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The history of the celebration of eucharist in the Western Church offers many 
testimonies about a continuing tension between an effort at a ritual and textual 
unification of practice, on one side, and a persisting tendency to preserve and 
develop local liturgical traditions, on the other. In the second half of the sixteenth 
century the Roman Catholic Church embarked on a definitive unification of the 
Roman rite, the means of which was to be the Missale Romanum, promulgated 
by the Apostolic Constitution of Pius V Quo primum of 14 July 1570. It was to 
replace all local uses less than two hundred years old and must be seen with-
in the context of the encounter between the Roman Catholic Church and the 
Reformation, which saw the appearance of many new liturgical rites (ordines).2 
Liturgical sources and protocols of the Utraquist Consistory from the second half 
of the sixteenth century attest to the marked local variability in Utraquist liturgical 
practice, which at times escalated into the manifestation of arbitrariness by indi-
vidual parish priests. One of the reactions was the numerous disciplinary dealings 
of the Prague Lower Consistory. Another response was an effort at creating more 
or less complete liturgical books, which would satisfactorily combine the tradi-
tional Western liturgical practice and attempts at its partial reform under the 
influence of Lutheran or Calvinist liturgical orders, which many Utraquist priests 
encountered in the parishes which they served.3 Next to Voltářní knihy of Adam 
Táborský, such an attempt at a relative complete parish liturgical book (agenda) – 
for general use by Utraquist priests – is represented by the Rules of Ecclesiastical 
Services (Pravidlo služebností církevních) of Tobiáš Závorka Lipenský, pub-
lished in 1607 in Velké Němčice near Židlochovice and dedicated to the Jan 
Žejdlic of Šenfeld, the owner of the hereditary domain of Polná and Přibyslav.4

1	 This article appears in the framework of the Programme of the Development of Scholarly 
Disciplines, PRVOUK PO1, undertaken in the Hussite Theological Faculty, Charles 
University in Prague.

2	 Frank Senn, Christian Liturgy: Catholic and Protestant (Minneapolis, 1997) 267–392.
3	 See Pavel Kolář, “Witnesses of a New Liturgical Practice: the Ordines missae of Three 

Utraquist Manuscripts,” BRRP 9 (2014) 221–240. Idem, “Utraquist Liturgical Practice in the 
Later Sixteenth Century,” BRRP 8 (2011) 223–234.

4	 Prawidlo Služebnostij Cýrkewnijch. Knihopis K 17177. Online database Knihopis Digital – 
Catalogue Clavius includes entries of eighteen items, of which some are incomplete [ac-
cessed 15. 10. 2015] http: //db.knihopis.org/l.dll?cll~P=17593
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The Rules of Ecclesiastical Services (Pravidlo služebností církevních)

Tobiáš Závorka Lipenský (1553 in Lipník nad Bečvou – 1612 in Doubravník) 
worked on the agenda during his tenure as Dean in Doubravník.5 In his 
preface to the printed Pravidlo služebností, he presents at length the reasons, 
which led him to work on the agenda.6

i. The Rationale for Editorial Work on the Agenda
Utraquists still lacked an inclusive liturgical book for parish use in the Czech 
language, one that would be a dignified alternative to the extant tradition of 
mass books which, for various reasons, were considered inappropriate, even 
unacceptable. Thus, parish priests themselves were obliged to seek out liturgical 
texts, notated ordinaria, and adjust particular rituals.7 Such an individualized 
composition of agenda texts, however, causes confusion and inept selection 
and composition of individual formularies. The absence of an obligatory liturgi-
cal norm in the form of a liturgical book, supported by authority and generally 
recognised, also leads to a capricious abandonment of the hitherto existing 
liturgical tradition and a hurried adoption and assertion of a “new religion with 
new ceremonies.” Although Závorka admits the principle that “a difference in 
ceremonies does not disturb the true faith,” nevertheless he prefers the effort 
toward a unification of liturgical rites and texts: “Since we have a single word of 
God, we should also preserve a single manner in the Lord’s services – long estab-
lished in God’s Church and customary.. This will lead us to honour the eternal 
Lord God with a single voice and a single heart, and to improve ourselves in 
our Christianity, getting closer to the ancient holy Church and aspiring to agree 
in that – as far as possible – with all the true‑believing Christians in the whole 
world.”8 Závorka’s interest in the catholicity of Utraquist rites is clearly evident.

Závorka had already taken the first step toward a rectification, since he 
had published Písně chval božských [Songs of Divine Praises] (1602), a book 
gathering the needed chants and songs.9 Now it behooved him to publish 
a supplement, which would gather the basic rituals (a manual) and the texts of 
the mass (a missal) for the use of parish clergy. The new, generally obligatory 

5	 The basic biographical data were recently gathered by Ota Halama, “Utrakvistické agendy 
k večeři Páně,” Coena Dominica Bohemica, ARBI VI (Prague, 2006) 133–151, here 143. 
See also Ondřej Matějovský, Liturgické texty Tobiáše závorky Lipenského o  manželství 
(Bachelor’s Thesis, Protestant Theological Faculty, Charles University Prague, 2013) 10–14.

6	 In the text I refer to the copy Tobiáš Závorka Lipenský, Prawidlo Služebnostij Cýrkewnijch 
(Olomouc, VKOL: II 32.062) [accessed 15. 10. 2015] http: //eod.vkol.cz/ii32062/. Henceforth 
cited as Pravidlo služebností.

7	 An example of such a work of compilation is the so‑called Benešovská agenda [Agenda of 
Benešov].

8	 Pravidlo služebností, 4a.
9	 Knihopis K 17175 and K 17176. See: Ludmila Brezanyová, “Das Kantional ‘Písně Chval 

Božských’ von Tobiáš Závorka Lipenský,” Sborník prací Filosofické fakulty Brněnské univer‑
sity H 7 (Brno, 1972) 7–11.
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agenda should at the same time offer a norm to “simple” priests, on which 
they could rely and thereby avoid an ignorant performance of Christian rites. 
Závorka ironically touches on those, who – convinced of special illumination 
by the Holy Spirit – arbitrarily interfere with the traditional rituals, chang-
ing or abolishing them. Those should be stimulated by the agenda to a more 
penetrating assessment of the existing liturgical tradition. Závorka defends 
the preservation of the traditional rites and forms of liturgical life against 
all who place themselves in opposition to the word of God: “Pious servants 
of the Church and other Christians, especially the Lords Collators – see-
ing the holy book written down according to the ancient manner and usage 
of the Church, – should avoid such harmful innovations and causing scan-
dals in God’s Church, if they wish to escape the terrible divine anger and 
punishment.” The agenda was to represent the ancient liturgical tradition, 
the preservation of which is also served by the principles of the Augsburg 
Confession: “that all people might get to know what manner and order we have 
and conduct in the services of the Lord’s Church, that we have adopted the 
old, good, simple and sincere manner/order from the Fathers; which all pious 
people from antiquity most diligently preserved; to which also the Augsburg 
Confession refers; which we also strive to preserve for our descendants.”10

ii. Method
In his preface Závorka also discussed the basic principles of his editorial work: 
(1) to gather in one book all that was necessary for the performance of litur-
gies and rituals; (2) preserve the lectionary (using the Czech Bible, published in 
Prague in 1577 by Jiří Melantrich, the Elder of Aventyn); (3) conserve and revise 
the liturgical calendar (church year); (4) revise the practice of fasting; (5) revise 
“according to the rule of God’s word” the traditional liturgical texts and prayers, 
selected and gathered from various liturgical sources;11 (6) create new prayers 
and texts where necessary;12 (7) collect and publish liturgical chants and hymns;13  

10	 Pravidlo služebností, 4b.
11	 Pravidlo služebností: “Modlitby i jiné vše na větším díle starobylé a dávno v církvi užívané 

z kněh církevních a z učitelův pobožných sem shledal, podlé pravidla slova Božího očistil.” 
The Inventory of the Church of Doubravnik from 1611 brings a certain insight, albeit vague, 
into liturgical sources, which Závorka could have had at his disposal for his editorial work. 
In addition to pre‑Tridentine manuscripts and later also published agenda and missals used 
in the Olomouce diocese, there were also two printed missals of Pius V (Tridentine rite) 
together with a new Latin Psalter, and a manuscript Czech gradual and antiphonary. See also 
Vladimír Maňas, Hudební aktivity náboženských korporací na Moravě v raném novověku 
(Doctoral Dissertation, Faculty of Arts, Masaryk University Brno, 2008) 94–95, to whom 
I am most grateful for showing me hitherto unpublished parts of his work.

12	 Pravidlo služebností: “A kde potřebí bylo a najíti se nemohli, i nových nadělal, toho spůsobu 
při tom šetříce, jejž sem při starobylém skládání modliteb církevních spatřil, tak aby ke všem 
cílům, časům a potřebnostem sloužiti mohly.”

