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Introduction

Research on late medieval Bohemia and developnrettie church and spirituality at that
time is generally dominated by Johannes Hus, thesittimovement and the Bohemian
Reformation. This is not surprising when we take mccount the range and influence the
movement had inside and outside Bohemia durindjfteenth and sixteenth centuries. The
Hussites became an impressive power in Centrald&yrehich for the first time in medieval
history seriously threatened the unity of the chuand the authority of the hierarchy, thus
forcing the church to negotiate compromises andtiewmis. The movement has the effect of a
magnet in and on historiographical research, raudjat field of influence that has colored
interpretation of preceding and succeeding peramabevents. This is not only the case in
Czech scholarship, where moreover the long yea@aimunist rule stimulated a focus
primarily on Hussitism, not wanting to draw attemtito other periods in the history of the
church and spirituality. Also Anglophone and Germesearch concerning late medieval
Bohemia concentrates mainly on Hus and his follspeequently viewing them as the
forerunners of the Lutheran and Calvinist Refororati

Milicius de Chremsir we encounter predominantlyase of the so-called pre-Hussites or even
as the ,Father of the Bohemian (Czech) Reformatiomationalist Czech historiography he
is practically depicted with an aureole for beihg first person to embody the true Czech
spirit. He is understood to be the one who preptredvay for the work of Johannes Hus by
founding the community ,Jerusalem,” of which ,Bethém,“ the chapel where Hus’ disciples
gathered, was simply a continuation. From thisersve, Milicius was the first Czech to
make an independent appearance in European hedterythe Middle Ages.

One might suppose that titles such as ,the Fath#reoBohemian (Czech) Reformation“ were
given to Milicius on the basis of large editionshad writings or at least on solid research of
them. Unfortunately this is not the case. From &ilis we have two large postils with 271
sermons for the whole liturgical year, a lettePtipe Urban V, a sermon on the Last
Judgment, a treatise about Antichrist and somgglital prayers. Furthermore, we have two
biographies, one hagiographic with substantialidetahis activities and the other depicting
him as Elijah revealing the Antichrist and otheemes of truth. Only a handful of writings
has been edited (the letter to the pope, the seandhe Last Judgment, the Treatise on
Antichrist and three sermons to the Prague Syriogdgther with the two biographies.

Research has been based on those editions and biutgical prayers. No systematic



attention has been paid to the vast bulk of Mistwork, which, moreover, is structurally
connected to his concept of practical evangelital Both postilsAbortivusandGratiae Dej
though they are the fruit of Milicius’ efforts indhcommunity, have been overlooked in the
discussion on the significance of the preacherrésgive adjectives used in connection to
Milicius are employed based on an analysis of & tiay portion of his writings and on the
two biographies which clearly have church politiceentions.

This study is a reaction to the disproportion bemvMilicius’ alleged significance and the
small number of analyzed sources. Its main quessiarhether sermons from both postils do
confirm the image of Milicius as a preacher inspiby apocalyptic visions, as a pre-Hussite,
as the Father of the Bohemian (Czech) Reformaitiohes a person bearing the other qualities
assigned to him. This study is not so much inteest comparing Milicius to his
contemporaries, whose writings have not been edigstématically either. Its first aim is to
add new material and a critical analysis of theentrviews of Milicius to the existing
research in an effort to give a more complete a®saut the preacher.

The main sources for this study are the two poatigrtivusandGratiae Dej which Milicius
compiled for his disciples. On the basis of a gah&urvey of all the sermons, twenty-seven
of them have been selected for a closer analysishay form the foundation of this research.
In the first place sermons with an eschatologicaps were chosen to get a more complete
impression of Milicius’ ideas about the end of tirttee Last Judgment and eventually about
Antichrist. The second group contains sermonsphedent ideas about issues of church and
society. Here we meet with questions on the hibgaof the church, poverty and the status of
secular power. Thirdly, the selection concentratesome sermons that focus specific
attention on the role and place of the preach#érarchurch and society. The last group
contains sermons on the Bohemian saints. Theseasrrafer directly and exclusively to the
church in Bohemia and might therefore reflect maosely the contemporary circumstances
Milicius lived in.

The evidence that emerges from the selected serimaingded in two parts with several
thematic groups which do partly overlap. The fpatt presents an analysis of Milicius’ idea
of the very alarming state of church and sociere-Hve speak about the church and the
hierarchy, the clergy, the place of secular power @schatological awareness. In the second
part brings Milicius’ answers to the crisis, theioally divided in the work of the preacher
and evangelical life as lived by individual sainkkis thematic analysis forms the heart of this

book and is presented in the fourth and fifth cbapt



We lead up to this by briefly looking at the circstances in fourteenth-century Bohemia
during the reign of Charles IV. He was a ruler vitaal impressive ideas and did his utmost to
reestablish stability in the Holy Roman Empire. Birrmous efforts, however, could not
eliminate social unrest. Chapter Il presents aesuof the two biographies on Milicius. Both
biographies have their own agenda, depicting MiBaither as an apocalyptic preacher or as
an austere saint. In the first biography the aukhatthias de Janow employed Milicius in
defending himself against accusations from chuuthaities. In the second, Bohuslaus
Balbinus, the editor of the extensiVda, was trying to purge Bohemian history of suspicion
of heresy. This chapter also contains a brief aeernof Milicius’ life related to other sources.
In the third chapter we turn to Milicius’ preachiagtivities, placing them within the
framework of the extensive European preaching meveritom the twelfth century onwards.
The preaching movement became an important weamptbrisi new era for further
Christianizing the structures of society. This deaplso presents a dating of Milicius’ two
postils.

