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JOZEF LESZCZYNSKI

THE PART PLAYED BY THE COUNTRIES
OF THE CROWN OF ST. WENCESLAUS
AND BY HUNGARY IN THE FREEDOM
IDEOLOGY OF THE POLISH GENTRY (1572—1648)

The Polish gentry secured from the reign of Louis d’Anjou (1370—1382)
all the main privileges, laws and liberties which gave them domination
over the other estates and the monopoly of political power. During the
reign of the last Jagiellon — Sigismund II Augustus (1548—1572) — a move-
vement for “execution of the laws”, linked closely with the Reformation
and the Renaissance established the model for gentry democratic gover-
nement. The entire political power in the Commonwealth was in the hands
of a single estate — the gentry whose monopolistic position was confirmed
during the first interregnum following the death of Sigismund Augustus.
The Henrican Articles passed in 1573 established the principles of free
election and election viritim and greatly curtailed the power of the king
by transferring to the Seym, as the representative and voice of the gentry,
a number of the royal prerogatives. The article de non praestanda oboe-
dientia, released the gentry from their oath of allegiance to the king in
the event of his trespassing on their privileges.l

Until the Sandomierz Rebellion (1606—1607) one may observe, anxiety
to consummate the “execution of the laws” by cleansing from blemishes
the political system of the State. Henceforth they concentrated on de-
fending, consolidating and developing the existing laws, not so much by
enacting new laws, as by introducing adjustments. They acted on the
assumption that “omis mutatio periculosa”. From time to time, in par-
ticular when exterior or interior danger threatened so that the blemishes
were most obvious and obstructed defence, the gentry proposed reforms
of the political structure. But they limited themselves to such proposals

1 A.Sucheni-Grabowska, Walka o demokracje szlachecka. Polska w epoce
odrodzenia. Panstwo — spoleczenstwo — kultura. (The Struggle for gentry democracy.
Poland in the period of Renaissance. The state, society, culture). A. Wyczanski
ed., Warszawa 1970, pp. 9—67.
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as would not threaten their privileged position in the State.? They were
clearly hostile to laws which might conflict with existing ones. Thus the
provincial diets often instructed their deputies to the Seym, the sole le-
gislative organ in the country, that “nic takiego nie stanowili, co by mialo
uchodzi¢ prawom, starym przywilejom, wolnosciom naszym” (Not to in-
troduce any principle which is not inherent in our old established laws
and liberties). That “pierwszy fundament wolnosci“’ (the prime foundation
of freedom), “cardinallissimum ius Rzeczypospolitej” (Cardinal to the
State) “nieoszacowany klejnot wolnosci” (Freedom’s priceless gem) were
free elections. That “Ius vetandi” was the second “pupilla libertatis” “na-
rodowi polskiemu est pro summo et cardinali obiecto” [for the Polish
nation est pro summo et cardinali obiecto.]® In the middle of the XVII c.,
this was transformed into the famed liberum veto. While the gentry
fiercely defended the notion of equality and rigidly refrained from estab-
lishing formal differences within their estate — such as the introduction
of aristocratic titles and orders — they failed to observe the enormous
existing differences, in particular those relating to property. They were
convinced that they alone comprised the Polish nation, that the existing
form of government was the best and under God’s particular protection,
and further that as a bulwark of Christianity Poland had a special mission
to discharge in Europe. Moreover, the Polish gentry, by reason of their
privileges was different from and superior to the gentry of other nations.
Characteristic of the Sarmatian ideology was the solidarity of the gentry
in confrontation with peasants and burghers and aversion, sometimes
amounting to hatred of foreigners, to whom they considered themselves
superior.4

In defending their laws, privileges and liberties against enemies real
and imaginary — in particular their sovereigns — the Polish gentry often
pointed to the example of their neighbours in the Kingdom of St. Wen-
ceslaus — notably the Czechs, Silesians and Moravians — and also the
Kingdom of Hungary, where under the Habsburgs the estates had lost
the position they had achieved earlier, especially during the reign of the
Jagiellon kings. The present work will deal with the influence of changes
in the political structure and nationality in the country of the crown of
St. Wenceslaus and in Hungary, under the Habsburgs, on the freedom

2J. Maciszewskli, Szlachta polska i jej panstwo (The Polish gentry and their
state). Warszawa 1969, 105—155.

3J. Wlodarczyk, Sejmiki leczyckie (The provincial diets of Leczyca). Lo6dzZ
1973, pp. 260, 291.

4T Ulewicz Sarmacja. Studium z problematyki stowianskiej XV i XVI w.
(Sarmatia. A study on Slavonic problems of the 15th and 16th c). Krakéw 1950,
pp. 131—132; S. Cynarski, Sarmatyzm — ideologia i styl Zycia, Polska XVII wieku.
Panstwo — spoleczenstwo — kultura (Sarmatism — the ideology and manner of
XVII c. Poland. The state — society — culture). J. Tazbir ed.,, Warszawa 1969, pp.
223 ff. Sarmatism was not a purely Polish phenomenon. On a basis similar to that
in Poland it developed also in Hungary, and still later in Bohemia. It was an im-
portant factor in drawing together the gentry of those countries. Cf. Cynarski
op. cit., pp. 222—223; A. Angyal, Die osteuropdische Bedeutung des Sarmatismus,
La Renaissance et la Réformation en Pologne et en Hongrie. Budapest 1963, pp.
501—509; J. Tazbir, Zum Vortrag liber den Sarmatismus (Diskussionsbeitrag). Ibid.,
pp. 511—512,
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ideology of the Polish gentry. These changes were used as an argument
against Habsburg candidates to the Polish throne, and any attempt by
the Polish court to enter into closer relations with the Habsburgs, notably
during the reigns of Sigismund III Vasa (1587—1632) and his son Wlady-
staw IV (1632—1648). The author wishes to emphasize that from a factual
point of view he does not seek to be exhaustive since that would require
a considerable volume. His aim is only to show the main themes involved
in the problem, the evolution of the subject in the years 1572—1648, and
its firm roots in gentry ideology.

The choice of Hungary and the Kingdom of St. Wenceslaus is not acci-
dental since with both these countries Poland had many prolonged links.
Up till XVI c. the two Slav nations — Poles and Czechs — were linked
not only by strong tribal connections but also by language, customs,
culture and politics. The Reformation, together with similarities in poli-
tical structure tended to bring closer together the gentry of Silesia, Bo-
hemia, Moravia and Poland. The Czechs had free elections from 1458
when they chose George of Podiebrad. Ferdinand I was chosen by 24
Commissioners in a free election to the Bohemian throne (1526). He had
to enter into a bond stating expresis verbis that he had received the
crown of St. Wenceslaus not by rights of heredity but following a free
election. He had to reaffirm all privileges and laws, undertake to main-
tain intact the countries of St. Wenceslaus Crown — article de not alie-
nando — even try to extend their boundaries — and not to give fiefs or
offices to foreigners. The feature which, together with the free election
most appealed to the Polish gentry was the rule that the opposite number
of the Polish Senate or State Council, might not take decisions without
the consent of the gentry expressed during a sitting of Parliament. The
gentry also emphasized other privileges of the Czech estates, such as the
possibility of obstructing political initiatives of the King. And last but
not least, former frequent dynastic ties involving the two nations played
an important role in the sympathy felt by the Polish gentry for the Czech
estates.5

Silesia, too, was kin to the Polish gentry. This province was an integral
part of Poland until the thirtieth of the XIV c., and on its links with
Poland largely.depended its economic development during the Renaissance
and the Reformation period. Silesians played an important part in the
cultural and scientific life of Poland, and in turn were attracted by the
achievements of the Polish Renaissance. Familiar to Poles were the liber-
ties of the gentry who, up to the time when the Habsburgs took posses-
sion of their throne, had full rights to determine their country’s policies.6

»S. Gruszecki, Walka o wladze w Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej po wygasnieciu
dynastii Jagiellonéw 1572—1573 (The struggle for power in the Polish state after
the passing of the Jagiellon dynasty 1572—1573). Warszawa 1969, pp. 108—111; J. M a-
curek, Cechové a Poldci v 2. pol. XVI. stoleti 1573—1589, (The Czechs and Poles
in the second half of the XVI. c. 1573—1589), Tri kapitoly z deéjin Cesko-polské poli-
tické vzajemnosti (Three chapters from Polish-Czech political contacts), Praha 1948,
pp. 8—11.

§ Historia Slaska (History of Silesia), vol. I up to 1763, K. Maleczynski ed,
part Il from the mid-XIV c. to the third quarter of the XVI., Wroclaw—Warszawa—
Krakéw 1961, pp. 309—327 and the chapter entitled “Intellectual Culture” p. 361 ff.
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The Polish gentry were not indifferent to the lot of the Hungarians.
Ties dating to the early middle ages, with special reference to the XIV c,
and lively commercial contacts kept them alert to what was happening
in the countries of St. Stephen’s Crown. Also familiar was the political
structure of Hungary, with free election, considerable Parliamentary
rights, extensive privileges of the gentry who like the Poles fought the
aristocracy, particularly the latter’s attempts to strengthen their position
by enthroning a representative of the Habsburg dynasty.’

The fate of the countries ruled by the crowns of St. Wenceslaus and
St. Stephen under the Habsburg regime became strife in Poland during
the first three interregnums after the death of Sigismund Augustus. An
important argument, also for those groups of gentry and sometimes mag-
nates who opposed the Habsburg candidature to the Polish throne. Even
during the lifetime of the last of the Jagiellons, the Habsburgs, knowing
that he must die without issue, sought to obtain the succession for them-
selves. They found support among certain of the magnates, notably the
ecclesiastics, who looked to a Habsburg regime to guard against the de-
velopment of the Reformation, which made considerable strides among
the gentry, and to defend interests of their group. The aspirations of the
Habsburgs to the throne of Poland were supported even by Sigismund
Augustus, but he entered into no obligation, and finally declared his oppo-
sition to such a succession. Even then the gentry “executionists” gave no
countenance to the idea of enthroning in Poland any Habsburg represen-
tative. Political writers and publicists helped to direct gentry opinion
into these channels.8

After the death of Sigismund Augustus, the Habsburgs, supported prin-
cipally by Catholic magnates, proposed as candidate for the Polish throne
archduke Ernest the son of Emperor Maximilian IT (1564—1576). The arch-
duke was not approved by gentry masses, who in general suspected the
House of Habsburg of an inclination to introduce in Poland an absolutist
regime, with intolerance of other religions. They also feared that a Habs-
burg on the Polish throne would involve the country in armed conflict
with Turkey.? These objections were not entirely justified, since the Habs-
burgs neither succeeded in introducing an absolutist regime in their here-
ditary countries of the crown of St. Wenceslaus, Hungary and the Austrian
Alps, nor revided religious unity by liquidating the powerful Reformation
movement there. Even so, it was certain that if occasion should arise, they
would strive to strengthen the influence of the Catholic Church and
secure their own position by restricting the prerogatives of the estates.
However, the gentry remained convinced that with a Habsburg on the
Polish throne there would be a danger of absolutism and religious perse-
cution in the state. Consequently, the anti-Habsburg current among the
gentry was so strong that even the most dedicated supporters of Ernest

“S. Gruszecki, op. cit, p. 111.

f§1bid, p. 112; W. Konopczynski, Dzieje Polski nowozytnej (A History of
Modern Poland), vol. 1 1506—1648, Warszawa 1936, pp. 127—128.

?' S, Plaza, Proby reform ustrojowych w czasie pierwszego bezkrdlewia 1572—1574
(Efforts to reform the political structure during the first interregnum) p. 84; S. Gru-
szecki, op. cit., p. 119.
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feared openly to advance his candidature, maintain contact with the
Emperor’s emissaries or even to correspond with them or with the court
of Maxmilian II.1® During the second interregnum after Henry Duke of
Valois fled from Poland (1574—1576) and the Emperor!! himself was a
candidate for the Polish throne, there was little change in the situation
despite the fact — according to the eminent expert on the period, J. Ma-
curek — Maximilian IT was liberal in religious matters, made no attempt
towards absolutism or a policy of Germanization in Bohemia, since he
himself tended to be rather under the sway of southern (Italian) culture
than German.1?

The theme of unwillingness even fierce hostility in relation to the
Habsburg candidature was dominant in the ample and versatile publicism
evident in the first two interregnums. Representatives, mostly anonymous.
of all political groups rushed into print: the supporters of the King
compatriot, symbolically called Piast, brother of the French King
Charles IX — Henry of Valois, of the Tsar of Russia Ivan IV the Terrible,
or his son Fiedor, of the Duke of Transylvania Stephen Batory, of Wiliam
of Rozmberk, Czech margrave, as also of archduke Ernest and afterwards
of Emperor Maximilian II. Among the sworn opponents of the Habsburg
candidature was, for instance, canon Jan Dymitr Solikowski, formerly
secretary to Sigismund Augustus, a diplomat familiar with European
affairs, and later Archbishop of Lwow. He agitated hotly for the election
of Henry of Valois, winning for his services in obtaining the crown for
the French candidate the high esteem of the French legate to Poland
Jean Montluc and his secretary Jean Choisnin.13 According to J. Czubek,
Solikowski was in the years 1572—1576 the author of at least 17 political
pamphlets. Among the writers of political pamphlets devoted to the con-
cept of electing compatriot, uncompromising opponents of the Habsburgs
were a modest vicar of Maly Plock near Kolno — Jan Gluchowski,!s
and Andrzej Ciesielski,!® pupil of the most eminent Polish political writer
of Renaissance times — Andrzej Frycz-Modrzewski. Opposed to the Habs-
burgs were also Piotr Mycielski, representative of the gentry of Kalisz
voivodship, a supporter of the Russian candidate,!” and many other poli-
tical writers, anonymous and to this day unidentified. The Habsburg sup-
porters, much less numerous than their opponents also took to writing,

1S Gruszecki. op. cit. pp. 111—-112

11 «A history of the second interregnum and the Habsburg candidature describes
in detail W. Zakrzewski, Po ucieczce Henryka. Dzieje bezkrélewia 1574—1575
(After Henry’s escape. A history of the interregnum 1574—1575), Krakéw 1878, pas-
sim. cf. also J. Macurek, op. cit. p. 67. ff.

12.J Macurek, op. cit., p. 48.

3 Nowak-Dluzewski, Okolicznosciowa poezja polityczna w Polsce.
Pierwsi kroélowie elekeyjni (Occasional political poetry in Poalnd. The first elected
kings). Warszawa 1969, p. 26.

%4 J Czubek, Pisma polityczne 2z czasow pierwszego bezkrélewia (Political
writings in the lime of the first interregnum). Krakéw 1906, pp. XXXIV-XXXV.

51bid., pp. XV=-XVII

% Ibid., pp. XVII-XIX; S. Kot, Ciesielski Andrzej, Polski Stownik Bio-
graficzny (Polish Dictionary of Biography), (further shortening PSB), vol. IX Kra-
kéw 1938, pp. 58--59.

173, Czubek, op. cit, pp. XIX—-XXII.
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usually circulating their pamphlets anonymously. Onerous research by
historians and historians of literature have brought to light some of the
names. One of the best known political writers favouring the candidatures
of Archduke Ernest and Emperor Maximilian II for the Polish throne was
Sbardellat Dudith. In Poland he was known as Dudycz, an eminent hu-
manist once bishop of Pécs, a diplomat — “p6l Wegier, pél Polak, a na-
prawde byly Niemiec” (Half Hungarian, half Polish and in fact all
German).® After leaving Hungary he settled in Smigiel, Great Poland
and married Regina Straszéwna. His representation in Poland of Habsburg
interests was later rewarded with the title of confidential counsellor to
the Emperor.19

Some publicists motivated their hatred of the Habsburg candidature
by reference to examples taken from early as well as the most recent
history and the current situation of Poland, Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia.
Hungary and other countries. Others limited themselves to items of in-
formation very short and concise, but often very much to the point.
Although differences appear as between the various pamphlets in the
emphasis placed on a variety of more or less detailed arguments, they
do exhibit all the reasons for the unpopularity with the mass of the
gentry of the efforts made to secure the Polish throne for Ernest and
Maximilian II. They adequately reflect the mood, prevalent among the
gentry as never before in Polish history, of germanophobia, hatred of
Germans and everything German.20

Let us consider some details. Jan Radunski, proclaiming himself in 1572
an opponent of enthroning Habsburg in Poland, warned the gentry that
their fate would be as was actually happening in the countries ruled by
the Austrian royal House — both the senior Spanish and by the junior
German lines. He wrote: “Ta (familia austriacka — J.L.), nas straszy, iz
gdziekolwiek posiada (tron — J. L.}, tam wszedy rozlanie krwi, w Hiszpa-
nii okrucienstwo, w Czechach prze§ladowanie, w Niderlandzie morderstwo,
w Wegrzech ludzi zatracenie, w Niemczech podatkéw obcigzenie, wszedy
zla obrona, praw i wolnodci zlamanie praktykami wszedy nakladajg, bie-
siedami sie bawig ...”2! Although that was a gross overstatement, particu-
larly as regards Bohemia, Hungary and the German Reich, it did reflect

*1bid., p. XXIL

MIbid, pp. XXII-XXIV; A. Fajecki; Dudith... Sbardellat Andrzej (1533—
1589), PSB, vol. V, Krakéw 1939—1946, pp. 445—449.