13	 Pravidlo služebností: “Tóny staré, podle nichž se vše spívá, shromáždil.”
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(8) respect local custom;14 (9) submit the manuscript to review by parish 
priests. The concise characteristic of the applied method indicates a well
‑considered procedure during the edition of the agenda: a regard for local 
customs; selection of texts based on a theological evaluation of the existing 
liturgical practice; and faithfulness to the traditional Catholic practise.

i. Structure of the Pravidlo služebností
Závorka divided his agenda into three parts. The first part contains the pro-
pria for Sundays, the Christological feasts of the liturgical year along with the 
anniversary of the consecration of a church (in anniversario dedicationis/
consecrationis propriae ecclesiae). Then follows the order for the celebration 
of the eucharist (ordo missae), and finally the occasional prayers. The pro‑
prium normally consists of an Opening Prayer (collecta), Epistle and Gospel, 
together with a complenda (post communio). The second part contains the 
propria for saints’ days and the ordo for the induction/installation of a newly 
ordained priest into the service of a parish. The third, and last, part of the 
agenda consists of sacramental ordines (baptism, ministry to the sick, a gen-
eral act of penance and reconciliation, marriage) and non‑sacramental rituals 
(the burial of the dead and the churching of women); these are supplemented 
by a list of recommended saints’ and the order for vespers. The agenda pro-
vides the necessary rites for the parish celebration of the eucharist on Sundays 
and feast days along with all necessary liturgical material which are presid-
ed over by the parish priest during the course of the whole liturgical year.

Structure of Pořádek a spůsob služby v kostele (ordo missae)
Part I Part II Part III
proprium de tempore
(1a – 125b)
ordo missae
(125b – 148b)
proprium de tempore
(49a – 229b)
Occasional prayers
(229b – 232b)
anniversary of consecration 
of the church
(233a – 234a)
Occasional prayers
(234a – 237a)

proprium de sanctis
(238a – 268a)

Induction/installation of 
a priest into a parish – first 
mass of a priest
(268a – 269b)

Baptism
(270a – 273b)
Churching of women
(273b – 275a)
Visitation of the Sick
(275a – 278a)
Preparation for Communion.
Absolution.
(278a – 288b)
Vespers.
(288b‑289a)
List of feast days.
(289b – 290a)
Celebration of marriage
(290a – 293b)
Burial of the Dead
(293b – 300a)

14	 Pravidlo služebností: “Vzavše to z agend dobrých, šetříc však přitom spůsobu dávno v ze
mích těchto v církvi zvyklého;”
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The first part of the agenda contains the Order and Manner of the Service in 
the Church (Pořádek a spůsob služby v kostele), which represents the liturgi-
cal order for the celebration of the eucharist. Its structure faithfully retains 
the traditional Roman ordo missae, which Lipenský only slightly supplements 
or changes in several instances. The introductory rites follow in sequence: 
the confiteor (with absolution), introit with antiphon, Kyrie and Gloria, con-
cluded by the opening prayer (collect). The Liturgy of the Word begins with 
the Epistle reading followed by the alleluia/prosa as a festive introduction of 
the Gospel. Other elements are the confession of faith (credo) and the ser-
mon, which could be separated by a prayer or a chant (offertorium/ofertoř). 
Závorka introduced several variations of the intercessory prayers of the peo-
ple with a penitential prayer (general confession). Contrary to the traditional 
Roman rite, this was a very important innovation, because in the Roman 
liturgical tradition the intercessory prayers of the people had vanished from 
the eucharistic liturgy – most likely during the sixth century and were not 
reinstated even in the Roman missal of 1570.15 The Liturgy of the Word is 
followed by announcements of forthcoming marriages and feast days as we 
also encounter them at this place in the Agenda česká.16

The eucharist follows the traditional structure of the ordo missae of the 
Roman rite, yet it entails certain significant changes. Závorka omitted the 
complex preparation of the eucharistic gifts, as it had developed in the late 
middle ages, and replaced it by the simple placing of bread (host and paten) 
on the altar, an uncovering of the chalice and pouring of the wine during 
while the choristers (žáci) sang appropriate verses of the offertorium. This 
simple procedure is followed by the salutation, eucharistic dialogue and pref-
ace which concludes with the Sanctus/Benedictus to which Závorka added 
the Agnus Dei which he transferred into the eucharistic prayer from its his-
toric place during the fraction. The eucharistic prayer (kánon) is recited by 
the priest silently with the exception of the verba (words of institution) and 
concluding doxology which he is to pray/sing aloud. Závorka decided – for 
theological reasons – more or less to abandon the traditional sacrificial lan-
guage of the canon missae. Yet he did not wish to abandon the prayer which, 
according to the model of the Roman canon of the mass, represented the very 
meaning of the celebration of the eucharist and, thus, looked for an alterna-
tive. He considered the canon as an essentially priestly prayer and, therefore 
without any hesitation, he let the priest to utter it silently with only the con-
cluding sung doxology. The silent recitation is also interrupted at the moment 
of pronouncing the institution, which is complemented by the chanting of 

15	 We do not encounter the intercessory prayers in the form of public prayer even in the frame-
work of the liturgical reform initiated by Martin Luther. They were introduced into the 
liturgical order only in the context of the reformed Strasbourg liturgy), see Senn, Christian 
Liturgy, 367f.

16	 “Agenda česká,” in Coena Dominica Bohemica, 189–191
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appropriate verses by choristers, and by brief intercessory prayers to Christ 
uttered quietly by the priest. The Pater noster and pax domini precede the 
communion itself, which is received first by the priest and then by the layper-
sons sub utraque. The celebration of the eucharist concludes with the Prayer 
after Communion (ad complendum), benediction, and dismissal.

ante‑communion communion
–	 Confiteor (with absolution)

–	 Pater noster
–	 Introit (with antiphone)
–	 Kyrie
–	 Gloria
–	 Collecta (with introductory salutation)
–	 Epistle
–	 Alleluia / Prose
–	 Evangelium
–	 Credo
–	 [offertorium/ofertoř]
–	 Homílie (with preceding prayer)
–	 Intercessory prayers with confession (sev-

eral variants)
–	 Announcements
–	 Announcement of forthcoming Feast 

Day(s)

–	 [offertorium/ofertoř]
–	 Sursum corda with Preface
–	 Sanctus
–	 Canon missae

–	 „Protož tebe… Příjď, Posvětiteli” 
(silently)

–	 salutation and Instututio (aloud)
–	 choristers: Sanctus + Agnus Dei
–	 „Protož, Pane … Ačkolivěť” (silently)
–	 „Po všecky věky…” (aloud)

–	 Pater noster
–	 Pax with prayer for worthy communion
–	 Communio sub utraque
–	 Orationes post communio
–	 Blessing and dismissal

The First Book of Common Prayer and Its Canon

The Dean of Doubravník, Tobiáš Závorka, surprisingly found an alternative 
to the traditional Roman canon of the mass in a text which is part of The First 
Book of Common Prayer of Edward VI from the year 1549 (hereafter BCP 
1549), and represents the first attempt at a reform of the traditional Roman 
canon within the framework of the liturgical reform in the English church of 
the sixteenth century.17 In the current research on the liturgical practice of 
the Utraquist Church, it represents the sole evidence of an influence of the 
Anglican liturgical tradition on the formation of the Utraquist liturgical order 
(ordo missae). It seems that in Závorka’s agenda this influence can be found 
only in the context of the reform of the Roman canon. Possible influence on 
other parts of the agenda has not yet been discovered. In what follows, I shall 
undertake an analysis of the texts and their mutual comparison in order to 
clarify the multi‑level relationship of the canon in the Pravidlo služebností to 
the canon of the 1549 BCP.

17	 The First and Second Prayer Books of Edward VI. (London, 1970), 1–317.
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iv. Vernacularisation and Reform of Liturgical Texts
The leading personality of the gradual reform of the liturgical life of the 
English Church was Thomas Cranmer, named Archbishop of Canterbury in 
1533. The first step in the introduction of English into the celebration of litur-
gy was the publication of the first authorised English Bible (the Great Bible) in 
1539, which bore a preface by Cramer in the second edition. The Archbishop 
played a considerable role in its introduction into parish liturgical practice, 
which occurred by the order of a Convocation of Clergy on 21 February 1543 
that in every parish – on every Sunday and feast day – a public reading should 
take place in English from both the Old and New and the Testament during 
Matins and Evensong (morning and evening prayer). The Royal Injunctions of 
1547 extended this order to cover also the public readings of the Epistles and 
Gospels during the celebration of the eucharist.18 Likewise, Cranmer pre-
pared the edition of the Book of Homilies, a collection of “official sermons” 
for the use in parish churches, from which a sermon was to be selected for 
reading every Sunday.19 He produced a book Exhortation and Litany (1544) 
at the request of Henry VIII for instituting regular processions with litanies 
in an understandable language. Among others, it contained an adaptation of 
the traditional processional litany, translated into English, which was the first 
officially accepted and used liturgical text in the English language and later 
was included in the Book of Common Prayer.20 A similar innovation – in the 
context of the Latin mass ritual – was the Order of the Communion, a set of 
English devotional prayers in preparation for the communion of the laity, 
inserted into the Latin order of the mass, following the priest’s communion. 
The reason for its introduction was the Act against revilers and for receiving 
in both kinds, the first act of the reign of Edward VI, which stipulated on 
1 May 1548, an obligatory lay communion sub utraque, which should not be 
hindered – without a cogent reason – by the priest.21 An Order was prepared 
for the restored lay communion sub utraque. It contained an exhortation, 
confession of sins with an absolution, the so‑called comfortable words, prayer 
before communion, words to accompany the distribution of the eucharist, 
and a blessing.22 Altogether it was substantially influenced by the Lutheran 
liturgical order Pia Deliberatio, which had been prepared in 1543 by Martin 
Bucer and Philip Melanchton for Hermann von Wied, the Archbishop of 
Cologne.23