The chapters IV and V thematically introduces saiipics from Milicius’ sermons in the
postils and creates the image of a preacher whaleggly rooted in the church of his day.
Finally, chapter VI presents a survey of researcMdicius mainly from the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries. As it turns out, in all agediddis became a hostage of the times with
their political and social needs. Nationalist higtgraphy wanted him to be the forerunner of
Hussitism, the ,incarnation of the true Czech s$pithereby proving that the Czech nation
has its own, independent roots. For the opposiig Ise was — precisely for the same reason
— a heretic and aberrant soul. In the course otémeuries, historiography lost some of its
ideological features which enabled a more detailetlire of Milicius to emerge.
Nevertheless, the need to appropriate him by mefhistoriography is still present.

A final remark has to be made about the spellinthefnames. The basis of this problem is
very much connected to nationalistically biaseddnisgraphy, which still has its influence
today. Many proper names and geographical namestfie Bohemian context had both a
Czech and German spelling in the past. Prague otasHyaha and Prag. Due to the course of
recent history we generally use only Czech namdsytand the use of German names is still
felt to be improper in the Czech Republic. In aerapt to free research from such hidden but
influential inclinations, this study uses predommityathe English and Latin spelling of names.
In cases where persons are well-known figures nof@an history like kings, popes,

emperors etc., their names are written accordingedenglish spelling. The same method is



adopted for geographical names. The approachferelit with names not generally known
outside the Czech context, like Milt KromgfiZze. In such cases names are written according
to the Latin spelling, i.e. Milicius de Chremsih& word ,,Bohemian® is used here as a
reference to the territory of what is today the @zRepublic, whereas ,,Czech* refers to the
Czech nation. Quotations of the Bible in English @ken from the Revised Standard

Version.



AN ISLAND OF STABILITY IN A TURBULENT EURORPE:
Bohemia in the Third Quarter of the Fourteenth Cenury

It has been said in many ways and by many voicsStlirteenth-century Europe was a place
of glaring contradictions, great social turbuleacel deep uncertaintyThis century became
known as the Age of the Black Death, which atlitwax, in the middle of the century, wiped
out between a fifth and a third of Europe’s pogatat Due to climate changes and limited
resources, hunger and starvation again becamdity feamany after a period of stability and
growth in economic and material matters. Rome —ath@ent heart of Christianity and
Western civilization — witnessed tyranny, anarchyg aeveral uprisings and was abandoned
by the pope for most of the century. Its splendat glory seemed to vanish as many buildings
and palaces were devastated. Even the emperoradjgraamided facing the dangerous and
hostile situation in Rome, the city which still slyalized the unity of Latin Christendom. Italy
was disintegrating into minor states each contadtig its own nobility, who were unwilling

to co-operate with the unifying structures of ctuand empire. France and England were
draining one another’s powers in an ongoing warctvitaused many casualties. The papacy
established its seat in Avignon where it becamietnv of French policy. For several years,
there was an open conflict between the papacy amdsllV who was elected emperor in
1314 because the church refused to recognizeghitsrand even proclaimed him to be a
heretic. This situation ended in 1346 when a newesor was chosen — Charles IV of
Luxemburg, the future king of Bohemia. After theppdhad finally moved back to Rome in
1377, the church became seriously divided oveeldetions of two popes in 1378. The unity
of the church, however, was threatened even earfieadical Franciscans who partly
supported Lewis IV. Theologians such as MarsiliuBadua and William of Ockham
profoundly doubted the authority of the pope anthefchurch hierarchy as such. Their

criticism found support not only among isolatedugp® on the peripheries of the continent,

'For a general survey of this period see: Denis (édy), Europe in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries
London/New York, 2nd edition, 1989; Steven Ozm@hie Age of Reform 1250-1550, An Intellectual and
Religious History of Late Medieval and Reformatifimope London 1980; R.N. SwansdRgligion and
Devotion in Europe ¢.1215-c.1516ambridge 1996.



but it initiated and stimulated one of the most amant debates of the Middle Ages about the
nature of the church and its right to own prop€eftye lay movement placed increasing
pressure on the church hierarchy to allow greatememy in spiritual matters. Mystics like
Eckhardt and Brigitte of Sweden criticized the dfufor its lack of faith and leadership. The
end of the century was marked by a number of eveabsding the Great Schism that brought
with it considerable confusion that manifestedlifger example, in the serious heresy of
Wyclif's followers in England, similar movementsBohemia and the deposition of
Wenceslaus IV as emperor. The fourteenth centlemsedo have lacked a unifying force that
embodied and communicated the same sense of pbhiacmony that had existed during the
High Middle Ages. The universe of scholastic thegland philosophy of that earlier period
was also missing in this new age. None of the pswet constituted medieval society seems
to have been able to convince the public of itdéeship abilities and find new ways of
coping with the changing tides. The fourteenth @gnivas a period of a slow but inevitable
disintegration of the social order that had beealdished in the twelfth century.