0SS Gruszecki, op. cit, pp. 113—114.

21 Biblioteka Jagiellonska w Krakowie (The Jagiellon Library, Krakow), ms 59
L. 105.

Ta (familia austriacka — J. L.) nas straszy, iz gdziekolwiek posiada (tron — J. L.).
tam wszedy rozlanie krwi, w Hiszpanii okrucienstwo, w Czechach przesladowanie,
w Niederlandzie morderstwo, w Wegrzech ludzi zatracenie, w Niemczech podatkéw
obcigzenie, wszedy zla obrona, praw i wolnosci zlamanie, praktykami wszedy na-
kladajg, besiadami sie bawig...“ (They — the Habsburgs — J. L. — terrify us, be-
cause wherever thev have possessions — thrones — J. L. —, there blood flows — in
Spain, cruelty, in Bohemia persecution, in the Netherlands murder, in Hungary de-
struction of the people, in Germany the stress of taxes, everywhere inadequate
defend of the law and abrogation of freedoms, everywhere they pass their time in
revelry).

This text is quoted also by S. Gruszecki, op. cit, p. 117, but it seems that
in some places he deciphered it erroneously.
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the deep conviction of the majority of the gentry that under Austrian
rule they would have no freedom. Radunski added that a Habsburg on
the Polish throne would mean certain war with Turkey and the Tartars,
since the House of Austria would undoubtedly use Poland in defending
their own interests in Hungary.?2

The arguments presented by Radunski were considerably developed
by Jan Gluchowski in a lyrical verse composition, “Interregnum,” of
poor literary quality but the first in Polish literature to oppose the Habs-
burg candidate to the Polish throne. He cited in particular those occasions
in former Polish-German relations which showed Habsburg as well as
German policy in relation to Poland in a bad light. He recalled Ryksa,
wife of Mieszko II (1025—1034) and an enemy to Poland together with the
murder of Przemysltaw II by the Brandenburg Margraves (1296). The
greater part of his space he devoted to the lot under the Habsburgs of
the countries of St. Wenceslaus Crown and Hungary. He relied on his own
observations from 3 years he is supposed to have spent in Bohemia, though
we do not know when and in what character. Gluchowski’s principal argu-
ment refers to the loss of freedom by the Czechs and Hungarians, the
prevalence of foreigners, the downfall of St. Stephen’s Crown, and the
fact that the Habsburgs failed to secure Hungary against Turkish ag-
gression. Gluchowskie wrote: '

Spytajcie Czechow bratéw, co sie 2z nimi dzieje,
Albo ich starodawna jako wolnosé mdleje.
Spytajcie Wegréw, co dzi$ za obrone znaja,
Chocia nad soba orla o dwu glowach maj3.
Czechowie, jako gesi obskubane, siedza

A jak sie im to zstalo, ani sami wiedzq:
Wolnosci polamane, ojczyzny pobrane,

Miasta na znak niewolej ptugiem poorane! ...
Trzy lata bylem przy nich placzqce ich ciezkosct,
Bo sie sami naplakaé nie mogq wolnosci,
Ktérej marnie pozbyli, Czechowie ubodzy,

A obcy sie w niej szesza, jako wilcy srodzy .:.”

Further, according to Gluchowski, the Czech were relying on Poles to
rescue them from Habsburg domination. Similarly, Silesians would gladly
accept Polish rule provided that the throne should be occupied by a strong
monarch able to defend them against the Habsburgs

“I styszalem to czeste, rzewne mnarzekanie:
Przywro6é nam jeszeze czasy takie, mily Panie,
By nas z niewoli takiej bracia wybawieli,
Bysmy pospolu panu jednemu stuzeli.

Ja nie wiem, kogo oni braty nazywali,

Lecz podobno Polaki, bo wiec przydawali
Bratrzy naszy, Polacy. Najrzewniej Slezacy
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Dziert po dzien narzekajq, chudzi nieboracy,
A, by tu o poteznym panu uslyszeli,
Predkobyscie je pewnie u siebie widzieli.”?3

Gluchowski is here guilty of several exaggerations. The literature on this
subject has nothing to say as regards the allegation, nor is any evidence
offered to prove that during the first interregnum the Czech and Silesians
aspired to a union with Poland under a single sovereign, not a Habsburg.
Also Polish political writers did not reflect unification tendencies, they
merely suggested during the first interregnum the possibility of Polland's
recovering Silesia. Piotr Mycielski, for example, saw such a possibility
in the election of the Russian candidate.2* The view of this matter adopted
by the suporters of the Austrian candidature will be shown later.

Gluchowski concluded his argument as concerning our theme with an
emphatic question:

“A wiec wy sami, bedge tak wolnymi,
mielibyscie sie zmieszaé ludZmi niewolnymi?”’2

That is to say that in the event of the throne being granted to Archduke
Ernest, the Polish gentry with their privileges and liberties, would be-
come intermingled with Czechs, Silesians, Hungarians, oppressed by the
Habsburgs, and in due course that would mean oppression for Poles.
Sharper — and in the opinion of J. Nowak-Dluzewski2? more effective —
than Gluchowski was the attack on the Habsburgs by an anonymous
author?” of an eclogue: “Tymatas skotopas do wszystkiego rycerstwa na
kolskim zjezdzie”?® (Tymatas skotopas to all the gentry at; the Kolan

2 J. Czubek, op. cit, pp. 18—19:

(Ask your brothers the Czechs what is happening to them, how their ancient free-
doms are fading, Ask the Hungarians how they are defended, although a two-headed
cagle watches over them. The Czechs lie like plucked geese, not knowing what is
happening to them. Freedoms abrogated, the motherland annexed, towns ploughed
up as a mark of slavery ... Three years I have been with them and wept with them,
for they cannot cry their lost freedom; poor Czechs — while others great and
powerful boast of it...

(...) And often I heard that mournful plaint: Grand us, o Lord, times in which
our brothers may save us so that together we may serve You. I do not know whom
they meant by brothers, but I suppose Poles, since they added — our brothers the
Poles. Loudest in complaint are the Silesians poor and haggard. If they should hear
of a strong master, Yyou would soon have them with you.)

% W. Czaplifiski, Ziemie zachodnie w polityce Rzeczypospolitej szlacheckiej
1572—1764. (The western territories in the policy of the gentry state 1572—1764).
Kwartalnik Historyczny, Year LXVIII, 1961, no. 1, p. 6.

% J, Czubek, op. cit. p. 19:

A wiecbys$cie wy sami, bedac tak wolnymi,
niechbyscie sie zmieszaé¢ z ludZmi niewolnymi
(Would you who are so free mix with the enslaved?)

2% J Nowak-Dluzewski, op. cit., p. 16.

27 J. Czubek, op. cit, pp. XVI-XVII — ascribes the authorship of this work
to Gluchowski, and A. Briickner to Stanistaw Porebski in a review, published
in the periodical, Pamietnik Literacki, of Czubek’s collected works. Year VI, 1907,
pp. 405—406. Whereas Nowak-Dluzewski, op. cit. p. 16 leaves the work as
anonymous.

2 The Convention of Kolo took place on 15th October 1572.
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Convention). This writer did not draw on the past but sought by contem-
porary examples to arouse feelings of aversion in the Polish gentry, to
inspire hatred and prejudice against the Germans, referring to propa-
ganda prints in which archduke Ernest prematurely proclaimed himself,
even before the election of Poland’s new king.

“Ktorego za pana wam juz wymalowali,
Chociascie go wy sobie jeszcze nie obrali?

Czyli Niemcy obyczaj tak szalony majq,

Nim co poczng, za pewng rzecz malowaé dajq?”

He tried to sting the self-love of the gentry with the words:

“Jako jeden radny pan z cesarskiego dworu,
Piszaqc jednemu panu, z glupstwa a z uporu
Mianowal one Polaki sprosnemi barbary. ..

Nor did he overlook the example of Czechs and Hungarians as victims of
Habsburg absolutism. He maintained that the seating of a member of
the House of Austria on the Polish throne would cause the gentry to lose
their liberties, as happened with the Czechs whom Ferdinand I “zniewolil,
a prawie je, jak pasterz owce swe, pogolil” (“penned, and like a shepherd
his fleeced sheep), and denied to our brother Czechs their privileges. Indi-
genous customs would change, masses of foreigners would pour in, there
would be difficulties in obtaining justice from authorities not familiar
with the Polish language.??

The anonymous author of the verse “Przestroga o obieraniu kréla”,
(Precautions in chosing a King) was also hostile to the Austrian candida-
ture. Because a German:

“Prawa wywraca,
Zacnos$é wytraca
Wolnosci skraca,
Praktykt,
Prawniki.”3

The anonymous author “Wyprawa do sasiadéw w Niebylkowie” (An Ex-
cursion to neighbours in Niebylkowo) accused the House of Austria of

2 J Czubek op. cit., pp. 27—29
(They have painted him as your master,
though you have not yet chosen him.
Is it a German a habit to paint what is not
yet begun?...
One of the aristocrats of the Emperor’s court,
being stupid or obstinate, has written that
the worthy Poles are barbarians...)

N Ibid, p. 33
{Overturns the laws, destroys decency,
alternates and annihilates freedom (those) practical
men (those) lawyers?]

33



“tyranstwo plodzi” (begetting tyrants) and justified himself by quoting
the result of Habsburg rule in Bohemia, Hungary and the German Reich.

“Czechy zubozyt,
Wegry potrwozyl,
Rzeszy tez pozyl,
Sam sie rozmnozyl,
By byt srog.”*31

Bohemia was also quoted as an example by a supporter of the Russian
candidature, the anonymous author of “Sententia de eligendo novo rege
ex duce Moschorum”. He maintained that after the election to the Polish
throne the Habsburg would abrogate privileges “jako uczyniono Czechom,
braciej naszej, okrom Slezakéw” .. .32 (As our brother Czechs, though not
the Silesians, have been treated). His awareness that the represions of
15471548 had not touched the province of Silesia was characteristic.
Piotr Mycielski, a vigorous supporter of the Moscow candidate, produced
in his polemical pamphlets several interesting anti-Habsburg arguments.
In his prose work “Sentencya cuiusdam de electione regis Polonorum
cum commonstratione commodi et incommodi inde emergentis”’, he warned
the gentry that the western monarchs “wiecej u siebie uwazajg privata
commoda, a niz publica iuramenta, ktére przy przyjmowaniu panstw
publice czyni¢ zwykli”3 (Prefer privata commoda to publica iuramenta,
and when enthroned commonly give effect to it). In the event of one of
them being elected to the Polish throne, the gentry would suffer the same
fate as did the Czechs following the election of Ferdinand I. Before his
accession he had taken a solemn oath to maintain the privileges, laws and
liberties of the Czechs, but “wnet prawa ich lamaé, przywileje pali¢, iuga
nieznoéne na nie kla$¢, nowe prawa pro suo libito dawaé, rade koronna
$cina¢ poczal, tak, iz niebozatka z onej nieprzeplaconej wolnosci w wiecz-
ng niewolg przez tak okrutnego fidefragum przyj$¢ musieli, iz sie ledwo
w swej skorze ostali, a majetnodci swej wszytkiej nieznoSnymi trybuty na
kazdy rok ledwie nie odkupuja’3 (he soon began to abrogate their laws
and set aside their privileges; he subjected them to unbearable iuga, insti-
tuted new laws pro suo libito, executed the King’s Council; thus the
roor Czechs, as a result o fsuch cruel fidelfragum, subsided from their
not overprosperous freedom into indefinite enslavement only barely re-
tained their skins, and as to their property had to repurchase it annually
by way of exorbitant tribute). Mycielski believed that Habsburg rule
would ruin Poland as it had ruined Hungary. Like the anonymous author
of the eclogue “Tymatas skotopas”, Mycielski aroused the gentry to under-
standing of contempt in which western nations, particularly Germans,
held the Poles. They called them “barbara gens Polonorum’” and spoke

M 1bid. p. 35:
JImpoveriched the Czechs, terrorized the Hungarians,
used the Reich itself multiplied in ruthlessness.)

2 1bid., p. 357.

¥ Ibid., p. 370.

¥ Ibid.
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of Poland as “barbariem”.3®> Such arguments, concerning in particular
Hungary’s having fallen under Habsburg rule were repeated by Mycielski
in verse form the literary point of view of little value: “Przestroga, to jest,
pokazanie upadkéw inszych ziem, takZe i Korony polskiej z obierania pana
z pojérzodka siebie”’3(Warning — or the transplanting of other countries’
downfall to the Kingdom of Poland by electing from among them
“master”’). Mycielski also wrote a prose work almost identically titled
“Przestroga z pokazaniem niepozytkéw z wziecia pana v posrzodku sie-
bie”’38 (Warning — and an indication of the folly of taking a master not
from among ourselves).

A determined and at times, almost pathological Germanophobe was
Andrzej Ciesielski. Even in his first polemical pamphlet3 “De rege novo
de sua gente deligendo oratio (ad senatum)”, he presented himself as
a sworn and uncompromising antagonist of Habsburg candidates, insisting
that, as representatives of a nation with which for centuries Poland’s
relations had been of the worst, they could not be entrusted with the
Polish throne. Against the Habsburgs was for him the fact that they
wanted to gain possession of the throne of Poland “pactis et non electione
iibera”. On the throne he wanted to see only and exclusively a Pole. He
cited the examples of Bohemia and Hungary, where Maciej Korwin and
George of Podiebrad ruled following free election, and to Jan Zizka of
Trocnov, who although “vir plebeius” was appointed by Czechs to the
office of “ad depellendam Germanorum potentiam et dominatum”. Then
Ciesielski posed to his kinsmen.the question “An Mathiae Corvina defuit
apud suos Ungaros auctoritas? An Pozdebradio, caesareae et papalis maie-
statis contemptori et libertatis Bohemiae vindici magnanimo, suos apud
Boiemos non erat honor?”’,% to which he gave a rhetorical, affirmative
answer.

In his next work, “De rege novo ex sua gente deligendo oratio (ad
equites)” Ciesielski’s aversion to the Habsburgs was still more marked.
Agitating for a compatriot King — the voivod of Sieradz — Olbracht Laski,
a known political rebel who “imponowal szlachcie formatem swej indywi-
dualnoéci i rozmachem przedsigwzigé politycznych”4! (impressed the gen-
try by this individuality and the vigour of his political activity) — he again
cited precedents created by the Czechs and Hungarians in electing Mathias
Korwin and George of Podiebrad. Moreover, he declared the Habsburgs to be
enemies of free election as was best demonstrated by the fate under their
rule of the countries of the crown of St Wenceslaus and St Stephen Similar,
too, was the fate of other privileges, laws and liberties. Ciesielski objected
to subjects being unable to communicate with their king in their native lan-
guage, pursuant to custom, to foreigners pouring into those countries and
playing an increasingly important role, to taxes being voted not for the

% 1hid.. pp. 367—368.

3 J Nowak-Dtuzewski, op. cit, p. 21
3% Czubek. op. cit.. pp. 703—724.

3 Ibid., pp. 381—397.

M T. Ulewicz op. cit, p. 108, ascribes the authorship of this work to Albrecht
Laski.

40 J Czubek, op. cit, pp. 335—338.
“1J Nowak-Dluzewski, op. cit, p. 18.
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defence of the country but for the use of the King.“2 Even in the several
final and correctly constructed hexameters, he attempted to arouse in the
gentry disguist at the Germans and their candidate for the Polish crown.*?