18	 See: Horton Davies, Worship and Theology in England (Princeton, 1970) I: 166–168.
19	 See: G. J. Cuming, A History of Anglican Liturgy (London, 1984) 39.
20	 Cuming, A History, 35–38.
21	 Documents Illustrative of English Church History, ed. Henry Gef and William John Hardy 

(London, 1914) 322–328.
22	 C. W. Dugmore, “The first ten years, 1549–59,” The English Prayer Book 1549–1662 (London, 

1963) 8.
23	 See: Davies, Worship and Theology, 169–171.
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ii. The Book of Common Prayer
The endeavours for a  thorough reform of the liturgical life of the 
English church – based on the theological principles of the Continental 
Reformation – found full support only after the accession of Edward VI to 
the throne on 20 February 1547, who because of his minority was repre-
sented by the Regency Council. The need to create “uniform, calm, and godly 
orders” led to the establishment of a preparatory commission, composed of 
bishops and theologians, who represented the basic theological views in the 
English church – “the old learning and the new learning.” The commission 
worked at Windsor from August to December 1548 to create a new liturgical 
order for the celebration of the daily office, communion, baptism, confir-
mation, marriage, visitation of the sick and for the burial of the dead, the 
churching of women, and a penitential rite. The rites, mass prayers, and the 
lectionary were supplemented by an English litany, and Cramer’s catechism. 
Parliament passed the first Act of Uniformity on 12 January 1549, to which 
was attached the Book of Common Prayer (BCP), published on 7 March 1549, 
which was to be used, starting on Pentecost (6 June) 1549. To provide conti-
nental Reformers with insight into the contemporary reforms in the English 
church, the Scot, Alexander Aless, produced a Latin translation of the Holy 
Communion from the1549 BCP, which appeared in Leipzig in 1551, and later 
was re‑issued in Bucer’s postmortem volume Scripta Anglicana together with 
Censura, Bucer’s critical commentary on BCP 1549.24 The 1549 BCP offered 
the English church a book, which based liturgical life on a wide‑reading of 
Scripture in the vernacular, and – as it was believed – on rituals according to 
the ancient Christian practice (primitive form). It contained vernacular ver-
sion of all rituals required by parish liturgical life; and was a liturgical book 
for both the clergy and laity, and superseded the local uses (Sarum, Lincoln 
&c.) with a single, national use (usus).25

iii. The Canon
The English BCP 1549 differed from other reformed liturgical orders which 
gradually appeared on the Continent when the authors of which came criti-
cally to grips with the heritage of the medieval Roman order of the mass 
or – as the case may be – the canon of the mass. BCP 1549 retained in a mild-
ly altered form the structure of the Roman order of the mass, which, however, 
was entirely reinterpreted in its contents according to the basic postulates of 
reformed theology. Its principal author was undoubtedly Cramer. The liturgi-
cal order for the celebration of the eucharist in BCP 1549 does not contain 

24	 A copy is held in Universitätsbibliothek Basel with the signature FN III 7 [accessed 15. 10. 
2015] http: //www.e‑rara.ch/doi/10.3931/e‑rara‑8982. The Latin text of BCP 1549, together 
with its canon, is here published together with marginal notes, which sum up the critical 
objections from Bucer’s Censura to its individual parts.

25	 Davies, Worship and Theology, 174–178.
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any special designation for this prayer; the ritual Communion of the Sick calls 
it Canon.26

Brightman27 considers the triple concept of the “eucharistic sacrifice” as 
the conceptual determinant of the English canon. First, it is a matter of re-
membrance of Christ’s self‑sacrifice on the cross. Second, it is a sacrifice of 
thanks and praise for salvation, deriving from the sacrifice of Christ. Third, it 
is a form of self‑sacrifice of the church, of ourselves, of our souls and bodies. 
A new element is the introduction of epiclesis (prayer for the Holy Spirit) 
into the traditional prayer Quam oblationem of the Latin canon of the mass. 
Cuming revises Brightman’s triple form of “eucharistic sacrifice” by reference 
to Cramer, for whom the offering of ourselves as sacrifice is a sacrifice of thanks 
and praise.28 Where the Roman canon of the mass speaks of “haec dona” (“these 
gifts”), the English canon refers to acceptance of “our prayers.” Gifts (dona) 
are never human gifts to God, but always God’s gifts to the church, which 
through them was to celebrate the memory of Christ’s sacrifice, for which 
alone is used the very traditional designation “oblatio” (oblation) in the English 
canon. We can divide the canon in BCP 154929 into three parts or sections.

After the traditional introductory dialogue, preface, and the chant, the 
first section of the canon begins with the exordium “Almightie and ever-
livyng God, whiche by thy holy Apostle haste taught us,” and it is concluded 
by a formal prayer “Graunt this, O father, for Jesus Christes sake, our onely 
mediatour and advocate.” By and large, it consists of intercessory prayer for 
the church, for the secular authorities, for ecclesiastical authorities; for the 
needy, suffering, and oppressed; for the local Christian community, and for 
the fulfilment of the earthly life in the life eternal. It also contains a thanksgiv-
ing for “the Blessed Virgin Mary,” the patriarchs, the prophets, the apostles, 
and martyrs, together with a prayer for the dead. The supplicatory section 
forms an autonomous whole; as is evident also from its placement elsewhere 
(after the sermon, and the exhortation to contribution of alms for the needy) 
in the Second Book of Common Prayer of 1552.30 This part of the canon in-
cludes and theologically transmutes the traditional elements of the Roman 
canon – Te igitur, Memento Domine, Communicantes and Hanc igitur obla‑
tionem.31 In addition, the canon also includes the motif of petition for the 

26	 See: The First and Second Prayer Books, 267.
27	 Frank E. Brightman, The English Rite (London, 1921) 1: cvi.
28	 Cuming, A History, 56.
29	 The First and Second Prayer Books, 221–224. For simplicity’s sake we shall henceforth avoid 

giving the source, when citing from the canon.
30	 See: The First and Second Prayer Books, 380–382. This placement within the liturgical order 

(ordo missae) corresponded to the location of analogous prayers in the reformed liturgical 
orders, by which it was inspired, above all, Hermann’s order in Cologne. See: Brightman, The 
English Rite, 1: cvi, and Colin Buchanan, What did Cranmer think he was doing? (Cambridge, 
1992) 13–20.

31	 Frere in his comparison included the petition of the Roman canon Hanc igitur oblatio‑
nem – which asks for the reception of the offered sacrifice (oblatio servitutis nostrae) and 
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dead Memento etiam, which in the Roman canon is placed all the way after 
the act of consecration. Brightman has called attention to the significance 
of the intercessory prayer after the sermon in the Kirchenordnung of Kassel 
and in Hermann’s Pia deliberatio in Cologne.32 The Roman prayer Te igitur – 
which is a petition for the acceptance and blessing of the eucharistic gifts (haec 
dona, haec sacrificia) offered for the church and is, at the same time, a petition 
for peace, protection, administration, and unification of the church together 
with the pope, local bishop, and all orthodox Christians – is theologically re
‑designated and its intercessory character developed in the BCP canon. God 
is asked to accept these our prayers (has preces nostras),33 which are offered to 
him. Thus, prayers are considered the (only) sacrifice, which the church can 
offer to God. According to the Roman canon, the sacrifice which the church 
offers is the “holy and unblemished gifts” laid on the altar (haec dona, haec 
munera, haec sancta sacrificia illibata). In the intercessory prayer BCP 1549 
omits the reference to the pope and develops the prayers for the sovereign and 
secular authorities, ecclesiastical authorities (bishops, pastors, and curates), 
and newly introduces into the context of the Roman canon an explicit petition 
for those who are sick, needy, dejected, and in difficulty. The intercessions are 
concluded by a petition for the assembled community, which celebrates the 
memory of Christ’s death and praises God for the mercy and virtue of all the 
saints (sainctes/sancti) since the beginning of the world. From the part of the 
Roman canon Communicantes, it retains the explicit reference to the Virgin 
Mary (the glorious and moste blessed Virgin Mary / beata et gloriosa virgine 
Maria), apostles and martyrs; it omits the list of saints’ names, and instead 
of them includes patriarchs and prophets (Patriarches, Prophetes/Patriarchi 
et Propheti). Brightman perceives here a direct inspiration from the Eastern 
liturgical tradition, namely, the Liturgy (anaphora) of St. Basil, which Cranmer 
in general knew well.34 At the same time it omits the image of the saints’ merits 
and intercessions, presents instead the idea of following (imitari) the example 
of the saints. Following the reference to the saints, the English canon newly adds 
a prayer for the dead, but expands it – compared with the traditional petition 
Memento etiam – with the eschatological motif of sharing the eternal life of all 
those who belong to the mystical body of Christ.35 This motif of participation 

for counting among the elect ones to the eternal life – mistakenly into the context of the 
second section of the canon BCP 1549, because he was misled by the motif oblatio. He thus 
left out the eschatological motif of counting among the elect ones with the text Hanc igitur 
oblationem in common with the conclusion of the first section of canon BCP 1549. See: 
Francis Procter, Walter H. Frere, A New History of the Book of Common Prayer (London, 
1910) 454; Cuming, A History, 55.