One part of Europe, however, is in some respectsamaly among these developments. The
kingdom of Bohemia experienced this turbulent cgnas its most peaceful time in medieval
history. This peace was accompanied by substatd@iomic and cultural growth. The Black
Death epidemic of 1348 hardly inflicted the coumtoy did it leave any traces of extreme
suffering. The kingdom became a fully respected bwmof the community of the Holy
Roman Empire and a pillar of political stability tire European continent. Its capital Prague
became the residence of the emperor for almogy tyears resulting in a boom of
construction, not only in the city but all over t@untry. Today, many still view this period as
the climax and zenith of Czech history, the eqéiatuch has not been seen since. By the end
of the century, however, social unrest and politicecertainty had spread over the country

and was a prelude to the revolutionary years ofthsgsite movemerit.

Expectations at the beginning of the fourteenthiurgnn Bohemia were not as optimistic as

they became by the middle of the century. In 1306 last king of the house of the

For more on the Black Death see Klaus Bergdgt, Schwarze Tod in Europa, Die GroRe Pest undatate
des MittelaltersMunchen 1994.

3For general surveys of the fourteenth century ihd@oia see: K. BosHandbuch der Geschichte der
Bohmischen Lander, Band I, Die béhmischen Landerder archaischen Zeit bis zum Ausgang der
Hussitischen Revolutigrstuttgart 1967; Z. Fial®redhusitsk&echy (1310-1419Pre-Hussite Bohemia (1310-
1419)], Praha 1978. For the Hussite Movement anbiits see: FrantiSek Smaheiisitska revolucel-1V,



Przemyslids, Wenceslaus lll, was killed withoutieg a successor to the Prague throne. De
facto the Przemyslids, who had ruled the countynfthe tenth century, had died out. This
left behind a vacuum of power since there was riorabheir, causing significant confusion
and warfare among every possible coalition of rityéind their rivals and enemies. This
ceased in 1310 when John of LuxemBuwmgs chosen king of Bohemia, the result of his
marriage to the last female member of the Przeohyslusehold, Elisabeth. John was
nicknamed ,the foreigner king* because he spentribgority of his time traveling abroad.
Thus, he was unable to engage in matters of doonastitics which the Bohemian nobility
saw as a great advantage. He had the reputatiosirad a passionate fighter and took part in
most European battles of his day. This, togeth#r his many visits to tournaments, may
have been the reason why he was regularly absentBohemia. This enabled the Bohemian
nobility to solve its own problems without destahiig the country; in other words, there was
a king but he seldom interfered with the affairshaf nobility since he did not have the
opportunity to do so. The one time John tried t&kenaimself manifest on the domestic scene,
all the noble families united in a coalition againsn.

John was the son of Henry VII of Luxemburg who wksted Roman king in 1308 and
crowned emperor in Rome in 1312. It is necessatgke into account the ambitions of the
House of the Luxemburgs in order to understandadhsons for the connection between his
family and Bohemia. By the end of the thirteenthtaey the center of political power in
Europe had been moved to France. One of the dlgas of this balance of power was the
»Avignonese exile* of the papal court, which lasteain 1306 till 1377. The rise of the
Luxemburg household on the European scene is gideree of this. Before becoming
emperor of the Holy Roman Empire, Henry VII hactmpete with Albrecht of Hapsburg, a
descendant of a household that held old claimBeg@mperor’s throne. The political situation
in Europe was more in favor of Henry since Franggsrted him. France, not being a part of
the empire, could not nominate a candidate foethperorship. Both Henry and his son John
had very good relations to the king of France. Thseen by the fact that John’s son
Wenceslaus, the future emperor Charles 1V, wasaddat the French court. John finally

died in the Battle of Crécy in 1346, while fighting the side of the French against the

Praha 1995-96. A terse survey of the church inghisod can be found in: Anna Petitova-BénolieEglise a
Prague sous la dynastie des Luxembourg (1310-14iRersum 1996.

“For John of Luxemburg se&iJspsvasek, Jan Lucembursky a jeho doba 1296-18a6hn of Luxemburg and
His Times 1296-1346], Praha 1994, or an older vioyrkhe same author entitlédal diplomat, Jan
Lucembursky 1296-1348ing Diplomat...], Praha 1982.
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English. For Henry, gaining Bohemia through thenmage of his son was part of his strategy
to extend his influence into other parts of the eepHe received substantial support from his
brother Balduinus, archbishop of Trier, in gettimg son to become the next emperor. The
archbishop had the right to vote in the collegelettors which appointed the head of the
Roman Empire. Balduinus would also play a majoe iollater getting his nephew Charles IV
elected to the same position. Despite much sonthbpalitical confusion in Europe and in
Bohemia, the House of the Luxemburgs was relatistle and reached its temporary

climax during the reign of Charles IV.

The situation of the church in Bohemia during thigm of John of Luxemburg was fairly
complicated. John did not hesitate to use ,royathasteries as a source of income. Those
monasteries were founded by his ancestors in Pragiievere considered property of the
crown. Since John was in constant need of monelgifomany campaigns abroad, some of
the important religious institutions experienceslistantial decrease in their welfare.
general, John’s attitude towards the church wasdan his own personal and primarily
financial aim of profiting from the gifts and beitsthe bestowed on t.