The author of the pamphlet “Jakiego krdla Polakom nie trzeba?”
(What Kind of King do Poles not need?) also found the most serious threat
to free election to lie in choosing a Habsburg as King of Poland because:
“widziem to, Ze u {ych narodéw, gdzie wolne obieranie belo, ociec za zy-
wota i zdrowia dobrego synowi stolice abo bratu spuszcza, aby wolne obie-
ranie zagasto ... Tak po dzi§ dzien w Czechach i Wegrzech si¢ dzieje”%
(I observed that in the countries which once enjoyed free election, the
father while still alive and active handed the capital over to his son or
brother, thus condemning free election to death... That has happened
in our times in Hungary and Bohemia). Again taking those countries as
examples, he declared that their wars and internal turmoil were the fault
of their alien rulers. Though Poles thus far had not had kings “ab austro”
the examples of the Czechs and Hungarians would suffice for whenever
they accepted such a ruler “zawsze abo rozruch wielki, abo szkoda Rzeczy-
pospolitej pewna’ %% (the result was always great disturbances and inevi-
table loss to the state). The anonymous author of a pamphlet “Slachcica
polskiego do rycerskiego kola, braciej swej milej, o obieraniu kréla krétka
przemowa’” (a short adress by a member of the Polish gentry to the con-
course of knights, my dear brothers, with a view to choosing a king) drew
the attention of the gentry to the bondage experienced by the Czechs and
Hungarians under Habsburg dule. He warned the gentry that if they
were to elect a Habsburg they might loose their most treasured right —
easy access to and communication with the monarch “bez prokuratora albo
ttlumacza”% (without prosecutor or translator). The anonymous author of

42 Germanus vero confusus et satis domi ad agendum habens supersedisset, ubi
non successissent conatus, quo inde a maioribus suis hactenus nulos intermisit in
tot recuperandis (utinam retinendis) regnis, quae ille sublata ac erepta illis omni
libertate, non in haereditatem tantum propriam et successionem posteritati suae
contulit, sed et in servitutem sempiternam delusos traduxit. Hoc testantur regna
nobis vicina, Boemia, Ungaria, Silesia, Moravia... Exempla nos Boemorum, Slesi-
tarumm et Ungarorum praedicta... admoneant, quis suis libertatibus amissis neque
sua lingua aut moribus nec habitu aut ritu patrio regem appellant aut salutant.
sed per interpretes alloquuntur manusque veste obtectas suorum principum deos-
culantur... Unde tanta mutatio, tanta metamorphosis iam facta in gente illa, ut
vix Boemum a Germano vel Hispano, illos vero a Boemis sercernere queas: sic
omnia apud illos inversa... Sed ef, quod etiam magis dolendum est, quia tantum,
quantum iubetur, de tributis pendunt idque non ad necessitatem aut defensionem
regni sui, sed ad Caesaris voluntatem satietatemque, hanc mercedem, hanc gratiam,
hoc praemium ex promissis illis magnifis pro repentina illa voluntatum in se in-
clinatione retulerunt...” cf. J. Czubek, op. cit. pp. 343—345.

4 1bid, p. 48

%4 Ibid., 274-275.

45 Ibid.

46 Don’t let us seek to lose it easily, and if examples can move us, let us regard
our neighbours: how the Hungarians complain now that they have betrayed their
own nation, and allowed themselves to be ruled by a foreigners; and how in slavery
they have become so submissive as much as they want to they cannot shake off
their heavy yoke. Let who will ask our brothers the Czechs regarding the taste of
alien rule: he will learn what it means to have a master from a foreign land. Ibid.
p. 281.
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“Elekcya kréla krzescijanskiego” (The Election of the Christian King)
also drew attention to language difficulties.4?

An anonymous political pamphlet dating from the first interregnum
“Z rakuskiego domu dla tych przyczyn nie chca mieé Polacy kréla...”
(The reasons why Poles do not want a king from the House of Austria),
merits closer attention since he attempts, in evident alarm, to make the
gentry more sensitive to the dangers to the state inherent in the election
of a Habsburg and gives a great variety of reasons why such a candidate
should be rejected by the electors. He maintained that Habsburg rule in
Poland would constitute a grave threat to gentry laws, privileges and poli-
tical freedom, with special reference to the principle of free election, since
“od tego domu rakuskiego wolnosci wszystkim czeskim miastom popso-
wano i do wielkiej niewoli przywiedziono” (this House of Austria had
plundered the liberties of Czech towns and condemned them to severe
bondage). He warned “abysmy potym nie mowili: Fuimus liberi Poloni,
nunc sumus ubique oppressi servitute perpetua” (Poles not to put them-
selves in a position in which they would have to bemoan later: Fuimus
liberi Poloni, nunc sumus ubique oppressi servitute perpetua), and added
that “regni Bohemiae, regni Hungariae ex domo Austriaca perpetui hae-
redis, cavendum est Polonis, ne de libero regno esset haereditarium, libe-
ramque iam electionem omitterent ac in sempiternam servitutem praeci-
pitarent”. The Hungarian and Bohemian gentry in particular were held
up as a warning against Habsburg activities. Because in Bohemia “kto-
kolwiek mozny et amator suae libertatis okaz sie, Ze si¢ chce oppophere
o wolno$é swa ... ni vincula includitur, a tam sine ulla misericordia do
smierci swojej wieczne cierpie¢ musi, co w Wiedniu i w inszych zamkach
znalazloby sie...” (Whoever is wealthy and proves to be et amator suae
libertatis, wants to oppophere for his freedom ... in vincula includitur,
there sine ulla misericordia he must suffer endlessly still death, as can
be seen in Vienna and other strongholds). “Anon” also complained of
such fiscal pressure in the Habsburg countries “Ze i pod poganinem tego
nie znajdzie, tantam praessuram gentium” (that even under a pagan is not
to be found such tantam praessuram gentium). He emphasized the pre-
valent national discrimination, for “w Wegrzech na zamkach, w miesciech
jedno Niemey sa urzednikami nullumque indigenam illius regni patiuntur”
(in Hungarian towns and strongholds only Germans are officials nullumque
indigenam illius regni patiuntur). Furthermore he reproached the Habs-
burgs, for not honouring the oaths taken by their predecessors, and did
not believe that Germans would ever forgive the blood shed by Poles
in the past. However, the most profound indignation was arroused by the
alleged fact that in Bohemia “nullus... respectus personarum, w jedny
tam cenie poddany i $lachcic”.%® (nullus... respectus personarum holds
a peasant in the same esteem as a gentleman). To be treated on the same
footing as a peasant as something the Polish gentry could not accept; they
were accustomed lo a situation in which a peasant had no rights and was

47 1bid., pp. 305—306.
4 Biblioteka Jagiellonska w Krakowie (The Jagiellon Library Krakéw), Ms. 59,
L. 116—118.
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entirely at the mercy of his masters. Not everything in the situation in Bo-
hemia was exactly as the anonymous writer suggested but the peasants
did at least have the rights to look to the state for justice.

Many of the statements included in the political pamphlets discussed
above were repeated, supplemented and developed by new ideas in a paper
called “Gdyby panowie Polacy cesarza albo Niemca obrali, toby na nie
przyjs¢ musiato” (If the Poles were to choose the Emperor or a German,
vhat would be their fate?). J. Czubek® has suggested that this pamphlet
was written by Solikowski but other scholars have questioned the fact.?
Reference was made in it to German arrogance in Hungary and the Ger-
manization of Bohemia “gdzie pierwej Niemca nie stychano, tak sie ich
nawszelo, ze w Krélestwie trzecie miasto czeskie, a dwa niemieckie,
w miastach cesarskich dwa mieszczanie Niemcy, trzeci Czech” (where at
first nobody had heard of the Germans, now there are so many of them
that in the Kingdom of every three towns one is Czech and two German,
while in the Emperor’s towns of every three burghhers two Germans and
one Czech). The author did not cover up the fact that “barzoby ich Cze-
chowie radzi zbeli, gdyby mogli” (the Czechs would gladly get rid of them
if they coud). Moreover, he warned the gentry that should a German be
chosen there would be an influx of foreigners who would buy land, export
money and whatever was more valuable “zaczemby ziemie zniszczeli, zu-
bozeli, a swoje ubogacieli” (thus ruining and impoverishing this country
to enrich their own). The German whose hatred of Poles is known
would, it was emphasized, in the event of a Habsburg being elected,
seek revenge “pamietajgc na one wielkie krwie rozlanie przedkéw swoich
od Polakéw” (For their blood shed by Poles). The polish gentry and clergy
would be threatened by fiscal pressure as great as that in Bohemia. The
author cannot bear to contemplate what Habsburg policy might devise.
The Habsburgs would show favour to the members of the House of Austria,
and foreigners in general, discriminate against indigenous families. The
author offers a gloomy perspective of the State being transformed into
a conglomeration of duchies under hereditary rule, as in the case of the
Empire, of representatives and friends of the Habsburgs. He urged that
“Niechaj pamietaja Polacy na ono, co ojciec tego cesarza uczynil Praza-
nom i wszytkiej czeskiej slachcie. ze jem zbroje pobral, a do innego kro-
lestwa wyniést; gdzie mieli gléwne prawa swoje w Pradze, zapalil im je,
aby tym wolniej statuta swoje wydal, a innych miast mury polamal,
potargal i wszytkie prawa, przywileje od innych kréléw nadane polamat,
potargal i wszytkie im wolnosci odjal, tak, ze juz sa u niego jako w nie-
woli”.51 At the first opportunity the Habsburgs would do the same in
Poland: just as Ferdinand I failed to keep his word to the Czechs and
Hungarians, so the Habsburgs would fail after the election to keep their

9 J Czubek, op. cit, p. XXXIV.

0 J Nowak-Dluzewski, op. cit, pp. 20-21.

5t J, Czubek, op. cit, pp. 358—359. Poles should remember what the father of
the present Emperor did to the inhabitants of Prague, and to all the Czech gentry;
he took their defence and removed it to another kingdom; the (written) laws they
had in Prague he burned so that he could freely pass his own; he demolished the
walls of other towns. eliminated their political freedom so that now they are his
captives.
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solemn promises — that is to maintain the laws, privileges and liberties.
Habsburg might model himself on the Czechs and create a camera “tedy
wszytka Polska nie dostarczalaby na jego komore i na pisarze i na pisar-
czyki etc...” (in that case, not all of Poland would be able to provide for
his chamber and for his scribes and scriblers ete.). In the opinion of the
author of the pamphlet, the election of a Habsburg to the throne of Poland
would involve the state in armed conflict with the Ottoman Empire and
the Tartars, in which she would be left to rely entirely on her own
strenght, for as the example of Hungary had shown, Germans were “ad
proelium ultimati” 52

“Z rakuskiego domu...” (Why Poles do not want...) and “Gdyby
panowie Polacy ...” (If the Poles were to choose...) are in many respects
so similar that it seems possible to suppose that they are the products of
a single pen. Solikowski’s? Only further profound research — in particular
historians of old Polish literature — can answer that question. Even so,
this much is certain — that in the period of the first interregnum Soli-
kowski was the leading controversialist, taking up the cudgels against the
Habsburg candidature in several works, clearly the products of his pen.
Examples used are taken from the neighbouring countries, principally
Bohemia, Hungary and Silesia, ruled by Habsburgs.

Already in “Kompetytorow do Korony polskiej commoda” (The com-
moda of the competitors for the Polish crown), he warned the gentry that
in the event of Ernest being elected “co si¢ inym dzieje, to jest, Wegrom,
Slezakom, Czechom, staloby sie to i Lechom” (what happened to the
others — Hungarians, Silesians and Czechs — would happen to Poles, too).
To begin with, the gentry would lose the privilege of free election, since
the Habsburg would introduce the hereditary throne¥ In “Sententia
cuiusdam de eligendo rege” Solikowski hold up the discouraging example
of Bohemia and Hungary, writing “. . . mie przedsie aliena vestigia terrent:
Czechowie, Slezacy, Wegrzy; co sie z nimi dzieje, dobrze wiemy’’3 (I have
before me aliena vestigia terrent: we well know what is happening to
Czechs, Silesians and Hungarians). When Dudith produced a polemical
pamphlet, Solikowski at once answered with “Responsum ad praecedentem
epistolam pro duce Andium” in which he said openly “a Czechowie
piszcza” (the Czechs are whining). He outlined the repressions they
suffered, the emigration of many rich Czech families to neighbouring
countries, the fiscal pressure practiced by the Habsburgs, the appointment
of foreigners to offices, the double-dealing of the Habsburgs as regards
aid in the event of conflict with Turkey, of which the best illustration
was the history of Hungary.%® Though in his best work, of real political
value,’ dating to the first interregnum — “Rozmowa Kruszwicka de nobi-

2 1bid., p. 360.

3 Ibid., p. 492. ,Juzby sie Polakom wiecej nie nadziewaé elekcyej, bo by oni
(Habsburgowie — J. L) z nas sobie dziedzictwo uczynili...“.

[Poles would no longer enjoy free election because they (Habsburgs — J. L.) would
make an hereditary throne.]

% Ibid., p. 449.

W Ibid., p. 456.

36 J Nowak-Dtuzewski, op. cit., p. 27.
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lissimo septentrionis regno tempore interregni post mortem Sigismundi
Augusti regis X Februari w Kruszwicy” (The Kruszwica conversation de
nobilissimi septentrionis regno tempore interregni post mortem Sigismundi
Augustii regis X Februarii in Kruszwica) Solikowski scarcely refers to the
example of Bohemia and Hungary, from the context it can be deduced that
not only was he familiar with them, but was delicately reminding readers
of them, desirous no to repeat what he had already presented extensively
in other works. His Germanophobia found full expression in this work.
The Germans, he wrote, “naréd nedzny, chciwy i lakomy” (are despi-
cable, greedy and gluttonous nation). His sympathies went out to nations
governed by Germans.57

During the interregnum, after the escape from Poland of Henry Valois
(in the night from 18th to the 19th June, 1574) Solikowski at first tried
by means of his works to prevent the holding of a new election, he wanted
to wait for Henry’s return. However, when that became unrealistic he
tended to back the Habsburg candidature, although probably in the end
he did not support them.58 In his work “Komornik a burmistrz” (The tenant
and the Mayor) written in October 1575, shortly before the election fixed
for November 7, he discredited the efforts of Maximilian II to obtain
the Polish throne as being no longer timely. He took note of the
advantages of the Habsburg candidature, but found them oversha-
dowed by drawbacks. The fate of Czechs and Hungarians under Habsburg
rule was paramount of that opinion. When in the discussion the mayor
began to belaud the virtues of the Habsburg candidate. The tenant did
not challenge him, but added... “Jest to wszytko; ale jakos$ sie ludzie
zdrygaja, wspominajac sprawy czeskie i wegierskie za panowania cesarza
Ferdynanda a sna¢ i teraZzniejsze: prawa i wolnosci pospolite wszech sta-
now nawatlone, $lachta $pieszala, imiona konfiskowane, rady ziemskie na
strone odsadzone, rada komorna — kilka osob cudzoziemskich a z nizkich
stanéw, z temi pan wszytki radzi i sprawy konkluduje. Niemcy wszedy
gore maja, tych w s$lacheckie a panskie statki, tych na urzedy i na dosto-
jenstwa sadzaja; a wiemy jako to jest naréd hardy, inemi gardzacy, a
zwlgszeza polskiemu niesprzyjazny, chocia my tcimy i wazymy”. He was
indignant at the fiscal pressure which was a burden not only to peasants
and the burghers but also to gentry and clergy. Moreover, he could not
accept “bona ecclesiastica sunt bona camerae”. He drew attention fo the
poverty and distress of society, the spread of usury, and the widespread
falling into debt by citizens. On the other hand, when the mayor men-
tioned “srogosci sie najwiecej ludzie naszy wolni obawiajg” (our people
most fear austerity), the tenant begun to defend the Habsburgs saying
“Wszak cesarz Maksymilian srogosci Zzadnej przeciwko poddanym swym
nie uzywa, acz bez karnosci zadna rzeczpospolita sta¢ nie moze” (The
Emperor Maximilian is not austere with his subjects, no state will stand
without discipline). He also justified the repressions imposed by Ferdi-
nand I “niepostuszenstwem, niewiernoscia i zruszeniem poddanych swych
przeciwko sobie’’® (confronted by lack of obedience or loyalty, and faced

% J. Czubek, op. cit, pp. 466—491.
% J Nowak-Dluzewski, op. cit, p. 57.
% J. Czubek, op. cit, pp. 650—654. It is all there somehow people shudder
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by rebellious subjects). The tenant-mayor discussion, interrupted by sitt-
ing down to the table, was not to be renewed nor had it reached any con-
clusions. Neither the one nor the other — or indirectly Solikowski — de-
clared himself for or against the Habsburgs. An eminent historian of lite-
rature was driven to declare such an ending to be “a lamentable example
of an ideologically bankrupt publicist, silenced by events”. 60

Solikowski doubts were not shared by Jakub Laskowski®! — a publicist
of the second interregnum. In his work “Wotum w interregnum po Hen-
rykowym z Polskie odjezdzie” (The vote during the interregnum after
Henry Valois ieft Poland) he argued passionately against the Habsburg
candidature. He was in no doubt that the Czechs were right during the
Schmalkald war to disobey Ferdinand’s orders which would have made
them break the treaty they had negotiated with the Elector of Saxony.
Moreover. here was no rebellion and therefore what was not necessary
was “sila potracono zacnych ludzi, sita domoéw poniszezono” (the loos of many
eminent people and ruin of many houses). That fictious rebellion was a pre-
text for “Nasadzono tam niemieckiego narodu, familiej wielkich znizono tak.
iz i jezyk 1 naréd niemiecki wyciska czeski” (bringing in a lot of Germans,
humbling great families, so that the German people and language forced
out the Czech). According to Laskowski, in Bohemia and in Hungary the
convening of Parliament was a pure formality, since the actual decisions
were taken at the King’s Council consisting by his wish of “homines
plebei”. Great indignation was aroused by the fact that “nawet chlopy
z jurysdykcyej tak panom wyjeto, ze do urzedu chlop wlasnego pana po-
zywa” (even the peasant was removed from the landlords jurisdiction
and might summon his own master to court). To Laskowski it was painful
that despite their solemn oaths, the Habsburgs had changed the political
structure of Bohemia and Hungary. He condemned the social policy in
Hungary — remocving from offices their indigenous holders and replacing
them by Germans. In the same way as Hungarians and Czechs, so he
warned, may Poles lose under Habsburg rule the privilege of free election
“zrédlo wolnosci naszych” (the source of our liberties). He was convinced
that in the event of a Habsburg being elected he would drag Poland into
war with Turkey. That would make it “Wegrom 1zej” (easier for Hunga-
rians) but, he added promptly, “nam ciezej. A Zle padnie — nam bieda,
wygramy co — im wygramy — nie scbie” (harder on us. If we lose, we
suffer, and if we win, we win for them not for ourselves). The example
of Hungarian hopes that under Habsburg rule they would be secure against
the Turkish thread was for Laskowski symptomatic, “miasto ratunku ich

when they call to mind the situation of the Czechs and Hungarians situation during
the reign of Ferdinand, as well as the present time. The laws and liberties of all
the estates attenuated, the gentry torpid, the property confiscated, the national
Council dismissed, in the Council Chamber numbers of foreigners of low estate
pbut it is with them that the monarch holds council and determines all. The Germans
everywhere take the lead; they grab posts of the gentry and the high offices: we
know that theyv are a taugh nation, contemptuous of others and especially hostile
to Poles although we are of importance and consedquence.