32	 Brightman, The English Rite, 1: cvi.
33	 Concerning the edition of the Latin text of canon BCP 1549, see n. 23.
34	 Frank E. Brightman, The English Rite (London, 1921) II: 690.
35	 Cf. Ibidem. The reason for the transfer of the prayer for the dead into a new context might 

be the fact that in the original location in the Roman canon it appears together with Nobis 
quoque peccatoribus, hence with the petition for participation in the communion of saints. If 
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in eternal life remained a vestige of the concluding petition from Hanc igi‑
tur oblationem of Gregory’s  supplement to the original Roman canon.36

The second section of the English canon in BCP 1549 begins with the 
words “O God heavenly father, which of thy tender mercie” and its conclu-
sion is formed by the so‑called words of institution: “do this as oft as you shall 
drinke it, in remembraunce of me.” Hence, it includes the traditional seg-
ments of the Roman canon Quam oblationem, Qui pridie and Simili modo. 
The introductory part of the petition Quam oblationem relates to the “obla-
tion of our service” (oblatio servitutis) of the preceding prayer and asks for 
the sanctification of the Eucharistic gifts brought by the assembled church. 
The English canon again emphasises that the only, full, perfect, and sufficient 
sacrifice (oblacion/ oblatio), once for all rendered for the sins of the world, 
was Christ’s death on the cross, the memory of which Christ himself com-
manded the church to perform, until he comes again.37 In Quam oblationem 

there follows the unambiguous petition that the “oblation of our service” be-
come (ut fiat) for the congregation the body and blood of Christ. The English 
canon, as an innovation, transmutes this petition into a kind of epiclesis, i.e., 
an invocation of the Holy Spirit and the Word, whereby God should bless and 
sanctify “his” eucharistic gifts of bread and wine (thy gyftes and creatures/hec 
dona et creaturas suas),38 so that they can be (that they maie be unto us / ut 
nobis fiant) for the assembled church the body and blood of the Lord Jesus 
Christ. Brightman sees here again a direct inspiration by the anaphora of St. 
Basil,39 and further indicates that the English canon with its expression “that 
they may be” is distancing himself from the concept of a real change of the 
eucharistic gifts, which is indicated in the Roman canon by the expression 
“ut fiat.”40 The Latin translation of the English canon, in which Aless uses the 
expression “fiant,” however, does not support Brightman’s assertion.41 On the 

this specific motif is present in Communicantes and subsequently in the petition Hanc igitur 
oblationem, then such a transfer is understandable. The connection of the commemoration 
of the living and the dead in the framework of the so‑called diptychs is, moreover, a very 
common phenomenon in many liturgical traditions. See: G. G. Willis, Essays in Early Roman 
Liturgy (London, 1964) 121–133.

36	 “…and grant that we be rescued from eternal damnation and counted within the fold of thine 
elect. Through Christ our Lord. Amen. Canon Missae English trans. [accessed 15. 10. 2015] 
http: //www.sacred‑texts.com/chr/lmass/ord.htm.

37	 “O God heavenly father, which of thy tender mercie diddest geve thine only sonne Jesu 
Christ to suffre death upon the crosse for our redempcion, who made there (by his one 
oblacion once offered) a full, perfect, and sufficient sacrifyce, oblacion, and satysfaccyon, 
for the sinnes of the whole worlde, and did institute, and in his holy Gospell commaund us, 
to celebrate a perpetuall memory of that his precious death, untyll his comming again.”

38	 See: Brightman, The English Rite, 1: cvii.
39	 See: Brightman, The English Rite, II: 692.
40	 Frank E. Brightman, and Kenneth D. Mackenzie, “The History of the Book of Common 

Prayer down to 1662,” Liturgy and worship, A Companion to the Prayer Books of the Anglican 
Communion, ed. W. K. Lowther Clarke (London, 1981) 158.

41	 See: Brightman, The English Rite, vol. 1, cvii.
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other hand, the rubric, which follows the words of the institution, does not 
allow the priest to elevate the eucharistic gifts (without any eleuacin, or shew‑
ing / sine eluatione aut ostensione). Reception of Christ, not his adoration in 
the eucharistic gifts, is the goal of their blessing and sanctification, and the 
proper manifestation of the respect for the body and blood of Christ. The 
words of the institution combine individual New Testament accounts, which 
is similar to the procedure in the Roman canon. The English canon, however, 
removes the accompanying non‑biblical insertions about Jesus’s holy, and 
venerable hands and his eyes lifted up to heaven.

The last section of the English canon is introduced by the words “Wherfore, 
O Lorde and heavenly father,” and conclude with the solemn doxology with 
the acclamation “Amen.” The core of this part is a combination of the basic 
themes of the Roman canon Unde et memores, Suplices te rogamus, and Nobis 
quoque peccatoribus. From the original Roman canon, references to the sac-
rifices offered by Abel, Abraham, and Melchisedeh are completely removed 
(Supra quae), as well as the reference to fellowship with the Holy Apostles and 
martyrs (from Nobis quoque). As mentioned before, the memento of the dead 
was transferred into the context of the introductory intercessory prayer. From 
the vantage point of the theological structure of the Roman canon, the Unde 
et memores is a continuation of the epicletic petition Quam oblationem. It is 
opened by the anamnésis of the death, resurrection, and ascension of Jesus 
Christ, which the gathered church performs, when it offers from the divine 
“gifts and oblations a sacrifice” (de donis ac datis hostiam), the consecrated 
eucharistic gifts of bread and wine. The prayer Suplices te rogamus is usually 
considered a specific epiclesis of the Roman canon, which – as opposed to 
other liturgical traditions – lacks an explicit reference to the Holy Spirit. The 
fundamental idea is to interconnect the earthly altar / eucharistic table with 
the heavenly altar so that those who would receive the body and blood of the 
Lord “through this participation at the altar” (ex hac altaris participacione) 
would be filled with divine blessing and mercy.42 The 1549 English canon 
also begins with the solemn anamnésis of the resurrection and ascension of 
Jesus Christ, which the gathered church performs before God “with these 
thy holy giftes” (cum his donis tuis sanctificatis). Subsequently it refers to the 
reception of “our Sacrifice of praise and thankesgeving” (sacrificium nostrum 
gratiarum actionis). The motif of sacrifice is then further developed as offer-
ing “oure selfe, oure soules, and bodies.” The bringing ourselves in sacrifice 
marks an introduction to the petition that those, who will participate in the 
communion of bread and wine, might worthily receive the body and blood of 
Jesus Christ; might be filled with mercy and heavenly blessing; and be made 
one body with Jesus Christ through a mutual indwelling. The eucharistic gifts 

42	 On the theology of this matter in the Roman canon, see briefly Robert F. Taft, “Communion 
from the Tabernacle – A Liturgico‑Theological Oxymoron,” Worship 88,7 (2014) 2–22; 
Idem, “Receiving Communion – A Forgotten Symbol?” Worship 57,5 (1983) 412–418.
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from the start of the celebration are a present from God, which the gathered 
church receives in order to re‑enact the memory of the death and the res-
urrection of Jesus Christ. The participation in these gifts (partakers of thys 
holy Communion / participes huius sacrosanctae communionis) culminates in 
a spiritual union with Jesus Christ through the worthy reception of his body 
and blood. The conclusion of the third section is formed by the traditional 
motif of the angels’ service from Suplices te rogamus of the Roman canon, 
who are to transport into the heavenly tabernacle, not our consecrated eu-
charistic gifts, but “our prayers and supplicacions.” From the concluding part 
of the Roman canon (Nobis quoque peccatoribus) the BCP 1549 preserved the 
petition that God should fulfil all, not because of our merits but as the one 
who has shown mercy to sinners.

This brief analysis of the canon BCP 1549 and its comparison with Roman 
canon has shown that the creators of BCP 1549, headed by Thomas Cranmer, 
retained the basic structure of the canon of the mass, as well as its basic theo-
logical themes: re‑enactment of the memory of the death and the resurrection 
of Jesus Christ; the offering of a sacrifice; the blessing and sanctification of the 
eucharistic gifts, and the presence of the body and blood of Christ in them; 
the intercessory prayer for the church – expanded to cover secular authori-
ties and the needy, the sick, and the sorrowful; commemoration of the saints 
and the dead, and a prayer for admission into their company; a prayer for 
a worthy reception of the eucharistic gifts. The most marked deviation oc-
curs in the concept of the sacrifice, which is treated by both canons. Canon 
BCP 1549, in principle, does not use the vocabulary of sacrifice (sacrificium, 
oblatio, hostia) in connection with the eucharistic gifts, which are always 
God’s gifts to the church in order to perform with them the anamnésis of the 
death and resurrection of Jesus Christ. His sacrifice on the cross was the sole 
and sufficient sacrifice for sin. The assembled Christians cannot add anything 
to it; they may only offer their praises, petitions, thanks, and their own selves, 
when they re‑enact the memory of Christ’s sacrifice. The sacramental recep-
tion of the eucharistic gifts – not an adoration – is the proper manner of 
respect for the body and blood, and of union with Christ. These fundamental 
structural and theological principles of the canon – very often together with 
their verbatim expression – will be taken over by Tobiáš Závorka Lipenský 
into his Pravidlo služebností, who modifies them on the basis of the extant 
Utraquist liturgical practice.