Tension over the jurisdiction of the mendicant esdsharacterized the Bohemian church in
the first half of the fourteenth century. Like irany other countries, the rivalry between the
secular clergy and hierarchy on one side and thedioant orders on the other caused much
confusion. The widespread and energetic activiifebe Dominican and the Franciscan
orders were derivative of their new understandingastoral care and preaching. As they
were not bound to any local hierarchy, they presgbatcertain threat to the secular clergy. It
was not only a conflict about spiritual authorityt lalso about the financial benefits given to
the clergy by the parishes and the believers. &ébeils and synods from the first half of the
century are devoted to this issue. Pope Bonifatleadtiressed the problem in his famous bull
Super cathedrarfrom the year 1300, where he advocates that thelivents only preach in
their churches when there is no service in thelaegnes. As for the issue of confession, only

the local bishop could grant mendicant orders ittt to hear confessioh.

°Fiala, p.16.

®petitova-Bénoliel, p.31.

'See Rolf ZerfafDer Streit um die Laienpredigt, Eine pastoralgesblliche Untersuchung zum Verstandnis
des Predigtamtes und zu seiner Entwicklung im &&.18. Jahrhundeyt-reiburg/Basel/Wien 1974, p. 302ff.

We will discuss this in a broader context in thamter ,Preaching and Sermon Collections in the Middes.”
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This question was also discussed at the Coundlefna in 1312 which mainly supported
the view of Boniface VIII. The Bishop of Prague dohes de Draziézook part in this

council and tried to implement its decisions batkrague. However, he met with decisive
resistance from the mendicants, who accused hthegiapal court of sympathizing with
some heretics in his diocese. As a result of tbirdlict, Johannes stayed in Avignon from
1318 till 1329 in order to allow himself time tovestigate into his own case and to defend
himself® For eleven years the Prague bishopric was prélgticzcant and this had a
destabilizing influence on church relations. Boigkand bishop — the heads of the secular
and spiritual powers — were often absent and tbegefiere unable to influence matters
within the church and society.

Johannes returned from Avignon a free man and dgtayeffice for some fourteen more
years. Even when he was fully rehabilitated, theflad with the mendicants continued and
even led to an outburst of violence between memiettsee mendicant orders and secular
clergy in 1334. Till his death in 1343 (he diedra age of 93) the bishop constantly faced
this conflict.

Despite strong opposition against his authorithahmes found the energy to give a
significant boost to the cultural life of his ddye ordered several churches and monasteries to
be built. The most important was the monasteryaidice north of Prague, founded for the
order of the Austin Canons shortly after Johannetsirn from Avignon. The Austin Canons
were known for their emphasis on book culture, bpaiduction, individual study and self-
education and are considered closely associatédtmatnew spirituality of thBevotio
moderna'® During the first 15 years of its existence, thenastery was accessible only to
members who had both a Czech father and a Czedremé&iounded under the patronage of
Johannes, this monastery gained the sympathy ehd@s’ successor Arnestus de Pardubicz
and of Emperor Charles IV. It became an importdatgfor manuscript collections, relics

and for Bible translatioft:

8n Czech ,Jan IV z Drazic,“ in German ,Johann I\tvDraZitz."

°Fiala, p. 24ff. For more on Johannes de DraZicZsieska HledikovaBiskup Jan IV. z DraZj®raha 1992.
YSee Smahel, 2, p. 183 and Winter, p. 34.

YEor more on the monastery in Roudnice see Hledil®is&kup Jan IV. z DraZjdaroslav KadlecZacatky
klaStera augustinianskych kanoviaik RoudniciThe Beginnings of the Monastery of the AugustGanons in
Roudnice], in'Studie o rukopisecfStudies on Manuscripts], 1981, p. 65-86; Manf@atwing,Malogranatum
oder der dreifache Weg zur Vollkommenheit. Ein&ehur Spiritualitdt des Spatmittelalterdiinchen 1986.
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Many of the initiatives begun during the first haffthe fourteenth century in Bohemia would
come to fruition only in the second half of the ttep. Unlike in other parts of Europe where
this age of instability and waning of old certagstibbrought confusion, war and epidemics,
Bohemia was a place of prosperity and growth. Rfuispoint of view, the period of John of
Luxemburg and Johannes de Drazicz was a time whenggwas concentrated on preparing
the way for what would come to be considered tHdegoage of Bohemia. Over time, new
trends begun in the first half of the century waegeloped and brought to a rather unexpected
climax. The foundations laid in this period enakdéedmpressive household of power, culture
and welfare to arise later. True, this golden agal@/not be reached for a long time. At the
end of the century, Bohemia experienced the oppesitreme of its previous stability and
became a scene of social upheaval and politicdus@n. The politics and ideas of Charles
IV, however, demonstrate that he was a man of gte&dre who secured Bohemia’s
prosperity and its connection to European affairs.