60 J Nowak-Dluzewski, op. cit, p. 58.

6l Some information about him is given by J. Czubek, op. cit, pp XXXV-
XXXVI.
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(Habsburgéow — L.J.) sprawa zgineli”.62 (Since instead of receiving
[Habsburg — J.L.] help they were sacrificed).

It was only to be expected that the supportes of the Habsburg can-
didature should pelemize with their opponents. Among them was the ano-
nymous author of: “Rationes et cautelae in novi regis electione observan-
dae,” who sought intellegently to undermine their case. He did made no
bones about the Czechs being oppressed, but he emphasized justification.
The Czechs have been punished “ale to perfidya swa zasluzeli, bo przeciw
przysieglemu swemu panu wojne podnies$li i panstwa go pozbawi¢ chcieli,
zapomniawszy wiary swojej, ktéramu beli trzymac przysiegli. Takowe
crimen laesae maiestatis ciezko wszedy karza...” (but they deserved
it for their perfidy, having made war against their rightful sovereign and
forgetful of their oath of loyalty to him, have sought to deprive him of
his state. Such crimen laesae maiestatis is universally punished). He agreed
that the Habsburgs had imposed heavy taxes but answered to that that
in Poland taxes were not unknown — indeed there might be more of them.
Moreover, “wiem tez to, Zze w domu rakuskim, chocia sg podatki niemale,
przecie sprawiedliwo$é¢ predka. Dawszy panu, com powinien, jestem pe-
wien ostatka ...” (although taxes are not light under the House of Austria
— equity is prompt. When I concede to my lord his due I can be sure that
everything will be alright) which is not always the case in Poland. He
sought to seduce the gentry by dangling hopes for the recovery of Silesia.t3

A similar manner of defence of the Habsburgs was employed by Dudith,
already referred to. In two of his works “Dialogi de regis Poloniae elec-
tione”, composed in the form of a conversation between a Pole (Polonus)
and a Traveller (Peregrinus), the latter being Dudith himself, he challen-
ges the Pole to produce his charges, and then demolishes them. Thus,
when the Pole declares “Aiunt domus Austriacae tyranide perfectum esse,
ut Bohemia, quae libera antehac fuit, et Moravia et Silesia, postremo
etiam Hungaria in servitutem sit redacta, privilegiis et libertate omni
amissa, imperare eos, cum volunt, milites, tributa et quae volunt onera
suorum subditorum humeris imponere, quae ita sint gravia, ut iam ne
ferri quidem possint; postremo. pontifici Romano ita addictos esse, ut
conscientiis quoque imperent iam non minus graviter, quam corporibus
ipsis”, Peregrinus declares that such are not true, or they arise from a lack
of knowledge of relations in the House of Habsburg. He describes the reli-
gious toleration at the royal court, the adherence in the countries belonging
to the Crown of St. Wenceslaus and in Hungary to the laws of the estates,
their principles and liberties. The Emperor does not himself either impose
the taxes or command the army. Taxes are voted by Parliament, which
also mobilizes the army. when needed for defence against the Turks.% And
if the liberties have been abrogated, that is because rebellion has been
crganized against Ferdinand II and had to be punished. Moreover, public
opinion was on the side of the sovereign whom the rebels wanted to deprive
of his throne.55Dudith defended through the mouth of Peregrinus the idea

2 Ibid., pp. 630—643.
@ Ibid. pp. 439—441.
¢ Ibid, p. 697.

% Ibid. pp. 698—699.
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of war with Turkey, emphasizing that the object is not only the defence
of Hungary or other Habsburg dominions but of the entire Christian
world.® Arguing with Solikowski in the work “Epistola C.S. ad F.S. contra
sententiam cuiusdam de eligendo rege” he insisted that the business of
a monarch is to maintain order in the country and that that in Poland as
in Bohemia, Silesia and Hungary was considered an attempt on liberty.6?
He found no harm in taxation “byle z nich stateczna obrona byla”% (pro-
vided the result is sound defence). Almost identical arguments in defence
of the Habsburgs were used by the anonymous author of a verse: “Roz-
mowa Lecha z Piastem, napominajgca swych obyvateléw, jakiego pana
maja sobie i krélestwu temu obra¢”6? (Conversation between Lech and
Piast to remind our citizens what kind of monarch they are expected to
choose for themselves and their kingdom).

On the basis of this work it can be stated that the character of the
government in the countries under the Crown of St. Wenceslaus, and in
Hungary, was vital during the first interregnum in the struggle against
the Habsburgs candidature. Publicists from among the gentry disinclined
or hostile to the Habsburgs emphasized in their works the abrogation by
the monarchs of laws and liberties and the privileges of the estates, in
particular, the principal privilege — free election as regards which the
Polish gentry were so sensitive; the influx of foreigners, mainly Germans,
Italians, and Spaniards, who were favoured by being given offices, do-
mains of indigenous landlords confiscated during repressions; Habsburgs
disregard of Parliament taking decisions for the entire of the kingdom:
fiscal pressure, which did not exclude the gentry and the clergy; lack of
religious toleration, in particular in Bohemia; erroneous social policy as
indicated by the appointment to the King’s Council of people of low
origin and giving peasants the protection of the law. Such innovations
were by the Polish gentry viewed with disapproval Publicists emphasized
that the election of a Habsburg would drag Poland into war with the
Ottoman Empire and the Tartars. In such a war, Poland would have to
rely on her own forces alone, since Germans were forward with their
promises but not when it same to fighting. In support of this thesis was
cited the example of Hungary, which althought before the election of

6 Ibid., p. 702.

7 Ibid., p. 452. ,Iz Czechowie, Slezacy, Wegrzy skwierczg a lamaniem praw
alleguja, widziemy, co niekara i licencya (ktéra u nas zowiemy libertatem) dobrego
u nas sprawila.“

[That the Czechs, Silesians, Hungarians protest and lament over the abrogation
of laws, and we see what beneficial lack of chastening, what freedom (which we
call libtertatem) has achieved in our country.]

G5 Ibid.

M Czesi .potracili wolnosci i sa dzi§ manowie“, ,kréla... wzgardzili, krélowa
zelzyli¥, a poddani wola daé podatki, ,,aniz okrutna cierpie¢ turecka niewola”. Dalej
nasz anonim pisze:

»,Bo wierzcie mi, tyranstwa nie masz zadnego,
W cale tam religia, majetnos¢ kazdego.“

(The Czechs “lost their freedom and are now helpless” for they have ‘“despised
their king, abused their queen,” while the subjects prefer to pay taxes rather “than
suffer cruel Turkish slavery”. Further our anonymous author writes: “For believe
me, there is no tyranny there, and religion belongs to all”.) Ibid., pp. 64—65.
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Ferdinand I it had been assured that the Habsburgs would provide
them with effective defence against the Turkish aggression, lost to Turkey
a large part of its territory. Therefore. it was not surprising that Solikow-
ski should advise “...dobrze Polakom chowaé¢ z Turkiem pokéj jako na-
mocniej, dokad sie chowaé da...”™ (it is to Poles’ advantage to remain at
peace with Turkey for as long as possible), since the outcome of war with
the Crescent is uncertain and eventual victory would not be credited to
the Poles but to the House of Austria. It is characteristic that the anti-
-Habsburg publicists of the first and second interregnums laid on the
Habsburg all the blame for whatever was thought is bad in the countries
of the crown of St. Wenceslaus and of Hungary. Only the anonymous
author of the pamphlet “Sententia de eligendo novo rege ex duce Moscho-
rum” mentioned that what had happened in Bohemia gave “za malem
przyczyny daniem, bo niedawno rzeczono: Nulla fides in Bohemo”’ (with
little cause for complaint, since not for nothing was it said Nulla fides
in Bohemo), but even he considered that the fault lay mostly with the
Habsburgs. Sympathizers with and supporters of the Habsburg candidature
of course adopted a different line, laying on the Bohemian estates all the
blame for rebellion against and plans for the dethronement of their right-
ful rulers.

The relevant arguments of the anti-Habsburg publicists contain con-
siderable over-simplification, inaccuracy, and even obvious evasions of
truth, in that several instances they painted as regards the situation under
the Habsburgs of the lands of the crown of St. Wenceslaus — particularly
Bohemia — and Hungary, a biased, unfavourable picture in which ne-
vertheless achieved their main objective — to discredit the Habsburg can-
didature among the rank and file of the gentry. From the first and second
interregnums, the House of Austria became the symbol of absolutism, of
ruthless abrogation of the privileges of the estates, of Germanization,
favouring foreigners at the expense of indigenous families. To the Polish
gentry it seemed that the first victims of this Habsburg policy were the
Czech, Silesian, in part Moravian estates and the Hungarian. Sympathy with
their fate led to Germanophobia so common among the Polish gentry.
That sympathy was not, of course, the only cause of this phenomenon.
but certainly one of the more important.

This phencmenon, deeply rooted in the mentality of the gentry was
noticeable during the third interregnum, following the death of Stephen
Batory (1586), when together with several other candidates, notably the
Swedish prince, Sigismund Vasa, the archduke Maximilian sought to ob-
tain the throne of Poland.”? Opposed to the Habsburg candidature once
more stood the medium gentry led by Chancellor and Grand Hetman Jan
Zamoyski, who saw in that candidature a threat of absolutum dominium.

t The Kruszwica Conversation... Ibid. p. 470.

‘1 1bid, p. 357.

2 There is an example and varied literature on the subject of the third enter-
regnum and the history of the Habsburg candidaturea at that time. It is cited by
K. Lepszky, Walka stronnictw w pierwszych latach Zygmunta III (The factional
struggle in the first years of the reign of Sigismund III). Krakéw, 1929, p. 2 ff, and
J. Macurek, op. cit. p. 137 ff.
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lack of religious tolerantion, and Poland’s becoming involved in war with
the Crescent.” Once more began to move an avalanche of pamphlets,
although an eminent expert J. Nowak-Dluzewski considered that “plon
wlasciwej poezji elekcyjnej jest niewielki, zwlaszcza jesli go zestawié
z bogatg literatura pierwszego bezkrélewia. Nie ma tu Zywszej wymiany
opinii polityeznych, jakie sie wtedy obserwowalo”? (the fruit of the cur-
rent election poetry is small, not to be compared with the opulent litera-
ture of the first interregnum, nor is there any of the lively exchange of
political opinion). Since in the countries belonging to the Crown of St.
Wenceslaus, and in Hungary there had, apart from the renewal of fighting
between the Habsburgs and Turks, and the developing struggle of the
estates to maintain their political and religious liberties, been no radical
changes since the first two interregnums, writers taking a stand agains
the Habsburg candidature had no arguments additional to those used
during the previous interregnums. They could only repeat former accusa-
tions and poke fun at the principal supporters of the Habsburgs. An exam-
ple of such pamphlets is “Corpus Austriacum”.”® While referring to the
great financial outlay of the Habsburgs on the Polish election, an anonym-
ous collection of verses “Candidati Regni Poloniae et de iisdem iudicium”
discredited them in the eyes of the gentry: “Domus Austriaca dudum
ambit, multa expendit, exigeret plura, quia est paupercula; qualis esset
defensio, daretur Turcae pension”.”7 In “Rozmowa Zolnierza, Ziemianina
i Marnotrawcze tempore interregni okolo obierania kréla” (A conversation
between a Soldier, a Landlord and a Spendthrift tempore interregni con-
cerning the choice of a king), originating from Zamojski’s circle, use is
made of Bohemian-Hungarian arguments typical of previous interregnums.
Declaring opposition to the Habsburgs Soldier says “Bog uchowaj, bo
widzimy, ze to kosztem naszem wojna z Turkiem zaraz i niewola jako
v Czechach” (God forbid, for clearly we should at once be at war with
the Turk and suffer the same coercion as the Czechs) Landlord, after
quoting several examples from the past concerning the mutual hatred
of Poles and Germans expressed a fear that the Habsburgs would effect
the destruction of the gentry “a jesliby nie zgubil, to by zniewolil jako
Czechy, Wegry” (and if not destroy, he will coerce us as he has the Czechs
and Hungarians). And when Spendthrift suggested that they might protect
themselves by making the Habsburg-elect swear to maintain the Polish
laws, privileges and liberties, Landlord scouted this possibility with:
“a zasie Czechom nie przysiag! jego dziad Ferdinand, a przedsie jako im

N K. Lepszy, op. cit.,, p. 8.

% 1bid., p. 36.

J Nowak-Dluzewski, OkolicznoSciowa poezja polityczna w Polsce. Zyg-
mund III (Occasional political poetry in Poland. Sigismund III). Warszawa 1971, p. 9.

6 Ibid., and Biblioteka Czartoryskich w Krakowie (Czartoryski Library Kra-
kéw), ms 328, p. 38. .

77 Wiersze polityczne, przepowiednie, satyry i paskwile z XVI wieku, wydal
T. Wierzbowski, Bibiloteka Zapominanych Poetéw i Prozaikéw Polskich XVI—
XVIII w. (Political poetry, predication, satire, lampoons from the XVI ¢, T. Wierz-
bowski ed., The Library of Forgotten Polish Poets and Prose Writers of the
XVI-XVIII c¢) no. XXIV, Warszawa 1907, p. 62. The Polish and Latin texts are
in the Polish Academy of Sciences Library, Krakéw. ms. 638 L. 110.
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to dzierzy i jako wedle welej swej, a nie wedlug praw rozkazuje, kazdy
i namiejszy wie, albowiem to slodka rzecz absolute rozkazowa¢” (did not
his grandfather Ferdinand give his word to the Czechs, and yet he rules
as he wills not as the law commands and everybody knows that it is
pleasant to be an absolutistic ruler). Finally, Landlord feared that the
Germans would take over the economy of the country and to their own
advantage.”® Publicists also reverted to familiar social argument, empha-
sizing in alarm that under Habsburg rule “pod réwnym prawem chlop,
mieszczanin i $lachcic” (there is equality before the law for peasants, bur-
ghers and gentry). To them it was unthinkable that a peasant should lodge
before the Emperor to the princes, bishops and starostas complaints against
their landlords.”

At the Parliament during the third interregnum in 1587, in particular,
the election Parliament, arguments familiar from political writings were
often used. The example of Bohemia and Hungary, was given and there
was talk of the Habsburgs restricting the liberties of the gentry — in
particular, free election, the burden of taxes and the danger of war with
Turkey. This was the spirit of the speech made by the voivode of Ino-
wroclaw Jan Splawski, the castellan of Sochaczew — Stanistaw Gostom-
ski and the representative of the Cracow voivodship — Mikolaj Kazi-
mierski.f0 A supporter of a King-compatriot Pekoslawski of Sandomierz
voivodship declared “A ci drudzy kandydaci wszytcy (obey — J.L.) ...
absolute manujg, haereditaria regna maja, zkad trzeba sie obawiac nie-
wolej, jakoz ratio docet .. .®! (All the other candidates [foreigners — J.L.]
...rule in the absolute manner, they stand on haereditaria regna, and
coercion by them is to be feared so ratio docet...)

Deputy Gorajski, of Lublin voivodship, went further in writing that in
the event of Maximilian’s election “kazdy niech uwazy, albowiem ztad
bellum civile, potem wojna z Turkiem, beda nami robi¢ do Wegier, do
Czech jako niewclnikami. Nadto dom Rakuski jest rozrodczy, przyjada
bracia, synowcy w nawiedziny, nie zechcg za$§ wyjechaé, az im ksiestwa,
dzierzawy porozdaja, stad sily nasze umniejszone beda, i dla tegoz nie
mozem za Pana wzig§¢ nikogo z Rakuskiego domu, boby sprawy nasze
tuteczne omierzlyby braci naszej, nomen to Niemiec jest u wszystkich
exosum’$? (all should beware since from this would result bellum civile,
next war with the Turk and our treatment as in Hungary and in Bo-
hemia, like slaves. Moreover no master for us from the House of Austria,
numerous family who will bring brothers and sons of brothers, to remain

* Biblioteka PAN w Krakowie (PAS Library) ms 638 L. 130—133.