The Canon in the Pravidlo služebností
The detailed comparison of canon BCP 1549 and of the Pravidlo služebností 
shows that Závorka utilised for his Agenda largely a translation of the Canon 
BCP 1549.43 Only two substantial distinctions are significant. Závorka saw 
almost the entire canon as a silent, i.e., essentially a priest’s, prayer. The priest 

43	 Tobiáš Závorka did not have sufficient knowledge of classical or other foreign languages. 
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was to say aloud only the words of the institution and concluding doxol-
ogy. The English canon, on the contrary, was conceived as a prayer spoken 
aloud, i.e., as a prayer of the entire assembled community. The other sub-
stantial distinction is the concept of the section of institution. The English 
canon reduced everything to a simple re‑ordering of the New Testament 
accounts of the words of the institution and their context. Závorka, on the 
contrary, develops and supplements this biblical core by the chanting of “ap-
propriate verses,” a brief intercessory prayer, and the traditional Agnus Dei, 
which is both sung by the choristers (žáci) and silently recited by the priest.44 
Let us now characterize the particular distinctions between BCP 1549 and 
Závorka’s canon in their individual parts (see also the Supplement below).45

i. Section A
The canon of Pravidlo lacks an introductory reference to 1 Tm 3: 1, which in 
BCP 1549 serves as an introduction to and rationale for the entire prayer of 
the canon. Pravidlo simply takes over the incipit of the Latin canon (te igitur) 
and, in agreement with BCP 1549, considers prayers as the only sacrifice, 
which the church can offer to God. It changes the form of the introductory 
petition for the church, but retains its substance in BCP 1549 in agreement 
(A1). The case is similar in the prayers for the sovereign and the secular au-
thorities, the ecclesiastical authorities (the servants), the common Christian 
people, the needy, and the assembled community; these prayers are virtually 
exact translations (A2–5). Only in two places the text of the canon of the 
Pravidlo significantly differs from the original English text. First, the context 
of the prayer for the servants of the church emphasises that the dispensa-
tion of the sacraments should observe the institutional words of Jesus Christ 
(podlé ustanovení Pána Ježíše Krista). Pravidlo here agrees with Aless’s Latin 
text of the BCP 1549 canon, which supplements the original English ver-
sion with “iuxta institutionem Filij tui” (A3). Second, in the prayer for the 
Christian people, the Pravidlo, significantly and independently, stress that 
Christians should “in the right faith” listen to and receive not only the word 
of God, but also “the sacraments” (A4). Considering other attempts in the 
Utraquist Church to reform the Roman canon46 we consider it important 
that Závorka retained the entire section concerning the thankful mementi 

44	 On the elaboration of the basic text of the ordinarium in Závorka’s Písnĕ chval, see “Písně 
chval božských,” Coena Dominica Bohemica, 253–260.

45	 The supplement contains a series of tables designated by combinations of capital letters and 
numerals, which designate individual sections of the compared texts, and their parts. The 
following text refers to the tables and their parts by combinations of letters and numerals, 
for instance B1.

46	 See: Kolář, “Witnesses of a New Liturgical Practice,” citing examples of canons in which 
references to Mary and the saints are missing. On the veneration of saints in Utraquism, and 
see Ota Halama, Otázka svatých v české reformaci. Její proměny od doby Karla IV. do doby 
České konfese (Brno, 2002).
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of the Virgin Mary and the saints (A6). He is in agreement with them on 
the prayer for the dead (A7). BCP 1549 contains this prayer explicitly. The 
Pravidlo, however, adjusts the entire segment so that an explicit mention 
of the dead is missing; it refers merely to those present and to all Christians 
faithful to God. The petition then concerns the common hope for “eternal 
peace.” The dead might be just implicitly included among “all the faithful 
Christians.” Important omissions also include references to “a general resur-
rection” (the day of the generall resurreccion) and to belonging to the mystical 
body of Christ (bee of the misticall body of thy sonne).47 Both omitted con-
cepts were parts of the Utraquist faith, hence their omission was not based on 
theological grounds, but rather on considerations of style and form. Pravidlo 
conclude this section by the acclamation “Amen.” This section is therefore 
regarded as a relatively autonomous whole of intercessory prayers, just as 
happens in BCP 1552.

From the editorial viewpoint, this part of the canon is interesting in that 
Závorka in Pravidlo already relies on a certain form of common intercessory 
prayer right after the sermon, as we encounter it in the reformed liturgy of 
Strasbourg.48 We shall attempt an explanation in the conclusion.

ii. Section B
It was mentioned earlier that Cranmer in BCP 1549 fairly clearly transmuted 
editorially and theologically the epicletic petition Quam oblationem. First of 
all he clearly states that Christ’s death on the cross was and remains the full, 
perfect, and sufficient sacrifice for the sins of the world. Afterwards he re-
calls Christ’s admonition to the church to celebrate the memory of his death, 
until he comes again (B1). Then, there follows the proper epicletic prayer 
for the blessing and sanctification of the eucharistic gifts so that they may 
become the body and blood of Christ. Pravidlo adopt the initial emphasis 
on the full and sufficient sacrifice of Christ on the cross and his admoni-
tion to celebrate the memory of this sacrifice. The proper epicletic petition, 
however, is framed within a yearning for “the consumption” of the body and 
blood of Christ and a prayer for the true faith “so that we may worthily and 
usefully –in the reception of his body and blood – re‑enact the memory of 
the death of your Son, for us sinners painfully crucified.” It is evident that the 
Pravidlo emphasise the reception of the eucharistic gifts as a fulfilment of 
Christ’s behest to celebrate the memory of his death. This emphasis on the 
reception of the eucharist sub utraque and with a proper internal disposition 
may be encountered in other attempts at a reform of the canon of the mass.49 
Pravidlo, however, differ from BCP 1549 in the very epicletic prayer over the 

47	 An equivalent expression in the Pravidla might be: “participants in the innocent death of 
your dear Son” (účastníky nevinné smrti Syna tvého milého) (A7).

48	 See n. 15 above.
49	 Again see Kolář, “Witnesses of a New Liturgical Practice.”
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eucharistic gifts. Namely, the introduction to it takes over from the epiclectic 
prayer over the gifts elements during the rite of the preparation of the gifts 
(offertorium). First, it is the apology in spiritu humilitatis and the subsequent 
petition Veni, Sanctificator, et benedic (B2). Pravidlo here follow the redac-
tion, which we encounter in other original attempts at reform within the 
framework of the Utraquist Church.50

As mentioned earlier, Pravidlo clearly differs from BCP 1549 in that part 
of the canon which is formed by the New Testament tradition of the so
‑called words of institution. While BCP 1549 attempts to purify it from all 
the non‑biblical elements with which the Roman canon traditionally com-
mented on the behaviour of Jesus (e.g., “lifting of eyes” in prayer, taking the 
bread and “the most glorious” chalice into his “holy and venerable hands”), 
the Pravidlo allows some of them as options (e.g. “the most holy hands”); it 
also begins the “institution” with a salutation, and supplements each set of 
words with a chant sung by the choir, a silent prayer said by the priest, and 
the Agnus Dei, sung by the choristers, while the priest prays silently (B3a
‑b). Such an insertion of a chant or verses is also found, for instance, in the 
Agenda česká or in the Brethrens’ Agenda při Večeři Páně of 1620.51 With 
respect to Závorka’s Písně chval božských, one can say that the recitation of 
the canon – except for the proclamation of the verba and the concluding 
words of the doxology – was accompanied by the chanting of the Sanctus 
with trope and Agnus Dei, whereby the trope was inserted directly into the 
structure of institutionis.52

iii. Section C
The third section in the canon of the Pravidlo is virtually a faithful transla-
tion of the 1549 BCP canon. Differences occur only in three places. First, 
the section justifies the sacrifice of oneself with a petition for reception into 
Christ’s sacrifice, once performed on the cross (C1). It returns again to this 
concept of “sacrifice” in the conclusion of the entire canon when the pro-
fession of the unworthiness for rendering “any Sacryfice” from BCP 1549 
is shifted in the sense that Christians are not worthy to offer to God “their 
own selves” (C3). Thus, it underscores only the fundamental concept of sac-
rifice and offering in the BCP canon: the celebration of the memory of the 
once offered sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the cross, and offering the sacrifice 
of praise and of themselves by the assembled church. In the canon of the 
Pravidlo, however, we do not find a reference to either an altar or a taber-
nacle, whereto – through the service of angels – the church’s sacrifice should 
be transferred, but only to God’s face (C3).