Charles was born on 14 May 1316 out of John of mixarg’s first marriage to Elizabeth
Przemyslovna, the last descendant of the Przemiyslicse of Bohemi& Originally his name
was Wenceslaus, a clear sign that John and histsmmgly emphasized the idea of continuity
in this old Bohemian household. After being eled®mnan king in 1348, he started to use the
name Charles as a reference to the famous modehgpidation of all medieval rulers — and
indeed not only medieval — Charlemagne. He wasaedddn Paris under the guidance of
Pierre Roger de Beaufort, who became Pope Clemend $42 (this schooling made Charles
the first literate ruler of Bohemia). In 1333, Clearreturned to Prague where he was
appointed count of Moravia in 1334. This was areieat opportunity for him to become
acquainted with the domestic situation of the Bolaenkingdom that had been complicated
by the nobility’s attempt to achieve broader indegence. From the outset, it was clear that
Charles would play a different role as king thasmfather had done since he was much more
engaged in the affairs of the country. He formwatad formed a solid foundation for his

reign, thus laying the groundwork for his rise twer after 1342. It was also clear that

120n Charles IV see Zde&k Kallista,Karel 1V, jeho duchovni tv4Charles IV, His Spiritual Identity], Praha
1971; Frantiek Kavka/lada Karla IV. a jeho cis@stvi (1355-1378), Ze#Ceské koruny, rodové#isska a
evropska politikdThe Reign of Charles IV and His Emperorship (135358), The Lands of the Bohemian
Crown, Family, Imperial and European Politics],IRraha 1993; Ferdinand Seilgrl IV., Ein Kaiser in

Europa 1346 bis 1378 inchen 1978; Ji Spivacek, Karl IV., Sein Leben und seine staatmannische Leistung
Praha/Wien 1978, dfarel 1V, Zivot a dilo (1316-1378Praha 1979; Vaclav Vaéek (ed), Karolus Quartus,
Piae memoriae fundatoris sui universitas caroliBdornik ¥deckych praci o dat osobnosti a diléeského

krale arimského cis@ Karla IV.[Collection of Studies on the Era, Personality vk of the Bohemian King
and Roman Emperor Charles 1V], Praha 1984.
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Charles’ ambitions went beyond that of ruling otiig Bohemian kingdom and that he had
powerful supporters on the European level who welgh him on his way to the highest
office in the empire. An important reason for theess of Charles’ international career was
the good relationship the House of the Luxembuegkwith the papacy and France.

In 1342, John of Luxemburg turned his responsiegdiand duties as king of Bohemia over to
Charles. Four years later, John died in the Baftlerécy and his son was officially appointed
king of Bohemia. Very soon after, important stegsevaken that would change the face of
the capital Prague and elevate the city from arscate town to one of the major capitals in
Europe. In 1344, the diocese of Prague becamecadiacese which was no longer
subordinated to the archbishop of Maifiin 1348, under Charles’ initiative, the University
of Prague was founded, which was the first unitgisithe empiré? In 1348, he started an
immense project to enlarge Prague to about thmeestits original size, which had
encompassed the castle, the Lesser Town and tHe T®vn’° In the same year, he started
the construction of a new cathedral at the Pragqastl€ devoted to St. Wenceslaus
(Bohemia’s main patron saint), St. Adalbertus and/8us. Charles invited many monastic
orders that were not yet present in Bohemia to canaebegin their activities here. Within a
few years, Prague became a major center on theofriayrope and an important player in the
empire’s cultural and political events.

There are diverse reasons for this enthusiasnréavth and ,progress.“ Some explanations
are on a European level. In 1348, Charles IV wastetl Roman king after a period in which
the animosity between the pope and Roman kinggde fmperor) had reached unexpected
heights. Lewis of Wittelsbach’s election to the fpaisRoman king was not recognized by the
pope, and the king became involved in a theologitralggle that had its political impetus in
the question of whether the church should own ptgpeewis gave protection to radical
Franciscans and other opponents of the churchrbieravho had been pronounced heretics
by the pope. As a result, the king was also excomeated, which made the political
situation extremely convoluted. In 1348 Lewis suddelied, thus creating a possible solution
to the situation. Moderate powers on the Europeael Wwho were on the side of the papacy or

of the secular power saw in Charles IV a possybibtmake a new start. Charles’ uncle

135ee zdeka Hledikova and Jaroslav V. Polc (e®)azské arcibiskupstvi 1344-19pfhe Prague Archdiocese
...], Praha 1994.

1See Ivanad ornejova, Michal Svatos e.a. (e@jiny Univerzity Karlovy{The History of Charles University], |,
Praha 1995.

°See Vilém LorencDas Prag Karls 1V., Die Prager Neustadiraha/Stuttgart 1971/1982.
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Balduinus, archbishop of Trier, again proved vefiuential and got Charles elected to this
office. The building activities in Prague were sfgant in that they strengthened Charles’
authority as the new head of the Empire.

However, there must have been more behind Pragupansion than this since preparations
for it started long before Charles was elected Rokiag. This indicates that the construction
works were meant to support some of the Luxemburgsid's long-term goals. The concept
of creating a more impressive Prague fitted in whih Luxemburgs’ ambitions to found a new
imperial dynasty in Europe. For the second timthis century, a member of the same house
was chosen emperor and king of Bohemia, and tigeaxed to be a stable and strong basis
for gaining and holding on to this position. Thessv dimensions of the Bohemian kingdom
required that there be a representational sedtsfanler, who was also head of the empire.
From this point of view, the expansion of Prague weerely another logical step in a political
strategy that had been established when John arhbxrg married the daughter of the last
Bohemian king® This ideaof creating a representational seat might have bgengthened

by the political situation in the natural capitétiee empire, Rome. The eternal city was
devastated and for a fairly long time it could setve as a representational seat for its formal
head.