9 W. Urban, Sktad spoleczny i ideologia sejmiku krakowskiego w latach 1572—
1606. (The social structure and the ideology of the Cracow provincial diet in the
vears 1572—1606.) Przeglad Historyczny, vol. XLIV, 1953, no 3, p. 329. The author
states that similar ideas appeared in a print dating to the end of the XVI c. “Ob-
servationes de familia Austriaca”. Intensive search on my part has not yet brought
this to light.

8 Dyjariusze sejmowe r. 1587. Sejm konwokacyjny i elekcyjnny (Minutes of
Parliamentary Proceedings, 1587. The election and convocation Parliaments). Scrip-
tores rerum Polonicarum (further shortening SSrPol.), ed.-A. Sokolowski, Kra-
kow 1887, vol. XI, p. 99—101, 137, 153.

8 1bid., p. 139

2 1bid., p. 150.
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until duchies and properties have been divided among them, and our
power diminished and our cause would become loathsome to our brothers;
nomen the German is everywhere exosum). Finally, Konin writer, Janr
Lubonski reminded of the futility of Habsburg help in a war- with Turkey,
as was evident in the fall of Sziget, and expressed the opinion that the
avent of the election of a Habsburg the gentry might lose their privilege
of free election.®® On the other hand the supporters of the Habsburg can-
didature held out splendid prospects for the development of the state if
such should be elected on the Polish throne. Stanistaw Czarnkowski even
went so far as to say that to elect a compatriot-King would have con-
sequences similarly unfortunate to those following the election of Mathias
Korwin and Jan Zapolya in Hungary and George from Podiebrad in
Bohemia.8*

After the double election in August 1587, numerous writings appeared
defending those elected. Joachim Bielski, a warm supporter of Sigismund
Vasa in the VI ode insisted that the oppression suffered by Czechs and
Hungarians ruled by Habsburgs would be shared by Poland if Maximilian
should ascent the throne.

“Teuto Pannoniae at Lachiae commune periclum,
Teuto Bohemiae ...”%

After the Jan Zamojski’s victory at Byczyna (24. 1. 1588), Bielski wrote
further odes. in cn of which “Piesn nowa o szczesliwej potrzebie pod
Byczyna z arcyksieciem Maksymilianem”#6 (a new song on the happy result
of the confrontation with Maximilian at Byczyna), he expressed marked
dislike for Germans and supported it with examples of the fate of Czechs
and Hungarians.® A zealous partisan of the Habsburgs, Bartosz Paprocki.
living in exile, promptly replied with “Na harde a wszeteczne $piewanie
Joachima Bielskiego o byczynskiej przygodzie — Odpowiedz’® (An answer
to the arrogant and meretricious song of Joachim Bielski on the Byczyna
adventure). Defending the rights of Habsburgs in Poland, he declared that
the real enemy of Polish liberties was not the House of Austria but Za-
mojski. In his opinion, it was fatuous to rejoice over the Byczyna victory,
the effects of which might prove fatal to the freedom-loving gentry; more-
over the excesses perpetrated in a part of Silesia by Zamojski’s army
were no credit to Poland. In a political pamphlet “Pamieé nierzadu
w Polsce” (Recalling disorder in Poland), published in 1588, the same
author described the henefits which Habsburgs would confer on Poland,
and disposed of all the arguments of his opponents by writing:

“Za ich (Habsburgéw — J. L.) rzadu dopiero Czechowie powstali,

Ozdoby i pokoju pewnego dostali,

< Ibid., p. 215,

% Ibid., p. 214, cf. the declaration by Spytek Jordan castellan of S3jcz (ibid.,
p. 140) and Kowalowski, deputy starosta of Radom (ibid., p. 146).

& Quotation after J. Nowak-Dluzewski, op. cit,, p. 19.

& Joachim Bielski PieSn nowa o szczesliwej potrzebie pod Byczynag (A new
song on the happy result of the confrontation with Maximilian at Byczna). J. Cz u-
bek ed. Biblioteka Pisarzéw Polskich (Polish Writer's Library), no 57, Krakow:
1910, pp. 13-20.

" I1bid., pp. 36—37.

® I1bid., pp. 21-34.
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Dostali obyczajéw i sprawiedliwosci,

Uzywajq swobodnie swych dewnych wolnosci.

A kto ten dom przed wami inaczej cukruje,

Tam sie cnoty i prawdy w usciech nie najduje”

He invoked the example and testimony of the inhabitants of Silesia:

“Wszak Slezacy ci, ktorzy tuz podle nas siedza,

Dostatecznie kazdemu swa wolnosé¢ powiedzq,”

and added finally that it was a happy fate which had linked us with the
House of Austria so that:

“Byé$my sie z nimi poganom $miele przeciwieli,

A pogrézki i przyjaih ich zdradng wzgardzieli”.b?
Similar praise for the Habsburgs was expressed in “Lechitae et Bohemi
colloquium? by Krzysztof Warszewicki, another exile, well versed in di-
plomatic intrigue, inspirer of Paprocki’s pronouncement. As late as the
beginning of 1591, the bishop of Kujawy — Hieronim Rozrazewski, de-
claring himself in favour of giving the throne of Poland to the Habsburgs,
made play with the development of Bohemia and Hungary under their
government.?! And although he overstated the case since, for example,
towns belonging to the King and the lesser gentry were suffering re-
gression,?? nevertheless there was a good deal of truth in his claims.

In the period of the third interregnum and in the years immediately
following it, the Bohemian-Hungarian argument was used not only against
but also in support and propagation of the Habsburg candidature. When
Habsburg opponents, seeking support for their thesis as to the absolutist
and counter-reform aspirations of the House of Austria, called examples
from the part of the countries of the Crown of St. Wenceslaus and Habs-
burg advocates based their case on present times: to the Habsburgs’ ap-
parent adherence to the law and to economic development. That argument
was also used to defeat the view that the gentry had been broken up into
two contending factions. In January 1587, Grand Chancellor Andrzej Opa-
linski wrote to the land diet of Sieradz “Przypatrzmy sie co sie u Wegrow
sasiadéw, u Czechéw braci naszej dzialo... Postronny nieprzyjaciel nic
im uczynié¢ nie mégl, a privata et intestina odia zgubili ich...”9 (Let us

8 Bartosza Paprockiego dwie broszury polityczne z lat 1587 i 1588. [Two political
pamphlets by Bartosz Paprocki dating to 1587 and 1588], ed. by J. Czubek, Bib-
lioteka Pisarzéw Polskich [Polish Writers’ Library]l, no 38, p. 94. The Czechs rose
only against their [the Habsburgs — J. L.] reign, they were adornment and received
a certain degree of peace, customs and justice. They freely make use of their ancient
liberties. In the speech of whoever presents this House otherwise, you will find
neither virtue nor truth.

... The Silesians ruled by us can tell enough about their liberties. (...) So that
we may stand up boldly against the pagans and treat their threats and treacherous
with scorn.

% J Nowak-Dliuzewski, op. cit. pp. 41-48. Cesi a Poldci v minulosti
(Czechs and Poles in the Past), vol. I, ed. by J. Macurek, Praha 1964, pp. 234—237.

M K Lepszy, Rzeczypospolita w dobie sejmu inkwizycyjnego (1589—1592) (The
State in the period of the inquisitorial Parliament). Krakow 1939, p. 273, footnote 5.

2 J. Valka, Ceska spoleénost v 15.—18. stoleti (Uvod do problematiky socialnich
déjin pozdniho feudalismu). I. Piedbélohorska doba (Czech society, 15th—18th cen-
tury — An Introduction to the social problems of late feudalism in the period before
the White Mountain) Praha 1972, p. 62.

8B Akla sejmikowe wojewddziw poznanskiego i kaliskiego (Acts of the provincial
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see what happened to our fraternal neighbours the Hungarians and
Czechs ... The foreign enemy proved powerless, and privata et intestina
odia was their downfall...).

In the meantime, realities provide new arguments for the antagonists
and protagonists of the House of Austria. Introduced stage by stage was
a new trend in the foreign policy of the Polish state. Following Sigis-
mund IIl. failure of attempts to give the throne of Poland, under certain
conditions, to the candidate of the first interregnum — archduke Ernest —
unsuccessful of the intrigues of the chagrined Maximilian and the astute-
ness of Jan Zamejski leader of the medium gentry party, there followed
friendly relations between the Polish and Austrian courts. Such relations
were a consequence of the marriage — despite protests by all the Polish
antagonists of the Habsburgs — of Sigismund III with the Archduchess
Ann. First the obtainment and then the loss of the hereditary throne of
Sweden confirmed these relations, since the Polish king hoped for Habs-
burg help to recover the crown of Sweden. Many changes were made in
internal policy. The influence of the once powerful Hetman was gradually
eliminated. The king began to create a party consisting mainly of the
new nobility — ecclesiastical and lay. With the assistance of Sigismund III,
Catholic reaction begun to eradicate the influence of Reformation. The
counter-reformatiocn grew in strength.%

Important changes were made in the German Habsburgs’ hereditary
countries, particularly Hungary. Following signature by the Habsburgs
of a peace treaty with Persia (1590), a struggle with the Turks began on
the territory of Hungary, gradually reducing the fief states of Turkey —
Transylvania, Moldavia and Walachia — were all the powers of this part
of Europe — Habsburgs, Turkey and Poland — competed for influence.
The princes changed constantly, depending on who had the upper hand
for the time being. In Hungary and Transylvania, there was a considerable
dissatisfaction with Habsburg policy, the restriction of the prerogatives
of Parliament, the activity of counter-Reformation, and the excesses
perpetrated by the Emperor’s licentious soldiery. Such produced an anti-
Habsburg movement in Hungary and Transylvania which developed in
1604 into a war for national independence under the leadership of a Hun-
garian Calvinist nobleman — Stephen Bocskay. The war ended in May
1606 with the signing of a treaty in Vienna between the Habsburgs and
the gentry of Hungary and Transylvania, ancient liberties of the latter
being granted and the freedom of the principal nonconformist%® religions
secured. Those events provided arguments in Poland alike for the anta-

diets in Poznan and Kalisz voivodships) vol. I (1572—1632), part 1 (1572—1616) ed. by
W.Dworzaczek, Poznan 1957, p. 41.

% There exists a vast literature concerning this problem. It does not seem pur-
poseful to direct the reader to even a section of it.. A useful summary of the problem
is given by Konopczynski, op. cit.,, p. 185. ff.

9 Cf. comment to the previous note. A good introduction to the problem is given in
A magyar nemzet torténete (A History of the Hungarian Nation), ed. by S. Szila-
gyi, vol. V. Budapest 1893, in particular Part I Acsady Magyarorszdg oszlasa-
nak tértenete 1526—1608 (History of Hungary into three parts 1526—1608), and also
K. Benda, A Bocskai szabadsiagharc (Bocskai struggle for independence). Budapest
1955.
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gonists and the protagonists of the Habsburgs. The object now was not
whether to support or oppose the Habsburg candidature to the throne
of Poland, but whether to sanction or resent close relations between
Poland and the Habsburgs. In Poland, the rift between the gentry and the
throne was becoming increasingly evident, so that frequently cited was
the example of Hungary where internal discord had led to disaster (bellum
civile). In an instruction to the land diets prior to the 1597 Parliament,
Sigismund III appealed to the gentry to “Kladicie WM¢ sobie przed oczy
zalosne to krolestwo Wegierskie, przywodzZcie na pamieé, co ich nachylito
do zguby, domowe pewnie rozterki i nieswora: cudzym przykladem chciej-
cie sit WM¢ strzedz tego, co sasiady zgubilo w podobnym niebezpieczen-
stwie, pilniej ogien niz iskre gasi¢...”¥® (observe the dismal Kingdom of
Hungary, recall the cause of their undoing — internal perplexity and in-
subordination; the example of what your neighbours have sacrificed
should be your defense against a similar danger — it is easier to ex-
tinguish a spark than a flame). The King obviously aimed at consolidating
the gentry around himself and silencing the opposition.

The new arguments, in partly mingled with old, were often repeated
during the Rebellion of the Sandomierz voievode — Mikolaj Zebrzydow-
ski — known also as the Rebellion of Sandomierz (1606—1607). One of the
reasons for the outbreak of the rebellion was the policy of Sigismund IIT —
pro-Habsburg, counter-Reformation and seeking to strengthen the central
adiministration.9? This “bunt zdradzieckich poddanych” (uprising of
treacherous subjects) produced the most mountainous wave of polemical
writings. Both the antagonists and the protagonists of the court resorted
to the pen. In the flood of writings concerning the Rebellion, there ap-
peared also sharp attacks on the King’s connections with the Habsburgs
best evidenced by his recent marriage to Constance (1605) sister of the
dead queen Ann, and his attacks on the liberties of the gentry. They
recalled persuasively the fate of Czechs and Hungarians under Habs-
burg rule.

The anonymous author of a verse “Elegia postéw splondrowanych od
pogan” (An enelgy of deputies plundered by pagans) — according to
J. Nowak-Dtuzewski%® probably a deputy to the spring 1606 Parliament —
opposing the court warned his countrymen that if they would not react
on time to the absolutic aspirations of the King supported by the House
of Austria they would lose their golden freedom, as the Hungarians and
Czechs had lost theirs under Habsburg rule.

% The instruction for the general diet in Malbork convened for 7th January to
the noble Andrzej Rebowski, secretary and our deputy for this land diet given in
Warsaw the XVII day of the month December... Dyariusze sejmowe z roku 1594
(Minutes of Parliamentary Proceedings, 1594). ed. by E. Barwinski, SSrPol.
vol. XX, Krakéow 1907, p. 335.

97 Concerning the Zebrzydowski Rebellion cf., for instance H. Schmitt, Rokosz
Zebrzydowskiego (Zebrzydowski’s Rebellion). Lwow 1858; J. Maciszewski,
Wojna domowa w Polsce (1606—1609). Studium 2z dziejéw walki przeciw konfr-
reformacji cz. II — od Stezycy do Janowca (The Civil War in Poland (1606—1609).
A study of the history of struggle against counter-Reformation, part I. From Stezyca
to Janowiec. Wroclaw 1960; W, Sobieski, Pamietny sejm (A memorable Parlia-
ment). Warszawa 1913,

B J Nowak-Diuzewski, op. cit, pp. 118—119,
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“O aurea libertas, marnie cie utraciem,

Tak sie predko z Inflanty, z Rakuszany zbraciem;

Kupilby cie dzi$ drogo brat Czech abo Wegrzyn,

Ktérym wolnoéé w niewole zmienial Rakuszanin” 99
(O aurea libertas, grimly shall we lose you, and soon find ourselves with
Inflanty and Austria. The Czech and Hungarian would pay high today
for their freedom the Austrians changed into slavery.) Gentry publicists
accused the Habsbourgs of being, with their policy of absolutism and
counter-Reformation, the main cause of disturbances in Hungary. They
complained above all of the Jesuits, promoters of religious prosecution
in Hungary and Transylvania. The Hungarians, they maintained, patiently
accepted all the Habsburg humiliations but found the Catholic reaction
too much, and against it they rebeled.!® They emphasized the oppression
of nationhood in Hungary, the arrogance of foreigners, above all Ger-
mans.10! Therefore they called on their associates to be at peace among
themselves, since it was precisely disagreement which had condemned
Hungarians to slavery. This was particularly insisted on in the work of
Marcin Blazewski “Tlumacz rokoszowy powiatu ruskiego”12 (A rebellious

9 O aurea libertas, we will lose You if, we will reconcile with Livonia and the
Rakuz. Czech and Hungarian brothers would pay a high price, as their freedom has
been changet into captivity by the Rakuz“. J. Czubek, Pisma polityczne z czaséw
rokoszu Zebrzydowskiego (Political pamphlets dating to the Zebrzydowski Rebellion).
vol. I — Poezya rokoszowa (Poetry of the Rebellion). Krakéw 1916, p. 4.

100 Cf. for instance, ,Zgoda i zalosna przestroga (An agreement and a dolorous
warning), Ibid. p. 200, Wawrzyniec Chlebo wski, Lament zalosny Korony Polskiej
(A dolorous Lament of Corona Regni Poloniae), ibid. p. 264; ,Przestroga i sposob
na czasy przyszle naprawy Rzpltej“ (A warning and advice as to future reform of
the State). J. Czubek, op. cit, vol. II — Prose, Krakow 1918, pp. 468—469; , Votum
katolika jednego o Jezuitach (An address by a catholic concerning the Jesuits),
ibid. p. 457; ,Votum Filopatesa Prawdzickiego...“ (An address by Filopates Prawd-
zicki), J. Czubek, op. cit, vol. I, p. 291, In the last-named work we read:
,Dobrze sie przy cesarzu Wegrzy opierali,

Poki jem wiary trzymal, mocno przy nim stali...
Lecz skoro im koscioly zaczql odejmowaé,

Skoro na ich sumienia poczql nastepowac,

Czego byli przyczynqg ci Jezuitowie

Szkodliwa swojq radq, chytrzy Hiszpanowie,
Wegrzy aby takiego ciezaru nie mieli,

Cesarza za swojego pana mieé¢ nie chcieli;
Nieodwtlocznie mu zaraz rebelizowali,

Pana sobie natychmiast inszego obrali® ...