50	 Ibid.
51	 See: “Agenda česká,” in Coena Dominica Bohemica, 189–191 and “Agenda při Večeři Páně,” 

in Coena Dominica Bohemica, 116.
52	 See: “Písně chval božských,” in Coena Dominica Bohemica, 253–260.
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Conclusions

Pravidlo služebností as a whole witnesses to the tendency to create a gener-
ally acceptable Utraquist agenda at the end of the sixteenth century. Other 
examples of this endeavour are: Agenda česká and Voltářní knihy Adama 
Táborského. Similarly it attests to the relatively widespread practice of the 
eclectic composition of liturgical formularies and ordines missae, an ex-
ample of which is the Benešovská agenda. The conservative tendency in the 
reform and redaction of the canon missae associates Závorka’s agenda with 
the Voltářní knihy. The canon of the Pravidlo is to be recited silently almost 
in its entirety, and thus remains a priestly prayer. It keeps the basic thematic 
and formal structure of the traditional Roman canon which, however, is rein-
terpreted in the light of the principles of reformed theology. It retains a place 
for the Virgin Mary and the saints in the prayer of the church, but they are 
praised for the manner of their lives, and not asked for their intercessions. 
Pravidlo speaks of sacrifice, but does not identify it with the eucharistic gifts. 
It places emphasis on the consecration of the sacramental gifts and on the 
profession that they are the body and blood of Jesus Christ. There are signifi-
cant motifs of a fervent desire for the frequent and worthy reception of the 
eucharistic gifts.

Závorka on his own initiative sought liturgical prayers, which he could 
use so that the canon in the Pravidlo would fulfil the theological and formal 
requirements set out by him. I have shown that he found the fundamental 
source for reforming the traditional Roman canon in the canon of the First 
Book of Common Prayer. For the time being, it represents the only docu-
mented use of a specifically Anglican prayer in Utraquist liturgical sources. 
The relatively extensive textual coincidences between the two sources, which 
emerge from their comparison in the attached Appendix, testify that the text 
of the canon in the Pravidlo služebností was composed under the clear in-
fluence of the text, which is known as the (mass) canon, created most likely 
by Thomas Cranmer for the First Book of Common Prayer. In the case of 
Pravidlo, however, it is not a matter of mere translation into Czech from the 
English, or the Latin version of the 1549 BCP canon. The author of the Czech 
canon modified the original text in a significant manner, especially in parts 
A1‑B3, i.e., from the Sanctus to the Institutio inclusively. Where this cre-
ative editorial work takes place, we can follow its affinity with other attempts 
at a reform of the canon of the mass in the Utraquist Church during the 
sixteenth century. No matter how significantly this original work of redac-
tion affected the final textual form of the canon in the Pravidlo služebností, 
the Anglo‑Latin canon BCP 1549 nevertheless remained its fundamental 
source. Their common background is the traditional Roman canon, a reform 
of which was the desire of the authors of both texts, compared here.

The submitted summary opens up several questions. How did Závorka 
encounter the text of Cranmer’s reformed canon in BCP 1549? There are 



the bohemian reformation and religious practice 10� 242

several possibilities. Závorka, while working on the Pravidlo služebností, 
also became interested in English liturgical reform and had someone trans-
late the canon from BCP 1549. It is also possible that the Book of Common 
Prayer may have been known in Bohemia at that time, either as a whole, 
or – considering the rather eclectic method of liturgical composition – only 
as a canon used as an autonomous liturgical text, which could occasionally 
be inserted in the place of the original Roman canon of the mass. I am in-
clined to accept this other possibility – the view of the canon of BCP as an 
independent text – because of the duplication of the intercessory prayers 
within the framework of the ordo missae in the Pravidlo. It is very likely 
that Závorka primarily counted with intercessory prayers after the sermon, 
and when he discovered in the canon from BCP 1549 the most appropriate 
available alternative to the traditional Roman canon, he adopted it in its en-
tirety, i.e., including the extensive intercessory prayer. The hypothesis of the 
use of the canon from BCP 1549 as an independent text can be supported 
also by the fact that subsequent editions of BCP (1552 and 1559) extracted 
exactly the extensive intercessory part from the canon, and transferred it to 
a place after the sermon and the offering (collection of alms). To the extent 
that only the canon of BCP 1549, or its other separate parts were known, 
we can further ask, whether Závorka knew, from what liturgical tradition 
or from which provenance the text itself had come. It also remains to ask 
whether Závorka adopted the translated BCP canon and he himself merely 
complemented it with the original elements – which were mentioned in the 
preceding comparison – or whether he only adopted into his Pravidlo the 
text of the canon in its contemporary form.

It is also necessary to decide, whether the source of the canon in Pravidlo 
služebností is the English original of the BCP 1549 canon or its translation 
into Latin by Alexander Aless from 1551. Such a decision cannot be made 
without a thorough linguistic analysis, which is not in our competence. I am 
rather inclined to the Latin version, which is indicated by the sequence of 
words in the introduction to the epicletic prayer of consecration over the 
Eucharistic gifts. The English BCP 1549 characterises Christ’s sacrifice as 
“a full, perfect, and sufficient sacrifice,” while the Latin translation of the 
canon is “perfectum, plenum, et sufficiens sacrificium.” Then in the Czech 
translation in the Pravidlo we encounter Christ’s sacrifice as “dokonalou, 
plnou a dostatečnou” [full, perfect and sufficient] (B1). Thus the placement 
of words is closer to the Latin version of the canon. The Pravidlo likewise 
agrees with the specification of dispensing the sacrament “podlé ustanovení 
Pána Ježíše Krista,” in Aless’s Latin version “iuxta institutionem Filij tui” (A3). 
All this may indicate that the 1549 BCP canon might have got into the Czech 
milieu through interest in Matin Bucer’s work. The discovery of the presence 
of a revised form of the BCP 1549 canon in Pravidlo služebností poses ques-
tions about other possible foreign influences on Bohemian liturgical practice 
which, up until now, we have had no reason to treat.
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Appendix

This Appendix contains a series of tables with four columns. The individual 
columns contain the texts of the canon from the sources being compared; 
namely, the Roman canon of the mass; the English reformed canon BCP 
1549; its Latin translation by Aless from 1551; and finally the canon of 
Závorka’s Pravidlo služebností. The transcribed text for the second column 
(canon BCP 1549) [accessed 15. 10. 2015] http: //justus.anglican.org/resourc-
es/bcp/1549/Communion_1549.htm

The series of tables divides each of the canons according to the particu-
lar structural elements of the Roman canon. For convenience, the individual 
sections and their parts are designated by combinations of letters and num-
bers. Textual coincidences between BCP 1549 and Pravidlo služebností are 
in italics.
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H
ol

y 
C

om
m

un
io

n 
(A

le
ss

) 1
55

1
Pr

av
id

lo
 sl

už
eb

no
st

í 1
60

7
–	

Q
ui

 p
ríd

ie
 q

ua
m

 p
at

er
ét

ur
, 

ac
cé

pi
t p

an
em

 in
 sa

nc
ta

s a
c 

ve
-

ne
rá

bi
le

s m
an

us
 su

as
, e

t e
le

vá
tis

 
óc

ul
is

 in
 c

æ
lu

m
 a

d 
te

 D
eu

m
 

Pa
tr

em
 su

um
 o

m
ni

po
té

nt
em

 
tib

i g
rá

tia
s a

ge
ns

, b
en

ed
íx

it,
 

fr
eg

it,
 d

ed
ítq

ue
 d

is
cí

pu
lis

 su
is

, 
di

ce
ns

: A
cc

íp
ite

, e
t m

an
du

cá
te

 
ex

 h
oc

 o
m

ne
s, 

ho
c 

es
t e

ni
m

 c
or

-
pu

s m
eu

m
.

–	
W

ho
 in

 th
e s

am
e n

yg
ht

 th
at

 h
e 

w
as

 b
et

ra
ye

d:
 to

ok
e b

re
ad

e,
 a

nd
 

w
he

n 
he

 h
ad

 b
le

ss
ed

, a
nd

 ge
ve

n 
th

an
ke

s: 
he

 b
ra

ke
 it

, a
nd

 ga
ve

 
it 

to
 h

is 
di

sc
ip

le
s, 

sa
iy

ng
: T

ak
e,

 
ea

te
, t

hi
s i

s m
y 

bo
dy

e w
hi

ch
 is

 
ge

ve
n 

fo
r y

ou
, d

o 
th

is 
in

 re
m

em
‑

br
au

nc
e o

f m
e.

–	
qu

i i
n 

ill
a 

no
ct

e,
 q

ua
 tr

ad
itu

s 
fu

it,
 a

cc
ep

it 
pa

ne
m

, e
t c

um
 

be
ne

di
xi

ss
et

, e
t e

gi
ss

et
 g

ra
tia

s, 
fr

eg
it 

et
 d

ed
it 

di
sc

ip
ul

is
 su

is
, 

di
ce

ns
: A

cc
ip

ite
 e

t m
an

du
ca

te
, 

ho
c 

es
t c

or
pu

s m
eu

m
, q

uo
d 

pr
o 

vo
bi

s d
at

ur
: h

oc
 fa

ci
te

 in
 m

ea
m

 
co

m
m

em
or

at
io

ne
m

.