Much of Charles’ behavior suggests that he hadatantial amount of religious sensitivity.
In many instances, he used symbols with a cleayioak or even prophetic meanings. When
expanding Prague, he employed maps of Jerusalehe-Hdly City of Christendom —
intending to build a kind of new Jerusalem or Canshople'’ Not only did Charles compare
himself to Charlemagne, the great example of madl€thristendom, but he openly made

references to Constantine who became the firstsGdmi ruler of the empire. Charles also

%This argumentation is strongly criticized by Ferdid Seibt in his workarl IV (p. 175 ff.). According to him,
the idea of the Holy Roman Empire with an empehmrsen by the college of electors did not supparidea of
establishing a main capital for the empire sineertbxt emperor could come from another part of peir@nd
would therefore have his seat in a different pl@geording to him, Charles could not have intenttetuild a
new capital for the empire when he expanded Pragaoesover, the founding of the university — onetlud
important steps Charles took in 1348 — was notumicharles founded many universities during hignrgust
as he built many churches and buildings in otherii@n) cities (Nirnberg, Bamberg etc.). Howeveiht&e
criticism cannot explain the enormous extent ofdbtmestruction projects in Prague. It seems ingefficto
suggest that such an activity was only relatedhar@s’ position as king of Bohemia. As is evidienhis
autobiography, Charles understood his role asex talbe consistent with the aim of both the Przgitiyand the
Luxemburg Houses — that is to remain at the forgfod Europe (Fiala, p. 280 ff.). Charles did ne¢ fimself
as just a contemporary ruler of the empire butresfigure in a line of past and future rulers.

M orenc, p. 49 ff.; Rudolf Chadraba, Profeticky bisgmus Karla IV. a femyslovska tradice [Prophetic
Historism of Charles IV and the Przemyslid tradifian: Karolus Quartusp. 421-450, here especially p. 424 ff.
See also P.G.J.M. Raedts, Jeruzalem in tijd enigbhewl. Een essay over de verbeelding van heigeeili
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became a passionate collector of pious items wigcacquired from every part of the world.
The collections of relics in Bohemia grew consitidyan these years. The collections
confirmed Charles’ authority as empetdithe extensive enlargement of Prague certainly was
connected to this religious sensitivity. Therea@s® some indications that Charles believed
that Slavonic Christianity offered a new chanceHarope to overcome this period of
confusion and find a way to achieve the same #abilat Slavonic people had brought to the
Eastern part of Europe. This would mean that Chadsv his reign as the start of a new era in
which Prague was to play a major role, as Romeoms@ntinople had in an earlier stage in

history®

Despite his strong religious awareness, Charldatiomship to the church was mainly a
political one®® His policy towards the papacy and the domesticathwas motivated by the
significance these institutes could have for his @esition. In some cases, this approach
created disappointment and worsened relationsclBagest example of this disillusionment
was the papal court which had high expectationafioemperor who had been educated by a
future pope. Charles needed the support of the, mgeto finally receive the imperial crown
from the hands of the pope — a ritual which hathke place in Rome according to medieval
thinking. The pope, on the other hand, again ne€@tedles to realize some of his ideas and
goals through his church politics. It was a gam&ofical alliances based on political
calculations’! An episode with Cola di Rienzo, a revolutionagnfr Rome, is a fine

illustration of this relationship. In 1350, not pafter Charles was elected Roman king, Cola
di Rienzo arrived in Prague. Three years earligrdteorganized a coup d’etat in Rome that
denied the pope any legitimate rights in the €igla, of course, was excommunicated. But as
revolutions are not very kind to those who initiitem, his success did not last long and soon
he had to flee from Rome. When he arrived in Pratheepope immediately requested his
extradition, but Charles did not hurry to fulfii¢ pope’s wishes. In fact, he gave Cola a kind
of political asylum, imprisoning him in Roudnicenklly, after two years of political

negotiations and tensions, Charles sent his pridon&vignon, after having been assured that

[Jerusalem in Time and Eternity. An Essay on thagmation of the Holy], in: R.E.V. Stuip (edUtrecht,
Hilversum 1991, p. 89-102.

¥ or this see Karel Stejskal, Karel jakastiel [Charles as a Collector], iKarolus Quartusp. 455-465.
S0 Chadraba, p. 445 ff.

27denka Hledikova, Karel IV. a cirkev [Charles IV aneétBhurch], inKarolus Quartusp. 137-155.
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the revolutionary would not be executed. Nevergl€ola’s life had a fairly tragic end. In
1353 he returned to Rome, this time in the serofdbe next pope, but he was not accepted
by the Roman citizens. He was murdered in 1354rl€heon the other hand, was crowned
emperor in 1355 by a delegate of Pope Innocent VI.