(The Hungarians upheld the Emperor

as long as he kept faith with them...

But when he began to deny them their church
and interfere with their consciences —

that was the work of those Jesuits,

with their ruinous advice, cunning Spaniards —
the Hungarians, unable to hear such a burder
ceased to want the Emperor for their lord

and master and at once they raised a rebellion
against him and chose for themselves another ruler.

101 Jan Daniecki, Zalosne narzekanie Korony Polskiej (Dolorous complaints of
Corona Regni Poloniae), ibid.,, vol. I, p. 142.

102 1hid. p.161. cf. also ,Rzeczy naprawy potrzebujace albo sejmikiem albo roko-
szem w Rzpltej* (Renovations needed in the State by way of a land diet or a Rebel-
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translator in the Ruthenian district). The anonymous author of the “Votum
katolika jednego o Jezuitach” (A Catholic’s view of Jesuits) warned how
the example of Hungary showed that lack of unity led to civil war, in
which the participants generally “uciekaja sie do postronnych o pomoc,
ktorzy potym miasto ratunku panfstwa ich osiadajg’i%3 (call for help to
neighbours who in their turn instead of helping take over the state).

It is understandable that at such a erisis of the Polish state as was
the Rebellion of Zebrzydowski the lack of unity among the gentry which
developed into civil war should have led to a marked condemnation of
fanatical royalists. That was the attitude adopted by an eminent preacher
and adviser of the King, the Jesuit Piotr Skarga, who in a work “Otoz
tobie rokosz” (Such a Rebellion) written at the time of the Sandomierz
assembly in August 1606,104 urged the gentry to mobilize round the
throne, and insisted that it was just because of civil war that “sasiedzi
naszy Wegrowie i Czechowie zgineli”1% (our neighbours the Czechs and
Hungarians are lost). This theme was treated similarly by the anonymous
author of “Lament na sekte rokoszanskg’1% (A lament for a Rebellious
sect), and another in a work “Cenzura” (The Censorship) warned that
bellum civile always provides a good excuse for introducing absolutum
dominium, citing as example the Czechs who by opposition to Ferdinand
lost their independence.1%7 Jan Jurkowski,1® a burgher royalist poet,
school master at Pilzno in Little Poland, emphasized in his work, “Cho-
ragiew Wandalinowa”10® (The Vandal’s banner), the unhappy results of
the lack of unity among the Hungarians. As a typical representative of
the counter-Reformation period, he also condemned the lack of religious
unity in Hungarian society and the apostasy of many of them from the
true Catholic faith:

“Nasiat Wegrzyn niezgody w wierze roztargniony,

A ziemia zgube krzewi w upad niescigniony.

Wiecej trupow niZ snopow zagony mu rodzaq,

Glowy liczbg swq grona w winnicach przechodza”.110
(The Hungarian sowed discord in the faith and the earth is preparing
downfall unrecognized. In the fields there will be more corpses than
sheaves, and more heads than grapes in the vineyards. The same notion
was repeated by Jurkowski in his work “Poselstwo z Dzkich Pol od So-
wizrzala do malocnotliwej druzyny”i!! (The Wild Plains Deputation from

lion), ibid. vol. II, p. 30, and ,Zgoda i zalosna przestroga“ (An agreement and
a dolorous warning), ibid., vol. I, p. 200,

103 1bid, vol II, p. 459.

04 M. J. A. Rychcicki (M. Dzieduszycki), Piotr Skarga i jego wiek (Piotr
Skarga and his times), vol. I, Krakow 1851, vol. II, Krakéw 1869.

15 J Czubek, op. cit, vol. II, p. 38.

16 Ibid. vol. I, p. 216.

107 Cenzura na progres rokoszu anni 1606 et sequenti anno i defekty jego“ ... (An
opinion on the progress of the Rebellion anni 1606 et sequenti anno and its defects).
J. Czubek, op. cit, vol. III — Prose, Krakéw 1918, p. 422,

18 C., Hernas, Barok (Baroque). Warszawa 1973, pp. 95—102.

18 Jan Jurkowski, Utwory panegiryczne i satyryczne (Panegyric and satirical
works). ed. by C. Hernas and M. Karplukéwna, Wroclaw—Warszawa—Kra-
kéw 1968, pp. 264—349.

10 1pid, p. 309.
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a madcap to a retinue of little worth). There are many similar examples.
During the period of Zebrzydowski’s Rebellion, the opposition publicists
who attacked Sigismund III for his pro-Habsburg policy, for defending
absolutism and counter-Reformation, once more drew on the examples
of Bohemia and Hungary. By contrast with the previous period, they
made more frequent use of the example of Hungary than of Bohemia.
The existing situation in Hungary and Transylvania provided them with
fresh arguments and proofs of what the gentry feared most — limitations
on their political and religious freedom and the policy of favouring
strangers at their expense. Emphasized to a much greater degree formerly
were the dangers inherent in internal discord, of which Hungary was so
discouraging an example.!12 Neither opponents nor royalists concealed the
fact that such discord frequently led to civil war and, being conducive
to and assisting the realization of absolutist aspirations, was dangerous.
The opposition wanted to unite all the gentry in the rebellious party so
that by presenting a common front they might resist the expected
attempts of the King’s court, while the royalists wanted to show that
the King had no absolutic aspirations and that they themselves did not
favour any such form of government.

The outbreak in May 1618 of the Czech uprising, in defence of political
and religious liberties, against the Habsburgs but supported by the Tran-
sylvanian prince Bethlen Gabor and the Hungarian estates, enlivened the
anti-royalist opposition in Poland, since Sigismund III intended to help
the Habsburgs against their “zbuntowanym poddanym” (rebellious sub-
jects), persuant to the provisions of the 1613 treaty between the Habsburg
and Vasa families. The opposition, desirous of preventing any accretion
to the royal poweritd was firmly antagonistic to any Polish intervention
in Bohemia and Silesia.!’* In November and December, 1618, there appear-
ed by an outstanding publicist, prince Jerzy Zbaraski a political work,
entitled “Septuaginta graves et arduae rationes, ob quas regem Poloniae

M 1pid., pp. 266—293, in particular p. 282.

112 3 Nowak-Dluzewski, op. cit, p. 144.

113 Andrzej Pierzchlifiski, a champion of Polish liberties proudly declared at the
provincial diet in Sroda — ,Nie myli sie na tym, Ze terazniejsza propozycja J. K. Mci
zwierciadlem mi w oczach stanela, ktéra mie uczy i ukazuje to, zem ja $lachcic
wolny, nie zadnym tyranstwem zholdowany, ani absoluto dominio zwigzany...
Witajze droga wolno$ci moja, ktéra mi jawnie ukazujesz, zem ja $lachcic wolny...
Nie dostanie sie tego sgsiadom naszym Slezakom ani Czechom, kiedy im mandat
cesarski przyniosa, ze: jego cesarska mosé rozkazuje i to chce mieé...* (I am not
mistaken in that the present proposal of His Majesty, the King is like a mirror
before my eyes to show and teach me that I am a member of the free gentry, not
subdued by tyrants, nor bound by absoluto dominio... Welcome dear freedom.
clearly you show me that I am a member of the free gentry... Our neighbours
the Czechs and Silesians will not fill like that when the Emperors mandate will be
brought saying that His Imperial Majestry orders and desires.“ ,Mowa Andrzeja
Pierzchlinskiego, starosty stawiszynskiego 1618“ (A Speech by Andrzej Pierzchliniski
the starosta of Stawiszyn, 1618). Acts of the provincial diets... vol. I, part 2 (1616
to 1632) ed. by W. Dworzaczek, Poznan 1962, p. 43.

114 The attitude of Poland to the Czech Rebellion is described in detail by, among
others, J. Maclrek, Ceské povstani r. 1618—1620 a Polsko (Poland and the Czech
Rebellion of 1618—1620), Brno 1937, and A. Szelggowski, Slask i Polska wabec
{)gazstania czeskiego (Silesia and Poland in relation to the Czech Rebellion), Lwéw
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nec non senatores et nobilitatem regni, defensioni in Hungaria, Bohemia
et alibi locorum inevitabili necessitate susceptae, non adversari neque
committere decet, ut huic negotio implicentur. Quarum nonnullae ad
regem a dn. generali missae, postea vero a generoso quadam, Deo, regi
et patriae fideli Polono, pacis avido, auctae et informando unicuique ger-
manica et latina lingua publicatae sunt”.115 Zbaraski objected to any Po-
lish intervention on the Habsburg side as also to the King’s plans con-
cerning Silesia. The Polish and Czech nations, he assumed were linked
not only by a common origin, language and culture but also by their
whole past. He considered that the treaties signed between the Polish
state and the Czechs in 1589 and 1613!1¢ were negotiated not between
monarchs but between the estates. Therefore, there was no reason to
intervene against the just cause of the Czech estates which were engaged
in a proper struggle in defence of the elective monarchy — transformed
into hereditary by the Habsburgs — and their religious freedom. He went
on: “Gdyby to, co spotkalo Czechy i kraje zlaczone z nimi, spotkalo nas
ze strony kréla, jestem przekonany, ze nie znalazlby sie w calej Polsce
nikt, kto by o takich zmianach nie mys$lal”117? (If what happened to Bo-
hemia and the countries linked with it were to happen here by reason
of our ruler, I am certain that in all Poland would be found not a soul
but would be reflecting on such changes). Further, Czechs, Silesians and
Hungarians have done Poland no harm and are good neighbours. Summing
up, Zbaraski referred to the honourable behaviour of Czechs in the Polish-
Habsburg conflict of 1587—1589, when they rejected the efforts of arch-
duke Maximilian towards their intervention on his behalf. Thus they
saved Poland from the dangers of civil war.118

In the name of the King’s party a priest, Stanislaw Lubienski, chal-
lenged Zbaraski’s views in two pamphlets, “De rebus Silesiacis discursus”
and “Responsio ad septuaginta rationes”,11? in which he explained the
King’s intervention in Czech affairs on the grounds that the Rebellion
in the countries of the crown of St Wenceslaus appeared to be a war
against Catholicism. He also justified Poland“s historic right to Silesia.12

New arguments in favour of gentry democracy and the gem of freedom
in Poland were provided by the Czech uprising of 1618—1620, and its
results:12! bloodthirsty revenge taken on the leaders and participants;

115 This work is described extensively by J. Macurek, op. cit, pp. 65—73;
idem., Ce$i a Poldci... pp. 210-211. A. Szelggowski, op. cit, pp. 112—118;
W. Czaplinski, Slask a Polska w pierwszych latach wojny trzydziestoletniej
1618—1620, (Silesia in relation to Poland in the opening years of the Thirty Years
War), Sobdtka, Year II, 1947, pp. 166—170.

116 The fact that the treaties of 1589 and 1613 were different in character is
proved by F. Hejl, Od ¢esko-polské statni smlouvy k habsbursko-vasovskému dy-
nastickému paktu 1589—1613 (From the Czech-Polish state treaty to the Habsburg-
-Vasa dynastic pact). Sbornik praci filosofické fakulty brnénské univerzity, Year
VIII — 1959, fada historicka, C 6, pp. 39—54.

117 Quoted after WL Czaplinski, op. cit, p. 169.

8 Cf. J Macurek, Cechové.., pp. 210-211.

118 Stanistaw L ubienski, Opera posthuma, Antverpiae 1645, p. 159. ff.

120 Wi, Czaplinski, op. cit, pp. 170—-173; J. Mactrek, Ceské povstani...,
pp. 74-1T17.

11 Among the vast literature on this subject cf. for instance, F. Kavka, Bilad
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mass confiscation of property; a deliberate policy of counter-Reformation
and concomitant persecution of noncomformists leading to their mass
emigration; the Germanization of the country; the actual loss of Czech
state independence; the limiting to a minimum of the prerogatives of
land diets; the introduction of an hereditary throne; the arrogation by
the monarch of the right to nominate state officials who were to be
responsible to himself alone.?? Arguments were provided to a similar
degree by events in Hungary and Transylvania.

The strongest and fullest use of the Czech-Hungary argument was made
in the work of one of the advocates of Jan Zamojski’s ideas, Pawel
Piasecki, a hot-headed spokesman of the classic gentry democracy, an
enemy of the Jesuits and the Habsburgs, successively Bishop of Kamie-
niec (1627), Chelmno (1640) and Przemysl (1644), and Abbot of Mogila,
near Cracow.1?3 Between the spring of 1631 and the spring of 1632 —
chat is, shortly before the death of Sigismund III — he produced a political
writing “Responsum de absoluto dominio illustrissimi et reverendissimi
Pauli Piasecki, episcopi praemislensis, Clarae Tumbae abbatis”.12¢ Piasecki
revealed himself as a pertinacious opponent of absolutum dominium, of
a foreign king ascending the Polish throne, as also of marriages of com-
patriot-kings with foreign princesses. Referring to the Zebrzydowski Re-
bellion, he declared: “Uchowaj Boze na rokosz bylo mieé¢ jakiego rezoluta
abo Austriaka, wnet by nas poczynil Czechami, i tego si¢ obawia¢, jezeli
sie nie obaczymy”.12% (God forbid that we should have during a rebellion
a resolute or Austrian ruler, who promptly would treat us like the Czechs
— which is what we fear most). This fragment refers to his opinion that
in Poland events might have taken a turn similar to that in Bohemia
after the battle on the White Mountain. That would have sufficed if the
Polish throne had been occupied by a Habsburg or any other monarch
bent on introducting absolutist government. That would have been a per-
fect opportunity. Piasecki did not hesitate to indicate that such a danger
still existed. Warning the gentry against any rebellion or civil war, he
referred to the example of Bohemia and Hungary where the Habsburgs
had used such disturbances both to intensify oppressions of their subjects
and to strengthen their own position in the state. Sarcastically, he declared
that it seemed that the House of Austria “ze im wychodzg te wojny
dobrze, ale wojny niesprawiedliwe — bella civilia, w ktérych uczciwsza
byé¢ zwyciezonym niz zwyciezea” (that wars were to their advantage, but
unjust wars — bella civilia — in which the hands of the vanquished are
cleaner than those of the victors), and added maliciously “Austriacy nigdy
jedno bellis civilibus victores, nie ukazg zwyciestwa nad pogany”126 (The

hora a ¢eské déjiny (The White Mountain and the History of Bohemia). Praha 1962,
pp. 235—258.

122 The changed political structure of Bohemia and Moravia defined a new ,Lan-
desordnung”: Bohemia in 1627 and Moravia 1628.

12 A Szelggowski, Pawel Piasecki, historyk polski z XVII wieku (Pawel
Piasecki, a Polish XVII c. historian), Lwow 1899.

1% W, Czaplifiski and J. Jakubowski, Nieznany traktat Pawla Piasec-
kiego (An unknown treatise by Pawel Piasecki). Archivum Literackie. vol. XVI,
Miscellanea staropolskie no 4, pp. 237—264.

15 1bid., p.253.

126 I1hid., p. 256.
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Austrians are victors only in bellis civilibus, they have no triumphs over
pagans to show). This thesis he illustrated with a number of examples,
not always corresponding with facts. He cannot accept the prospect of
having on the throne of Poland a foreigner, which cause mutationem
status — transforming the elective into an hereditary throne. Again he
cited the example of Habsburgs who obtained the throne of Hungary by
way of election, but soon they changed it into hereditary. Nor did he
pass over the fact that the Czechs who in 1618 dared to demand their
freedom were hereditary.i?” He charged the Habsburgs with having
pursued an anti-Czech social policy, whereby they sought to “wykorze-
nia¢ obywatele wlasne” (uproot indigenous citizens). He concluded his
polemic concerning the activities of the Habsburgs with the significant
and characteristic: “Jawne krzywoprzysiestwo, niewstydliwa perfidia,
wzigwszy in fidem suam, wolny narod niewolnikiem uczyni¢”’12 (Overt
perjury, shameless deceit, to take a free nation in fidem suam and to
enslave it). The bishop declared his opposition to marriages of Polish kings
with foreigners, above all Habsburg princesses, and offered historical
evidence to the claim that they usually ended badly for the affairs of
the Polish nation and state.!?® Concluding this work, he succinctly declared
his political credo “Zle jest jednowladztwo i bodaj pomrzeé niz go cze-
ka¢”1®0 (better die today that await autocracy).