–	
[K

ně
z 

pa
k 

sp
ív

á:
 ] 

Pá
n 

Bů
h 

bu
-

di
ž 

s v
ám

i. 
[K

ůr
 o

dp
ov

í] 
– 	

[K
ně

z]
 P

án
 n

áš
 Je

ží
š K

ri
st

us
 té

 
no

ci
, k

te
ro

už
 z

ra
ze

n 
by

l, 
vz

al
 

ch
lé

b 
(v

 sv
é 

ne
jsv

ět
ěj

ší 
ru

ce
), 

do
br

oř
eč

il,
 lá

m
al

 a
 d

al
 u

če
dl

ní
‑

ků
m

 sv
ým

 řk
a:

 V
ez

m
ět

e a
 je

zt
e: 

To
to

 je
st

 tě
lo

 m
é,

 k
te

ré
ž s

e z
a 

vá
s 

dá
vá

: T
o 

či
ňt

e n
a 

m
ou

 p
am

át
ku

.
–	

[Ž
ác

i s
pí

va
jí 

ve
rš

e 
př

íh
od

né
 

a 
kn

ěz
 o

br
át

ě 
se

 k
 o

ltá
ři 

po
lo

ží
 

s n
ád

ob
ou

 tě
lo

 n
a 

ro
uc

hu
 a

 p
ři

-
kr

yj
e 

dí
: ]

–	
Pa

ne
 Je

ží
ši 

K
ri

st
e,

 n
áš

 m
ilý

 
Vy

ku
pi

te
li,

 v
iz

 u
st

an
ov

en
í t

vé
, 

od
pu

sť
 h

říc
hy

 n
aš

e 
a 

bu
ď 

př
íto

-
m

en
 li

du
 sv

ém
u 

na
 v

ěk
y.
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B3
b:

 S
ÍM

IL
I M

O
D

O
C

an
on

 m
is

sa
e

B
C

P 
15

49
H

ol
y 

C
om

m
. (

A
le

ss
) 1

55
1

Pr
av

id
lo

 sl
už

eb
no

st
í 1

60
7

–	
Sí

m
ili

 m
od

o 
po

st
qu

am
 

cæ
ná

tu
m

 e
st

, a
cc

íp
ie

ns
 e

t h
un

c 
pr

æ
cl

ár
um

 C
ál

ic
em

 in
 sa

nc
ta

s 
ac

 v
en

er
áb

ile
s m

an
us

 su
as

: i
te

m
 

tib
i g

rá
tia

s a
ge

ns
, b

en
ed

íx
it,

 
de

dí
tq

ue
 d

is
cí

pu
lis

 su
is

, d
ic

en
s: 

	
A

cc
íp

ite
, e

t b
íb

ite
 e

x 
eo

 o
m

ne
s, 

hi
c 

es
t e

ni
m

 c
al

ix
 sá

ng
ui

ni
s 

m
ei

, n
ov

i e
t a

et
ér

ni
 te

st
am

én
ti:

 
m

ys
té

ri
um

 fí
de

i: 
qu

i p
ro

 v
ob

is
 

et
 p

ro
 m

ul
tis

 e
ffu

nd
ét

ur
 in

 
re

m
is

sió
ne

m
 p

ec
ca

tó
ru

m
. H

æ
c 

qu
ot

ie
sc

úm
qu

e 
fe

cé
rit

is
, i

n 
m

ei
 

m
em

ór
ia

m
 fa

ci
ét

is
.

–	
Li

ke
w

ys
e a

fte
r s

up
pe

r h
e t

ok
e t

he
 

cu
pp

e,
 a

nd
 w

he
n 

he
 h

ad
 ge

ve
n 

th
an

ke
s, 

he
 ga

ve
 it

 to
 th

em
, 

sa
iy

ng
: d

ry
nk

 y
e a

ll 
of

 th
is

, f
or

 
th

is 
is 

m
y 

bl
ou

de
 o

f t
he

 n
ew

e 
Te

st
am

en
t, 

w
hy

ch
e i

s s
he

d 
fo

r 
yo

u 
an

d 
fo

r m
an

y, 
fo

r r
em

iss
io

n 
of

 sy
nn

es
: d

o 
th

is 
as

 o
ft 

as
 y

ou
 

sh
al

l d
ri

nk
e i

t, 
in

 re
m

em
br

au
nc

e 
of

 m
e.

 

–	
Si

m
ili

 m
od

o,
 p

os
te

aq
ua

m
 

co
en

at
um

 e
st

, a
cc

ep
it 

ca
lic

em
, 

et
 c

um
 e

gi
ss

et
 g

ra
tia

s, 
de

di
t 

ill
is

 d
ic

eu
s: 

Bi
be

te
 e

x 
eo

 
om

ne
s, 

Es
t e

ni
m

 sa
ng

ui
s m

eu
s 

no
ui

 T
es

ta
m

en
ti,

 q
ui

 p
ro

 
vo

bi
s e

t m
ul

tis
 e

ffu
nd

itu
r i

n 
re

m
is

sio
ne

m
 p

ec
ca

to
ru

m
. H

oc
 

fa
ci

te
, q

uo
tie

sc
un

qu
e 

bi
be

rit
is

, 
in

 m
ei

 c
om

m
em

or
at

io
ne

m
.

–	
[A

 ja
kž

 ž
ác

i p
ře

st
an

ou
, v

ez
m

e 
kn

ěz
 k

al
ic

h 
s v

ín
em

 a
 o

br
át

ě 
se

 
k 

lid
u 

řík
á 

(n
eb

 sp
ív

á)
 ta

kt
o:

 ] 
– 	

T
ím

 sp
ůs

ob
em

, k
dy

ž o
dv

eč
eř

el
, 

vz
al

 k
al

ic
h 

(v
 sv

é 
ne

jsv
ět

ěj
ší 

ru
ce

), 
dí

ky
 či

ni
l a

 d
al

 ji
m

 řk
a:

 
Pí

te
 z 

ně
ho

 v
šic

kn
i, 

ne
b 

to
to

 
je

st
 k

re
v 

m
á 

no
vé

ho
 z

ák
on

a,
 

kt
er

áž
 z

a 
m

no
hé

 v
yl

itá
 b

ud
e 

na
 o

dp
uš

tě
ní

 h
ří

ch
ův

: T
o 

či
ňt

e,
 

ko
lik

rá
t k

ol
i p

íti
 b

ud
et

e,
 n

a 
m

ou
 

pa
m

át
ku

.
–	

[T
u 

žá
ci

 sp
ív

aj
í v

er
še

 k
 to

m
u 

př
íh

od
né

 a
 d

os
pí

va
jí 

Sa
nc

tu
s 

i A
gn

us
 D

ei
. K

ně
z 

pa
k 

ob
rá

te
 se

 
k 

ol
tá

ři 
po

st
av

í k
al

ic
h 

na
 ro

uc
hu

 
a 

jso
u-

li 
tu

 ji
né

 k
al

ic
hy

 s 
ví

ne
m

, 
ve

zm
e 

je
 a

 ří
ká

 tá
ž 

slo
va

 sv
rc

hu
 

ps
an

á 
na

d 
ni

m
i: 

A
 o

ds
ta

ví
c 

je
  

dí
:]

–	
B

er
án

ku
 B

ož
í, 

kt
er

ýž
 sn

ím
áš

 
hř

íc
hy

 z
 sv

ět
a,

 sm
ilu

j s
e 

na
d 

ná
m

i a
 se

jm
ou

c 
je

 ta
ké

 z
 n

ás
, 

ra
č 

ná
m

 d
át

i p
ok

oj
.
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C
1:

 U
N

D
E 

ET
 M

EM
O

R
ES

 [S
U

PR
A

 Q
U

E]
C

an
on

 m
is

sa
e

B
C

P 
15

49
H

ol
y 

C
om

m
. (

A
le

ss
) 1

55
1

Pr
av

id
lo

 sl
už

eb
no

st
í 1

60
7

–	
U

nd
e 

et
 m

ém
or

es
, D

óm
in

e,
 

no
s s

er
vi

 tu
i, 

se
d 

et
 p

le
bs

 tu
a 

sa
nc

ta
, e

jú
sd

em
 C

hr
is

ti 
Fí

lii
 

tu
i D

óm
in

i n
os

tr
i t

am
 b

eá
tæ

 
Pa

ss
ió

ni
s, 

ne
c 

no
n 

et
 a

b 
ín

fe
ri

s 
Re

su
rr

ec
tió

ni
s, 

se
d 

et
 in

 c
æ

lo
s 

gl
or

ió
sæ

 a
sc

en
sió

ni
s: 

off
ér

im
us

 
pr

æ
cl

ár
æ

 m
aj

es
tá

ti 
tu

æ
 d

e 
tu

is
 

do
ni

s a
c 

da
tis

 h
ós

tia
m

 p
ur

am
, 

hó
st

ia
m

 sa
nc

ta
m

, h
ós

tia
m

 
im

m
ac

ul
át

am
, P

an
em

 sa
nc

tu
m

 
vi

tæ
 æ

té
rn

æ
, e

t C
ál

ic
em

 sa
lú

tis
 

pe
rp

ét
uæ

.