Charles had the same approach toward the chuBbhamia. The many nominations he
made as well as his initiative to found many newnasteries secured his position in the
country. In Bohemia, he extensively supported tloglenate reform movement represented by
some new orders and prominent popular preacher<ldoradus de Waldhausen and Milicius
de Chremsir. Both preachers did not hesitate tolgpeiticize the attitude and morals of
many clergy members. In their conflicts with thergly and the mendicant orders, they had the
emperor on their side. Charles’ favorite monasttteowas the Austin Canons, who opened
17 new monasteries in Bohemia between 1350 and @B&4restigious monastery in
Roudnice belonged to them as well). Another pdalltycmotivated decision in church matters
was the founding of the Emaus Monastery in the Nlewn of Prague. This community had

to practice rites in the old Slavonic language r@airing its Byzantine connotations. Charles
wanted to create a place where religious peopha Btavonic countries could devote
themselves to the tradition of Cyril and Methoditlng two apostles of the Slavonic people.
At the same time, the presence of such an ingituti his capital must have strengthened
Charles’ international reputation.

The Prague diocese became an archbishopric in ¥8¥dh brought to a large extent
independence to the internal affairs of the Bohertaurch?? The church lost some of its
feudal characteristics, e.g. by abolishing patrenagen nominating pastors and bishops. A
separate court of justice for the clergy was esthbd. In the course of the fourteenth century,
the church in the Bohemian kingdom became incrgfsorganized in its details. Christianity
finally reached the ground levels of society. Askenet of parishes was set up with more than
3 500 communities which gave the church an enorrmdligence on everyday life. Closely
connected to this pastoral net and the possilsilitieffered for local control was a strong

centralism, which the Avignonese papal court alsoted. The local churches were used to

i Spevések, Politicky profil Karlovy osobnosti a ideovéiiemy jeho budovatelského dila [The Political
Profile of Charles’ Personality and the IdeologiRalots of his Building Efforts], inkarolus Quartusp. 17-35.
See also Fiala, p. 123 ff.

“Fiala, p. 239 ff. See also a separate study bgahe author on this subject: Sprava a postaveviecir
Cechach od p#atku 13. do poloviny 14. stoleti [The Organizatard Position of the Church in Bohemia from
the Beginning of the thirteenth till the Middle thie fourteenth Century, i8bornik historickylll, Praha 1955,
p. 64-88.
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collecting tithes and requesting other obligativosn their parishioners. One effect of this
centralism was that corruption spread among thgyglho asked for financial and other
privileges such as services, or who received prbéor offices they actually did not execute.
Two popular preachers in Prague Conradus and Méiboth worked under the protection of
Charles IV and strongly criticized this state dhak. Charles might have viewed the
extensive corruption in the church as a destabdizalement that needed changing. This is
possibly the reason why he supported the modezdenmist movement in Bohemia. There
are some reports of heretics existing in the santparts of Bohemia in the first half of the
fourteenth centur§’ The reports from the inquisition mention Waldensiavhose numbers
were very small. It seems they never were a reahtho thestatus quan the country.

From 1343 till 1364 the Prague archdiocese wasnuthedeadership of Arnestus de
Pardubicz who was a close spiritual and politidiglta Charles IV. He traveled with him on
many of his diplomatic visits and negotiated thaditons of Charles’ imperial coronation.
Together with two other prelates, Arnestus is régdras the driving force behind the
reformist movement called Pre-Humanism. Arnestuosskif studied in Bologna and Padua
and probably was influenced by a new spiritualityek had a profoundly individualistic
identity. Back in Prague, he appeared to be asympathizer of Bishop Johannes de
Drazicz’s policy, and, as his successor, he wenbdiring new influences into his country.
Being well aware of the corruption in the churchkl #ime dangers of it, he started a program of
reform that included regular instructive meetingisthe Prague clergy. Like Charles, he
protected Conradus and Milicius against attacksléngy members and mendicants. The two
other representatives of the moderate reformistem@nt were Johannes Oczko de ViIasSim,
bishop of Olomouc, and Johannes Novoforensis, @dlanof Charles IV. The former
became the successor of Arnestus in 1364 on Chestpsest.

Charles’ attitude towards the reformist movemeetseto have been sympathetic but
tactical. He actively supported the foundation @vninstitutions and orders but did not
identify himself with them. As he was above alllseg to guarantee stability, he may have
believed that the ,0ld“ spirituality needed immediaeform in order to guarantee its existence
in the world tomorrow. He saw himself as thgperator mundiwho had to care for the well-

being of the whole world. Two of his main architeetl works — St. Vitus Cathedral in

#35ee Rudolf HolinkaSektarstvi \Cechéach ped revoluci husitsko[Bectarism in Bohemia Before the Hussite
Revolution], Bratislava 1929; Amedeo Moln#&ialdensti, Evropsky rozmjejich vzdoru[The Waldensians, the
European Dimension of Their Resistance], Praha 1991
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Prague and Karlstein Castle just outside of Pragudemonstrate that Charles considered
himself to be Christ’s servant, inheriting authydirectly and indirectly from his ancestors
who descended from Christ himsglfA keen awareness of this vocation motivated Chade
try to establish a new dynasty that would ruleghm®oire in the coming decades and centuries.
The only plausible explanation why such immensarfoal investments and energy were put
into state construction projects is that this waisedin the hope that it would enable the House
of the Luxemburgs to rise in importance on the paem scene; that is, to establish an image
of the stability and prosperity seemingly creatadar the guidance of Christ. Charles’ oeuvre
shows no sense of crisis, uncertainty or confua®had the works of many of his
contemporaries. Charles’ world knew only stab##yand it is true that in the fourteenth
century, Bohemia would experience its most stabie for many years to come. During the
reign of John of Luxemburg and his son Charlescthentry withessed no foreign army nor
war within its borders. The foundation had beed;labw the future generations would only

have to continue on this path.

