religious tradi-
tion, the Hussite heritage, meant rather little to him and that he
would not seriously fight for it. (It was a wrong judgment which
he should not have maintained if he took his own information—
George’s answer to Ladislav’s court jester—seriously.) Surely Aeneas
was right when he saw that no other man was, at this time, able to
win and maintain a strong and faithful following among the Hus-
site majority of the nation, especially the gentry, and the people of
Prague, later also of most other cities. But he was wrong, danger-
ously so, if he believed that George could lead those people wherever
he wanted to have them, even to the abandonment of the Chalice.
Aeneas was, from his point of view, quite right—more so than some
modern historians of Hussitism—when he considered Rokycana as
a man too far gone on the way toward heresy (we might say
toward Protestantism) to be trusted by the Roman Curia with the
recognized role of archbishop for the Bohemian realm. But he was
wrong, again, when he saw this merely as a question of church pol-
icy, one which could be solved rather easily by supplanting the man
once elected by the Estates, and confirmed by the Emperor Sigis-
mund, with another man of a different religious complexion. Here
we may even have some doubt whether George had given him quite
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as much reason to believe that the Czechs would consider dropping
their demand for Rokycana’s confirmation as his letter to Carvajal
indicates. The strong popular groundswell in favor of the religious
attitudes, and the person, of Rokycana was to become more obvious
at a later time.

For the moment, however, and for a long time to come, the
Czech leader had reason to be satisfied with the impression he had
made upon the Italian prelate, just as the latter felt he had made a
lasting impression upon George which could be used to good ad-
vantage in the future. Aeneas’s report to Carvajal was, of course,
paralleled by a report to Frederick II1.'" He could inform the King
that his refusal to release Ladislav before the boy’s having come of
age, reiterated in an elaborate address which he, Aeneas, had pre-
sented to the Czech diet,"® had met with little serious protest, owing
essentially to the help given by George. Probably he had emphasized
his impression that George was a man of growing strength, and not
a fanatic but one with whom it would be possible to negotiate. Thus
the King was now more ready than before to grant George’s factual
leadership of the Czech nation his recognition.

At this time, in the fall of 1451, King Frederick III was prepar-
ing an expedition to Italy where he expected to meet his fiancee,
princess Leonora of Portugal, and where he was to be crowned as
Roman Emperor by Pope Nicholas V. He was willing to pronounce
his recognition of George as regent (“gubernator”), but some con-
flicts within the Podébradian camp and the sull active exertions of
the Rosenbergs provided him with the opportunity to limit this rec-
ognition to the extent that George was to hold his office only “during
the King’s pleasure.” This, of course, would make him, for the
time being, rather dependent on the Habsburg ruler’s whim. But
the recognition by Frederick was anyhow only another step in the
direction of a firm, regularized and effective control of the whole
Czech realm.”® The essential act would be to up the Estates of the
kingdom. The question was, how and when it would be possible
to create a sufficiently favorable political situation for such a nation-
wide recognition.

The final step, in this case, seemed in some ways the most difficult.

17 Jts text is not preserved, but its content emerges clearly from the consequences.
18 See his Historia Bohemica, chapter 60, and J. T. Miiller, Reichstag-Theatrum, Jena, 1713,

I, siyf.
19 See Urbének, VEk, 11, 535.
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