The views outlined above were expressed by Piasecki also in a work
of his life “Chronica gestorum in Europa singularium”.13* In this work he
also proclaimed himself a determined enemy of: an hereditary throne,
election of foreigners tc the Polish throne, and marriages of compatriot-
kings with foreigners particularly Austrians. In support of his thesis, he
again used the examples of Bohemia and Hungary. He wrote with ap-
preciation of the proposal, presented at the 1589 Seym (Parliament), to
exclude the Habsburg dynasty from the Polish throne!32 since he feared
that the Habsburgs in Poland would not “ut in Hungaria et Bohemia he-
reditarium usurparet dominatum’.13 Similarly formulated ideas we find
him expressing on various, different occasions,!3* notably royal marriages
with Habsburg princesses, as in 1637 when as Wladyslaw IV married the
Archduchess Cecylia Renata.13% Even so, not all his contemporaries shared
his views concerning, for example marriages with Austrians, the Grand
Chancellor of Lithuania, Albrecht Stanistaw Radziwill, being one who
greeted with acclamation the marriage of Wladyslaw IV to Cecylia Re-

127 1bid, pp. 260—161.
128 1pbid, p. 261
9 1bid., pp. 261—262.
130 Ibid, p. 264.
131 Chronica gestorum in Europa singularium a Paulo Piasecio Episcopo Prae-
misliensi acurate ac fideliter conscripta ad utilitatem publicum divulgata et typis
expressa, Cracoviae 1645. Further editions, amplified, by the events of the years
1645—1648 were published in Cracow, 1648, and Amsterdam, 1649.

132 Konopczynski, op. cit., p. 182,

133 Pawel Piasecki, Chronica.., Cracoviae 1645, p. 87.

3% I1bid, pp. 269—525.

135 Piasecki writes that Poles should always bear in mind ,formidolosa exempla
Ungariae et Bohemiae liberrimorum regnorum, aliarumque insignium provinciarium
ab Austriacis... in servitutem haereditariam compulsarum,” ibid., p. 587.
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nata, and used the occasion to extol former unions between Polish kings
and Habsburgs.136

On the basis of the material here presented, it may be said that in the
period of the Thirty Years War Polish political literature, as hostile to
the Habsburgs as to attempts to shore up royal power in Poland, gave
priority to the example of Bohemia and relegated that of Hungary some-
what to second place. The principal reason for this was the dramatic
nature of events in Bohemia.

The changes in the political structure, in nationality and socio-economic
suffered by the countries of the crown of St Wenceslaus and St Stephens
under the Habsburg government provided an important argument in the
political struggle in Poland in the years 1572—1648. At first, that argu-
ment. was used in opposition to and to a lesser degree in support of the
Habsburg candidature to the Polish throne, and later to combat the pro-
Habsburg policy of Sigismund III and in part that of his son Wlady-
staw IV. The Czech-Hungarian example had come to stay in the freedom
ideology of the Pclish gentry. It became an ominous warning of the fact
that if the gentry would not preserve their unity, if they would not duly
oppose the absolutist aspirations of their rulers, they would suffer a fate
similar to that of the Czechs and Hungarians. They would lose all their
liberties, primarily free election and would be exposed to religious and
fiscal pressure as well as in the event of enthroning foreigner, above all
a Habsburg, a nationalist as king, to the arrogance of aliens in the country
who would occupy all the more important and more lucrative offices,
while the Polish economy would be subordinated to foreign interests. The
gentry were alarmed at the prospect of losing their hold over peasants.
of their receiving the protection of the law, and of the possibility of
people “podlego stanu” (of low origin) being appointed to the admi-
nistration. Al this stirred up in the gentry an understandable antipathy
and later hatred of the Habsburgs and of Germans in general. Con-
sequently, one of the reasons of the Germanophobia which emerged during
the first interregnum and was consolidated in the subsequent decade was
the behaviour of the Habsburgs in Poland’s neighbouring countries on
the south.

This pro-independence and anti-German form of the Czech-Hungarian
argument was frequently called upon in the following century. It was
used by the political writers of the “golden freedom” period, led by
Andrzej Maksymilian Fredro. He sympathized with the Czechs “braci
naszej” (our brothers) and deplored the fact that at the appropriate time
Poland, instead of occupying herself with Walachian affairs, did not
defend the Czechs and Hungarians and take possessions of their thrones.
That would have strengthened Poland and weakened the Empire, which

136 Albrecht Stanistaw Radziwill, Memoriale rerum gestarum in Polonia 1632
to 1656, vol, II 1634—1639, prepared by A. Przybo$ and A Zelewski, ed by
W. Czaplinski, Wroclaw—Warszawa—Krakéw 1970, pp. 236—237, cf. also J. No-
wak-Dtluzewski, OkolicznoSciowa poezja polityczna w Polsce. Dwaj mtodsi
Wazowie (Occasional political poetry in Poland. Two junior Vasas). Warszawa 1972,
pp. 39—42.
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was always threatening and hostile.13” The example of Bohemia and Hun-
gary is to be found also in the politically engaged poetry of the second
half of the XVII c., for instance in the works of one of the most eminent
Polish poets of the period, Waclaw Potocki, who citing that example de-
clared that a German would be always the enemy of Poles:

“Ktéz o utrzymanie kiedy przyjazni stoi?

Kazdy mija, kazdy sie zapowietrzyé boi.

Ten byl owoc rakuskiej w one burzq ligi, 138

Do ktérej ze wszystkimi szlismy na wyscigi;

Wiec mieszaé nasze sejmy, nasze interregna,

Czyhajge rychlo mila wolnoéé nas pozegna,

Rychlo nam karki osie§é; mieé czartq na glowie

Korone, zkaqd spadli dwaj Maksymilianowie,

Malo im Wegry, Czechy i niewolnik $lgski,

Ktéremu pod przysiegq, budnej zabié ggski

We wlasnym domu nie wolno . ..”139
The Czech-Hungarian example was used even in the Parliament and the
provincial diets (sejmiki) during the most gloom-laden Saxon period. At
the interrupted Parliament of 1746 the starosta of Tuszyn, Skarbek, said
“Okazal Bog cud nad wegierskim panstwem,% rovnej wolnosci z naszym,
o ktérym kazdemu wiadomo, Ze poszlo in absolutum’!4! (God had per-
formed a miracle in the Hungarian State, one as free as ours, but now,
as everybody knows, transformed in absolutum). I a speach delivered
at the 1758 provincial diet in Chelmno Lubelskie, a great popular advocate
of free election and the liberum veto, Prince Udalryk Radziwill, referred
to the fact that the Czechs and Hungarians had lost their freedom, above
all free election, because they had allowed the Habsburgs to march in
with their armies. That was why they had become dependent on the
House of Austria. He warned that the same might be Poland’s fate if
on her territory should be quartered foreign armies: Saxon, Russian or
Prussian.142

7 R, Mienicki, Poglady polityczne w dziejopisarstwie polskim XVII w. (Poli-
tical opinions in the Polish historiography of the XVII c.). Przeglad Hstoryezny, Year
XVI1, 1913, p. 261.

138 The author referred to efforts to obtain Habsburg help after the defeat of Stani-
slaw Zotkiewski during the war with Turkey in 1620.

139 Wactaw Potocki, The Chocim War. Lwow 1850, p. 111. ,Who wants to
keep up friendship? All who fear infection pass by. That is the outcome of the
league with Austria, to which we hastened with the rest while they entangled our
Parliament and our interregnums. Soon beloved freedom will flee; they will elimb
on our shoulders and place on a fourth head the crown fallen from two Maximilians.
Insufficient for them are Hungary, Bohemia and the Silesian slave. who under oath
may not Kill a resisting goose in their own house...“

140 The speaker referred to the participation of Hungarians in the war of the
Austrian Succession (1740—1748) and how they were rewarded by Maria Theresa.

til Dijariusze sejmowe z wieku XVIII (Minutes of Parliamentary Proceedings in
the XVIIIc), ed. by W. Konopczynski, vol. II, Diariusz sejmu z r. 1746 (Mi-
nutes of Parliamentary Proceedings in 1746), Warszawa, 1912, p. 18.

142 Address by His Eminence Prince Udalryk, Master of the Horse of the Grand
Duchy of Lithuania, delivered at the deputies’ provincial diet in Chelmno on
21st August 1758. Biblioteka Kérnicka PAN (Polish Academy of Sciences Library,
Koérnik). ms. 458, pp. 31—49.
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JOZEF LESZCZYNSKI

VYZNAM A ULOHA PRIKLADU ZEMI KORUNY CESKE A UHER
V IDEOLOGII SLECHTICKE SVOBODY V POLSKU
V LETECH 1572 AZ 1648

Po smrti Zikmunda Augusta (7. VII. 1572), posledniho Jagelonce na polském truné,
pristoupila polskd $lechtickd spolenost k zajisténi a k dalsimu rozsifeni svych vy-
dobytkd z doby tzv. exekuéniho hnuti, které ji zajisfovaly monopol politické moci
ve statd. Usnadejic se v r. 1573 na tzv. jindfiSskych élancich (artykuly henrykowskie),
§lechta prosadila zdsadu svobodné volby krale a volby viritim, znaéné omezila pravo-
moc polského monarchy tim, Ze 8ast pravomoci, do té doby vyhrazené vyluéné krali,
pirenesla na sném, a do polského politického Zivota uvedla princip de non praestanda
oboedientia, ktery daval 3lechté pravo vypovédét krali posludSnost v pripadé, zZe by
prekroéil své pravni zdvazky. Stojic na strazi svych prav, privilegii a svobod, branic
je pfed skuteénymi neb smys$lenymi neptateli, polska Slechta se velmi éasto dovola-
vala pifkladu sousednich zemi koruny sv. Viclava, predeviim Cech, Moravy a Slezska,
a rovn&? Uher, kde zemské stavy pod habsburskou nadvlddou ztratily své byvale
postaveni, jehoZ dosdhly v prfedchazejicim obdobi, zvlasté za vlady kralu z jagellon-
ské dynastie. Polskd vladnouci tfida — polska Slechta — byla spojena se stavy obou
sousednich zemi starymi staletymi svazky, Polsko spojovalo s t&mito zemémi téz
pribuzné stitni zfizeni.

Osudy zemi koruny sv. Vaclava a sv. Stépana pod habsburskou nadvladou se staly
vyznamnym elementem politického boje, ktery vzplanul v Polsku za tfi bezkralovi
po smrti Zykmunda Augusta. Osudy téchto zemi byly vdznym argumentem v rukach
slechtickych a magnatskych uskupeni, ktera_ bojovala proti kandidatufe Habsburku
na polsky trin — nejdfive arcikniZete ArnoSta, nato cisafre Maxmilidna II. a arci-
vévody Maxmilidna. Obecné Habsburkové byli podezfivani z touhy zavést v Polsku
absolutni zpuisob vladdy a nastolit politiku naboZenské netolerance. Polska Slechta
se téz obavala, Ye Habsburk na polském triuné zavleée Polsko do valeéného dobro-
druzstvi proti Turecku. At jiZz tyto vytky na adresu Habsburkd byly jakkoli opravnéné.
staly se trvalou soudasti soudobé politické publicistiky, pochopitelné nejcastéji publi-
cistiky anonymni. Z pisatel(, jejichZz autorstvi se dosud podatilo identifikovat, nej-
rozhodnéji proti habsburskému uUsili o ziskani polského trinu vystupovali: Andrzej
Ciesielski, zadk a pritel nejvyznamnéjsiho polského politického autora obdobi huma-
nismu — Andrzeje Frycze Modrzewského, dale byvaly sekretal kréle Zikmunda
Augusta a diplomat Jan Dymitr Solikowski, disident z KaliSského vojevodstvi Piotr
Mycielski a jeho krajan Jakub Laskowski, dale Jan Radunski a kronikaf Joachim
Bielski. Nejednou argumentace odplrci habsburské kandidatury na polsky trun
je nejen lapidarni, ale téZ dumyslna.

Slechtiéti publicisté, zaujimajici negativni stanovisko k habsburskym pokusim
o ziskani polské koruny, poukazovali ve svych dilech na poru3ovani prav, svobod
a stavovskych privilegii habsburskymi vlddei v sousednich zemich, v prvé radé prin-
cipu svobodné volby panovnika, které7to pravo polskd Slechta zvlasf Zarlivé stiezila.
Pripominali, Ze ¢esky a uhersky trin od doby viiddy Jifiho z Podébrad a Matéje Kor-
vina byl volitelny. Poukazovali na dutlak, ktery dopadl na é&eské zemé po valce
$malkaldské, véetné bezpravi krvavého snému. Tvrdili, Ze pfisahdm, které skladaji
Habsburci, nelze duvéfovat. nebof je tak snadno porusuji, jak lehko je skladaji, coz
dosvédéuji Cechy a Uhry. Pobufovala je imigrace cizincu, zvl. Némca do Cech a dc
Uher, ale s nimi rovnéz Itald (Vlach) a Spanélu, a jejich proteZovani pri obsazovani
Uradu, stejné jako pri obdarovavani jich konfiskaty statkti domdci trestané Slechty:
kritizovali negativni postoj Habsburkl k usnesenim zemskych snémi v zileZitostech
celostatnich, utvoieni ¢eské komory z r. 1527 a fiskalni Utisk, ktery dopadal na bedra
Slechty a duchovenstva. dtoéili na negovani néboZenské tolerance, zvl. v &eskych
zemich (emigrace z r. 1548), a na nespravnou socidlni politiku, jak se projevovala
v povolavani lidi niz$ich spolefenskych vrstev a cizincll do kralovskych uradq,
a koneéné kritizovali poskytovani kralovské ochrany selskému stavu. Tato politika
se predeviim setkdvala se zvla$t odmitavym postojem polské Slechty. Polsti kriti-
kove Habsburki naléhavé zdlraziiovali, e volba Habsburka na polsky triun zavlece
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Polsko do valky s Tureckem a s Tatary. A v této valce by Polsko muselo spoléhat
pouze na své vlastni sily, nebof Némci ochotné slibuji, ale neochotné sliby plni.
A zde uvadéli piiklad Uher, které ztratily znaCnou ¢ast svého Uzemi ve prospéch
Turkd, ackoliv Ferdinand I, pred volbou uherskym krilem ujisfoval uherské stavy,
7e jim Habsburkové zajisti bezpefnou ochranu. Ale zatim opak se stal skutkem. Za
viechna nestésti, kterd potkala Cechy, Uhry a Slezany, odpovidali Habsburkové.
Pouze jediny z anonymnich spisovateltt z toho obvifioval Cechy.

Je pochopitelné, Ze stoupenci habsburské kandidatury na polsky trGn — Andrzej
Dudycz, Bartoloméj Paprocki, Krystof Warszewicki aj. — postupovali naopak, veSke-
rou vinu svalovali na ¢eské stavy, na jejich povstani proti pravoplatnému vladci
a na jejich detronizaéni zdméry. Kromé toho tvrdili, Ze ani v zemich koruny ceské
ani v Uhrich neexistuje politicky, fiskdlni a naboZensky utisk, Ze se naopak pod
vladou Habsburkt tyto zemé hospodaisky povznesly.

I kdyz v argumentaci protihabsburskych publicisti tohoto obdobi se setkdavame
s fadou zjednodu$eni a nepfesnosti, ba i se zjevnym pomijenim pravdy, byl i v ne-
jedné otazce, o nejedné skutecnosti, nastinili jednostranné déerny obraz situace v ze-
mich ¢eské koruny a v Uhrach za vlady Habsburkd, prece jen dosahli svého zasad-
niho cile — zdiskreditovali habsburskou kandidaturu v oéich Sirokych vrstev polské
§lechty. Od dob prvniho bezkralovi ve védomi Slechtického spoledenstvi stali se
Habsburkové symbolem absolutismu, bezohledného porusovani stavovskych svobod,
germanizace a protezovani cizinclli na ukor domacich rodu. Prvnimi obétmi této
politiky Habsburku podle pfesvédéeni polské Slechty byly stavy ceské, slezské a do
jisté miry téZ stavy moravské, a rovnéZ stavy uherské. Na zdkladé soucitu s jejich
osudem se zrodila germanofobie, tak obecnda mezi timto uskupenim polské Slechty.
Nebyla to zajisté jedina pfi¢ina tohoto jevu, ale nesporné byla jednou z nej-
dulezitéjsich.

Od chvile nastupu Zikmunda III, Vasy na polsky trin a od jeho sblizeni s Habs-
burky, stvrzeného manzelstvim s habsburskymi arcivévodkynémi Annou (1592) a Kon-
stanei (1605), poslouZil cesko-uhersky pfiklad ne jiz tolik boji proti habsburské
kandidature, ale v prvé radé proti rysujicimu se spojenectvi vasovsko-habsburskému.
Utoc¢isteé v prvnich dvou desetiletich vlady Zikmunda IIL., zvl. pak za rokosze Zebrzy-
dowského (1606—1607) proti Zikmundové absolutistické, protireformaéni a hasburgo-
[ilské politice, nyni opozi¢ni publicisté na rozdil od predchazejiciho obdobi stale
¢astéji sahali po uherském ptikladu neZli po ¢eském, protoZe rozvijejici se souéasné
udalosti v Uhrach a v Sedmihradsku, v prvé fadé Bocskayovo povstani, poskytovaly
jim aktualni a 7ivé doklady k tomu, ¢eho se polskd Slechta nejvice obdvala, totiZ
omerzeni politickych a néboZenskych svobod a koneéné protezovani cizincl na ukor
domaAcich. Zv1lasté silné se zdurazfiovaly absolutizujici pokusy Habsburk a jejich prona-
sledovani jinovérct. Na rozdil od dfivéjsi doby ve znacné Sir$i mife se zduraznovalo
nebezpeéi, plynouci z vnitfnich protikladd, coZ bylo zcela pochopitelné za podminek
obtanské valky v Polsku, kdy se pravé odstraSujicim prikladem stavaly Uhry. Sou-
dasné predstavitelé opozice stejné jako regalisté v ¢ele s Petrem Skargou neskryvali
nazor, Ze nesoulad. pferastajici ¢asto v obéanskou valku, je nebezpe¢ny, protoze
podporuje rozvoj absolutistickych tendenci a usnadfiuje jejich realizaci. JestliZe
opozici §lo o sjednoceni veSkeré S§lechty v rokoszovém tabofe, aby se spoleénymi
silami postavila na odpor ziaméram dvora na posileni kralovské vlady a rozsifeni
pozic katolické cirkve. pak regalistim §lo o ditkaz, ze Zikmund IIL viibec neusiluje
o absolutni vlddu a Ze oni sami nejsou stoupenci takové formy vlady.