– 	
S u

pr
a 

qu
æ

 p
ro

pí
tio

 a
c 

se
ré

no
 

vu
ltu

 re
sp

íc
er

e 
di

gn
ér

is
; 

et
 a

cc
ép

ta
 h

ab
ér

e,
 sí

cu
ti 

ac
cé

pt
a 

ha
bé

re
 d

ig
ná

tu
s e

s 
m

ún
er

a 
pú

er
i t

ui
 ju

st
i A

be
l, 

et
 sa

cr
if

íc
iu

m
 p

at
ri

ár
ch

æ
 

no
st

ri 
Á

br
ah

æ
, e

t q
uo

d 
tib

i 
ób

tu
lit

 su
m

m
us

 sa
cé

rd
os

 
tu

us
 M

el
ch

ís
ed

ec
h,

 sa
nc

tu
m

 
sa

cr
if

íc
iu

m
, i

m
m

ac
ul

át
am

 
hó

st
ia

m
.

–	
W

H
ER

FO
RE

, O
 L

or
de

 a
nd

 
he

av
en

ly
 fa

th
er

, a
cc

or
dy

ng
 to

 th
e 

In
st

yt
uc

yo
n 

of
 th

y 
de

re
ly

 b
el

ov
ed

 
so

nn
e,

 o
ur

 sa
vi

ou
r J

es
u 

C
hr

ist
, 

w
e t

hy
 h

um
bl

e s
er

va
un

te
s d

o 
ce

le
br

at
e,

 a
nd

 m
ak

e h
er

e b
ef

or
e 

th
y 

di
vi

ne
 M

aj
es

tie
, w

ith
 th

es
e 

th
y 

ho
ly

 g
ift

es
, t

he
 m

em
or

ya
ll 

w
hy

ch
e t

hy
 so

nn
e h

at
h 

w
yl

le
d 

us
 to

 m
ak

e,
 h

av
yn

g i
n 

re
m

em
‑

br
au

nc
e h

is 
bl

es
se

d 
pa

ss
io

n,
 

m
ig

ht
ie

 re
su

rr
ec

cy
on

, a
nd

 gl
or

y‑
ou

s a
sc

en
ci

on
, r

en
de

ry
ng

 u
nt

o 
th

ee
 m

os
t h

ar
tie

 th
an

ke
s, 

fo
r t

he
 

in
nu

m
er

ab
le

 b
en

efi
te

s p
ro

cu
re

d 
un

to
 u

s b
y 

th
e s

am
e,

 
– 	

en
tie

re
l y

 d
es

ir
yn

g t
hy

 fa
th

er
ly

 
go

od
ne

s, 
m

er
ci

fu
lly

 to
 a

cc
ep

te
 

th
is 

ou
r S

ac
rifi

ce
 o

f p
ra

ise
 a

nd
 

th
an

ke
sg

ev
in

g: 
m

os
t h

um
bl

y 
be

se
ch

in
g t

he
e t

o 
gr

au
nt

, t
ha

t 
by

 th
e m

er
ite

s a
nd

 d
ea

th
 o

f t
hy

 
so

nn
e J

es
us

 C
hr

ist
, a

nd
 th

ro
ug

h 
fa

ith
 in

 h
is

 b
lo

ud
, w

e a
nd

 a
l 

th
y 

w
ho

le
 ch

ur
ch

, m
ay

 o
bt

ei
gn

e 
re

m
iss

io
n 

of
 o

ur
 si

nn
es

, a
nd

 a
ll 

ot
he

r b
en

efi
te

s o
f h

ys
 p

as
sy

on
.

–	
A

nd
 h

er
e w

ee
 o

ffr
e a

nd
 p

re
se

nt
 

un
to

 th
ee

 (O
 L

or
de

) o
ur

e s
el

fe
, 

ou
re

 so
ul

es
, a

nd
 b

od
ie

s, 
to

 b
e 

a 
re

as
on

ab
le

, h
ol

y,
 a

nd
 li

ve
ly

 
sa

cr
ifi

ce
 u

nt
o 

th
ee

: 

–	
Q

ua
pr

op
te

r, 
o 

D
om

in
e 

co
el

es
tis

 
Pa

te
r, 

iu
xt

a 
in

st
itu

tio
ne

m
 d

ile
ct

i 
Fi

lij
 tu

i, 
D

om
in

i n
os

tr
i I

ES
V

 
C

H
RI

ST
I, 

no
s h

um
ile

s s
er

ui
 

tu
i c

el
eb

ra
m

us
, e

t m
em

or
ia

m
 

fa
ci

m
us

 co
ra

m
 d

iu
in

a 
M

ai
es

ta
te

 
tu

a,
 c

um
 h

is 
do

ni
s t

ui
s s

an
ct

i-
fic

at
is

, q
ua

m
 v

ol
ui

t F
ili

us
 tu

us
 

no
s f

ac
er

e,
 co

m
m

em
or

an
te

s, 
et

 
ad

 m
em

or
ia

m
 re

uo
ca

nt
es

 b
e-

ne
di

ct
am

 p
as

sio
ne

m
, p

ot
en

te
m

 
re

ss
ur

ec
tio

ne
m

, e
t g

lo
rio

sa
m

 
as

ce
ns

io
ne

m
 ip

siu
s, 

G
ra

tia
s t

ib
i, 

qu
an

ta
s p

os
su

m
us

 ex
 a

ni
m

o 
ag

en
te

s, 
pr

o 
in

nu
m

er
is 

be
ne

fic
ijs

 
no

bi
s p

er
 h

ae
c 

ex
hi

bi
tis

,
– 	

p e
te

nt
es

 p
at

er
na

m
 b

on
ita

te
m

 
tu

am
, v

t c
le

m
en

te
r a

cc
ip

ia
s h

oc
 

sa
cr

ifi
ci

um
 n

os
tr

um
 g

ra
tia

ru
m

 
ac

tio
ni

s, 
hu

m
ili

te
r o

bs
ec

ra
nt

es
, 

vt
 co

nc
ed

as
 p

er
 m

er
ita

, e
t 

m
or

te
m

 F
ili

j t
ui

 IE
SV

 C
H

RI
ST

I, 
et

 p
er

 fi
de

m
 in

 sa
ng

ui
ne

m
 ip

siu
s, 

vt
 n

os
 c

um
 v

ni
ue

rs
a 

Ec
cl

es
ia

 
ac

ci
pi

am
us

 re
m

iss
io

ne
m

 
pe

cc
at

or
um

, e
t o

m
ni

a 
al

ia
 

be
ne

fic
ia

 su
ae

 p
as

sio
ni

s.
–	

O
ffe

rim
us

 e
tia

m
 e

t 
pr

ae
se

nt
am

us
 ti

bi
 D

om
in

e,
 

no
s i

ps
os

, a
ni

m
as

 n
os

tr
as

, e
t 

co
rp

or
a,

 h
os

tia
m

 ra
tio

na
le

m
, 

vi
ua

m
 e

t s
an

ct
am

,

–	
Pr

ot
ož

 P
an

e,
 n

eb
es

ký
 B

ož
e,

 p
od

lé
 

tv
éh

o 
ne

jm
ile

jší
ho

 S
yn

a,
 P

án
a 

na
še

ho
 Je

ží
še

 K
ri

st
a 

us
ta

no
ve

ní
: 

M
y 

ne
ho

dn
í s

lu
že

bn
íc

i s
vě

tím
e 

a 
pa

m
át

ku
 či

ní
m

e p
ře

d 
bo

žs
ko

u 
ve

le
bn

os
tí 

tv
ou

 s 
tě

m
ito

 d
ar

y 
tv

ým
i s

va
tý

m
i, 

kt
er

éž
 ch

ce
 S

yn
 

tv
ůj

, a
by

ch
om

 p
ři

po
m

ín
aj

íc
 

a 
v 

pa
m

ěť
 u

vo
zu

jíc
 p

ře
sv

at
é 

ut
rp

en
í, 

m
oc

né
 z

m
rt

vý
ch

vs
tá

ní
 

a 
sla

vn
é n

a 
ne

be
 v

st
ou

pe
ní

 
je

ho
, d

ík
y 

to
bě

 či
ni

li 
z p

ra
vé

ho
 

sr
dc

e n
aš

eh
o 

pr
o 

ne
vy

m
lu

vn
é 

da
ry

 a
 d

ob
ro

di
ní

 n
ám

 sk
rz

e t
o 

vy
da

né
.

– 	
Žá

dá
m

e p
ok

or
ně

 d
ob

ro
ty

 tv
é, 

ab
y 

vd
ěč

ně
 p

ři
ja

l t
yt

o 
m

od
lit

by
 

na
še

 z 
dí

ků
v 

či
ně

ní
m

 a
 ra

č t
o 

uč
in

iti
 p

ro
 z

as
lo

už
en

í a
 sm

rt
 

ne
vi

nn
ou

 S
yn

a 
tv

éh
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