Ceské povstani z let 1618—1620 a jeho pro ¢esky narod straslivé dasledky mezi pol-
skou spoleénosti znovu zaktualizovaly &esky ptfiklad. V letech 1618—1620 se rozvijela
polemika mezi vyznamnym pfedstavitelem opozice kniZetem Jifim Zbaraskym a re-
galistou Stanislavem FLubiefiskym. Zbaraski, ktery se dovolaval ideje ¢&esko-polské
vzajemnosti, postavil se na rozhodny odpor proti jakékoli polské intervenci v ze-
mich éeské koruny ve prospéch Habsburk® i proti kralovym zamérum vuéi Slezsku.
Lubienski naopak spatfoval opodstatnénost polského intervenéniho zdkroku z divodu
redlné hrozby zajmam katolické cirkve. Vyslovoval se téz za rekuperaci Slezska.
V tricatych a ¢&tyficatych letech XVII. stoleti jako rozhodny nepfitel absolutni
vlidy — dominium absolutum — i volby cizince za krale polského a rovnéz jako
odpuirce manZelskych svazk(l polskych kralu s cizimi knéZnami vystupoval jeden
z pokracovatellt v politické linii Jana Zamojského — biskup Pawel Piasecki, ktery
velmi éasto jako argumentu k doloZeni svych téz vyuZival ¢eského prikladu a v mensi
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mife téz prikladu uherského. Jako katolicky duchovni pomléel o naboZenském pro-
nasledovani v Cechach a v Uhrach.

Takto v letech 1572—1648 é¢esko-uhersky priklad ziskal pevné misto v polské
slechtické ideologii. Stal se odstrasujicim mementem, Ze nezachova-li $lechta jed-
notu, jestlize se v&as nepostavi na odpor proti absolutistickym pokusim svych vladeu.
potka ji osud, ktery se stal (délem ¢eskych a uherskych stavi. Ztrati pak vSechny
svobody, bude vystavena utisku naboZenskému a fiskalnimu, a — v pripadé, stane-li
se polskym kralem Habsburk — téz iutisku narodnostnimu, v zemi poroste moc ci-
zincQ, Slechta muZe téZz ztratit svou nadvladu nad poddanymi sedlaky a prijit o mo-
nopol vladni moci. To vie budilo mezi §lechtou pochopitelny ohlas nevole a nenavisti
via¢i Habsburkim a Némcum obecné a stiavalo se jednou z pri¢in zrodu a upevnéni
germanofobie. V obrané zlaté Slechtické svobody a v protindmeckém postoji piiklad
éesko-uhersky byl téZ velmi ¢asto pfipominadn politickymi spisovateli, basniky a sné-
movnimi a sn&mikovymi mluvéimi v nasledujicim stoleti aZ do konce saské epochy
v Polsku.

Z polského origindlu
pfeloZil FrantiSek Hejl
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JOZEF LESZCZYNSKI

ROLA PRZYKLADU KRAJOW KORONY SW. WACLAWA
I WEGIER W IDEOLOGII WOLNOSCIOVEJ SZLACHTY
POLSKIEJ (1572—1648)

Po $mierci Zygmunta Augusta (7 VII 1572), ostatniego Jagiellona na tronie pol-
skim, szlachta przystapila do utrwalania i rozszerzania swych zdobyczy z okresu
tzw, ruchu egzekucyjnego, ktére zapewnialy jej monopol wtadzy politycznej w kraju.
Uchwalajgc w 1573 r. tzw. artykuly henrykowskie, wprowadzila ona w Polsce zasade
wolnej elekcji i elekeji wiritim oraz ograniczyla znacznie wladze monarszg przez
oddanie sejmowi szeregu kompetencji zastrzezonych dotad dla kréla a takze przez
wprowadzenie artylkulu de non praestanda oboedientia, umozliwiajgcego wypowie-
dzenie monarsze posluszenstwa w wypadku przekroczenia przez niego obowigzujg-
cych praw. Stojgc na strazy swych praw, przywilejow i wolnosci, bronigc ich przed
rzeczywistymi lub urojonymi wrogami, bardzo czesto powolywala sie na przyklad
sasiadujgcych z Polskg krajéw Korony Sw. Waclawa, w pierwszym rzedzie Czech,
Slaska i Moraw, oraz Wegier, w ktérych pod rzadami habsburskimi stany utracily
swg pierwotng pozycje w panstwie, zdobytag w okresie poprzednim, szczegdlnie za
panowania tam krélow z dynastii jagiellonskiej. Z obu tymi panstwami Igczyly bo-
wiem Polske i jej klase panujacg — szlachte wielowiekowe zwiazki, w tym tez
daleko idace podobienstwa ustroju politycznego.

Losy krajow Korony Sw. Waclawa i Sw. Stefana pod rzadami habsburskimi staly
sie waznym elementem walki politycznej, jaka rozgorzata w Polsce w okresie trzech
pierwszych bezkrdlewi po zgonie Zygmunta Augusta. Byly one wazkim argumentem
w reku tych ugrupowan szlacheckich i moznowtadczych, ktére zwalczaly kandyda-
ture habsburskg na tron polski, a wiec kolejno arcyksiecia Ernesta, cesarza Maksy-
miliana II i arcyksiecia Maksymiliana. Powszechnie bowiem podejrzewano Habs-
burgéw o cheé wprowadzenia w Polsce rzadow absolutnych i o stosowanie polityki
nietolerancji wyznaniowej. Obawiano sie tez, ze Habsburg na tronie polskim wciag-
nie Rzeczpospolita do konfliktu zbrojnego z Turcjg. I choé¢ niektére z tych zarzutéw
wobec domu rakuskiego nie byly w pelni uzasadnione, staly sie one trwalym ele-
mentem wrogiej lub niechetnej Habsburgom publicystyki tych czasdow, najczescie]
zresztg anonimowej. Sposrdéd rozszyfrowanych dotad pisarzy politicznych najzajadlej
przeciwko staraniom Habsburgéw o tron polski wystepowali: uczen i przyjaciel naj-
wybitniejszego polskiego pisarza politycznego epoki odrodzenia Andrzeja Frycza
Modrzewskiego — Andrzej Ciesielski, byty sekretarz Zygmunta Augusta i dyplomata
Jan Dymitr Solikowski, dysydent z Kaliskiego Piotr Mycielski i jego ziomek Jakub
Laskowski, Jan Radunski oraz poeta Joachim Bielski. Jedni publicys$ci uzasadniali
swg wrogo$é do kandydatur habsburskich szeroko, inni natomiast ograniczali sie do
zwiezlych i lapidarnych, lecz niejednokrotnie trafnie dobranych argumentéw.

Wrodzy lub niechetni Habsburgom publicysci szlacheccy podnosili w swych pis-
mach lamanie w krajach habsburskich przez wtadedéw praw, wolnosci i przywilejéw
stanowych, zwtaszcza zasady wolnej elekeji, na ktérg szlachta polska byla tak bardzo
uczulona. Przypominali. Ze od czas6w Macieja Korwina i Jerzego z Podiebraddéw
trony czeski i wegierski byly elekcyjne. Wskazywali na represje, jakie spadly na
Czechéw po wojnie szmalkaldzkiej z ,krwawym sejmem® na czele. Twierdzili, ze
nie mozna ufaé przysiegom skladanym przez Habsburgéw, bo lamia je réwnie latwo,
jak sktadaja, czego dowodem sg wtlasnie Czechy i Wegry. Oburzali sie na naplyw
do Czech i Wegier obcych, gléwnie Niemcéw, ale takze Wlochéw i Hiszpandw, i fa-
woryzowanie ich przy obsadzaniu urzedéw i obdarzaniu skonfiskowanymi w ramach
represji miejscowym panom dobrami, na pomijanie przez Habsburgéw sejméw kra-
jowych przy podejmowaniu decyzii o znaczeniu ogdlnokrajowym, na utworzenie
w 1527 r. komory czeskiej i ucisk fiskalny, spadajacy takze na barki szlachly i du-
chowienstwa, na nietolerancje religijng, szczegélnie w Czechach (emigracja z 1548 r.),
a takze na niewlasciwg polityke spoleczna, przejewiajacag sie w powolywaniu do rad
krélewskich ludzi niskiego stanu, w dodatku cudzoziemcéw, oraz w braniu chlopa
w opieke panstwa. Ta polityka spotykala sie ze szczegdlng dezaprobata szlachty
polskiej. Podkre$lali wreszcie z calym naciskiem, ze wybor Habsburga na tron polski
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wciggnie Polske do wojny z Porta Ottomanska i Tatarami. W wojnie tej polska
bedzie musiala liczyé wylacznie na wlasne sily, bo Niemcy sa pierwsi do obietnic,
ale nie do walki. 1 tutaj przytaczali przyklad Wegier, ktore stracily znaczng czesé
terytorium na rzecz Turkéw, choé¢ przed elekcjg Ferdynand I zapewnial stany
wegierske, ze Habsburgowie zapewnig im skuteczna obrone przed agresja turecka.
Tymczasem stalo sie inaczej. Wszystkim tym nieszczeSciom, ktére spadly na Cze-
chow, Slazakow i Wegréw, winni byli wylacznie Habsburgowie. Jedynie jeden ano-
nimowy pisarz czescig winy za to obarczal Czechdow. Oczywiscie sympatycy i zwo-
lennicy kandydatury habsburskiej (Andrzej Dudycz, Bartosz Paprocki, Krzysztof
Warszewicki i inni) postepowali odwrotnie, zwalajgc calg wine na stany czeskie,
na ich bunt przeciwko prawowitemu wladcy i plany detronizacyjne. Twierdzili po-
nadto, ze ani w krajach Korony Sw. Waclawa, ani na Wegrzech nie ma ucisku
politycznego, fiskalnego i religijnego, ze pod rzadami habsburskimi rozkwitly one
gospodarczo.

I choé¢ w wywodach antyhabsburskich publicystow w interesujgcym nas zakresie
nie brak jest szeregu uproszczen i niescislosci, a nawet jawnego mijania sie z praw-
da, choé¢ w niejednym punkcie dali oni jednonostronnie czarny obraz sytuacji w kra-
jach Korony Sw. Waclawa, zwlaszcza w Czechach i na Slasku, oraz na Wegrzech
pod berlem Habsburgéw, osiggneli zasadniczy swo6j cel, dyskredytujgc kandydature
habsburskg na tron polski w oczach szerokich rzesz szlachty. Od czaséw pierwszego
interregnum w $wiadomo$ci spoleczenstwa szlacheckiego dom austriacki stal sie
symbolem absolutyzmu, bezwzglednego 'amania swobdd stanowych, oraz germani-
zacji i faworyzowania obcych kosztem rodéw rodzimych. Pierwszymi ofiarami tej
polityki Habsburgéw byly w przekonaniu szlachty stany czeskie, $laskie, czesciowo
morawskie, a takze wegierskie. Na gruncie wspélczucia dla ich losu zrodzila sie tak
powszechna wsérod tej szlachty germanofobia. Nie byla to oczywiscie jedyna przy-
czyna tego zjawiska, lecz na pewno jedna z najwazniejszych.

Od wstapienia na tron polski Zygmunta III Wazy i jego zblizenia do domu
habsburskiego, utwierdzonego malzenstwami z arcyksiezniczkami Anng (1592) i Kon-
stancja (1605) przyklad czesko-wegierski nie stuzy! juz do zwalczania kandydatur
habsburskich. lecz do utracania coraz silniej zarysowujgcego sie sojuszu wazowsko-
habsburskiego. Atakujac w pierwszym dwudziestoleciu rzadéw Zygmunta III, zwlasz-
cza w dobie rokoszu Zebrzydowskiego (1606—1607), jego absolutystyczna, kontrrefor-
macyjng i prohabsburskg polityke, publicys$ci opozycyjni siegali teraz czesciej —
w przeciwiensiwie do okresu poprzedniego — do przykladu wegierskiego, niz czes-
kiego, poniewaz rozgrywajace sie S§wiezo na Wegrzech i w Siedmiogrodzie wypadki.
szczegblnie powstanie Bocskaya, dostarczaly im aktualnych, zywych dowodéw na
to, czego sie szlachta polska najbardziej bala — ograniczenia swobdd politycznych
i religijnych craz polityki faworyzowania obcych kosztem indygendw. Szczegdlnie
akcentowano absolutystyczne zakusy Habsburgéw oraz ich nietolerancje wobec inno-
wiercdw. W znacznie jednak wiekszym niz poprzednio zakresie akecentowano nie-
bezpieczenstwa zwigzane z niezgoda wewnetrzng, co bylo zupolnie zrozumiale
w dobie wojny domowej w Polsce, przy czym jej odstraszajacym przykladem staly
sie Wegry. Zaréwno opozycjonisci, jak i regaliSci z Piotrem Skarga na czele nie
ukrywali, ze ta niezgoda, przeradzajaca sie czesto w wojny domowe, jest niebez-
pieczna, gdyz sprzyja rozwojowi tendencji absolutystycznych i ulatwia ich realizacje.
Jesli jednak opozycjonistom chodzilo o zjednoczenie calej szlachty w obozie roko-
szanskim, by wspolnymi silami przeciwstawié sie zamiarom dworu wzmocnienia
wladzy krélewskiej i pozyeii kosciola katolickiego, to regalistom — o wykazanie, ze
Zygmunt III wcale nie dazy do absolutyzmu i Ze oni sami nie sg za ta forma
rzadéw.

Powstanie czeskie z lat 1618—1620 i jego straszliwe dla narodu czeskiego kon-
sekwencje wysunely ponownie na czolo przykiad czeski. W latach 1618—1620 {oczyla
sie polemika miedzy znanym opozycjonista ksieciem Jerzym Zbaraskim a regalista
ksiedzem Stanislawem Lubienskim, wielokrotnie omawiana juz w literaturze nauko-
wej. Zbaraski powolujgc sie na idee wzajemnosci polsko-czeskiej, przeciwstawil sie
zdecydowanie jakiejkolwiek polskiej interwencji w krajach korony Sw. Waclawa
po stronie Habsburgéw i krélewskim zakusom na Slask. Natomiast ILubieriski wi-
dzial koniecznos$é takiej interwencji z powodu rzekomego zagrozenia tam intereséw
kosciota katolickiego. Opowiedzial sie tez za rekuperacja Slaska. W latach trzydzies-
tych i czterdziestych XVII w. jako zaciekly wrég absolutum dominium i kréla
cudzoziemca na tronie polskim, a takze malzeristwa kréléw rodzimich z obeymi
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ksiezniczkami dal sie poznaé jeden z epigonéw linii politycznej Jana Zamojskiego —
biskup Pawel Piasecki, ktéry bardzo czesto uzywal jako dowodu na poparcie swoich
tez przykladu czeskiego oraz — choé¢ w mniejszym stopniu — wegierskiego. Jako
duchowny Kkatolicki i wyraziciel intereséw szlacheckich nie wspominal on tylko
o przesladowaniach religijnych w Czechach i na Wegrzech.

Tak wiec w latach 1572—1648 przyklad czesko-wegierski zdoby! sobie trwate
prawo obywatelstwa w ideologii wolnosciovej szlachty polskiej. Stal sie groznym
memento, ze je$li szlachta nie zachowa jedno$ci, jesli w pore nie przeciwstawi sig
zakusom absolutystycznym swoich wladcéw, spotka ja los, ktéry stal sie udziatem
stanow czeskich i wegierskich. Straci wszystkie wolno$ci, narazona bedzie na ucisk
religijny, fiskalny i — w wypadku gdy Habsburg zasiadzie na tronie polskim —
narodowos$ciowy, na panoszenie sie w kraju obcych, moze teZz straci¢ swe wladztwo
nad chlopami i monopol sprawowania wladzy. Wszystko to budzilo u szlachty zro-
zumialy odruch niecheci, a potem i nienawisci do Habsburgéw i do Niemcéw w ogé-
le, stajac sie jedng z przyczyn sprawczych powstania i utrwalania sie wsrdd niej
nastrojéw germanofobii. W tej zlotowolnos$ciowej i antyniemieckiej postaci przykiad
czesko-wegierski byl tez bardzo czesto przypominany przez pisarzy politycznych,
poetéw oraz méwcoéw sejmowych i sejmikowych w nastepnym stuleciu, az do konca
w Polsce epoki saskiej.
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