Charles’ success was, however, quite an anomdbuneenth-century European history. The
last great emperor of the Middle Ages died in 13&8ying his offices both in Bohemia and
in the Roman Empire to his son Wenceslaus IV. Imvag the young ruler could match the
stature of his fatheé? He did not have a strong character, was unabteaice firm decisions
and was not wise enough to find ways to implemieosé¢ decisions he did make. Soon he
became the object of many political games domdsitiaad throughout the empire.
Unfortunately, his counterpart in the Bohemian chufohannes de Jenstejn, who became
archbishop in 1379, was ill and therefore unabliead the church. The stable world of
Charles IV was quickly turned upside down. In 1878 Great Schism began which would
divide the Western world for more than three desatite1400, Wenceslaus IV was forced to

step down as Roman emperor. A few years latemibhement led by John Hus grew into a

#see Ji Fajt, Jan RoytiMagister Theodoricus, Court Painter of Emperor QkarlV., Decorations of the
Sacred Spaces at Castle KarlStdfraha 1997 (publication for the exhibition ‘MagisTheodoricus’ in the
Convent of St. Agnes of Bohemia, 12 November 1928 April 1998); FrantiSek FiSeKarlStejn, vzajemné
vztahy #i karlStejnskych kap[Karlstein, the Relationship Among the Three Ki@ils Chapels], Kostelni Vyl
1996; Gabor Klaniczay, The Cult of Dynastic Saint€entral Europe: Fourteenth-Century Angevins and
Luxemburgs, inThe Uses of Supernatural Power. The TransformaifdPopular Religion in Medieval and
Early-Modern EuropeCambridge 1990, p. 111-128; AneZzka Merhautovd (Kdtedrala sv. Vita v PraZé&t.
Vitus’' Cathedral in Prague], Praha 1994.

Bgee Jii Spsvéacek, Vaclav V., 1361-1419. Kipdpokladm husitské revoluddo the Preconditions of the
Hussite Revolution], Praha 1986.
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revolution and overthrew many of the basic priregpbf medieval society. Charles’ legacy

remained unanswered as history moved in otherteres

Our main interest lies in the period of growth gmdsperity during the third quarter of the
fourteenth century in Bohemia. Let us return toytears of Charles IV, more specifically to
the work and personality of the preacher Milicies@hremsir, who, despite the stability and
prosperity of Charles’ time, witnessed this deegesinconcerning the church and society and

who reflected this feeling in his theological idedmut the immanent end of time.
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MILICIUS’ LIFE AND BIOGRAPHIES

It was the Czech artisans and shopkeepers whoeftbttkhear Milf preach in their own
language at St. Giles’ in the Mala Strana, and gais whom he instructed in Latin
about the art and duties of a preacher at St. Maishan the Old Town. When Mii
preached that the wars and pestilences of his @yntke division of nations, the
avarice and self-indulgence of clergy and laitikeaklvere all signs that the abomination
of desolation was already set in the holy placat, tine Antichrist was at hand and that
the year of the prophet Daniel had already comeydsemerely stating in apocalyptic
terms the historical fact that he was living inage of revolution and that the
ecclesiastical and moral order designed for arcaljural, feudal, non-nationalistic
society was breaking down into the new commeraidl @ationalistic society in which

he and his listeners were livifg.

Those are the words of Professor R.R. Betts prghatilten shortly after the Second World
War?” He was one of the few non-Czech scholars who eeMvaimself to the history of
Bohemia and Central Europe. Betts was mainly isterkin the Hussite period and the so-
called predecessors of Johannes Hus, in partiMdsthias de Janow. Due to the Second
World War, Betts was unable to publish his genstnadly on the Hussite reformation and

therefore, his ideas survive only in articf&s.

As far as the current inquiry is concerned, anoligah, i.e. a man overflowing with
the spirit of Elijah, was needed, who broke theglsitence over the last coming of
Christ and Antichrist. And if you accept the mamgtaval materials that were presented

to me as evidence, this man was Milicius, the halplerpriest and preacher, who was

R.R. Betts, The Place of the Czech Reform Moveriretite History of Europe, irEssays in Czech Histary
London 1969 (p. 86-106), p. 88.

?The selectessays in Czech Histosgem from the years 1939-1957. The date of tise finblication of the
paper quoted here is not mentioned.

%0n Betts’ life see the Memoir of G.R. Potter in Besays
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mighty in word and deed, whose words burned likehes?®

Matthias de Janow wrote this in lRegulae veteris et novi testameaattihe beginning of his
short biography on Milicius. The quotation primanieveals the degree to which R.R. Betts
was influenced by his favorite predecessor of J8hs. The image the twentieth-century
scholar has of Milicius is not very different fraime one Matthias offered us just a few years
after the preacher’s death. Of course, it is Betssessment of apocalypticism as a sign of the
end of one era and the start of another which mhakes scholar of our times. His modern
skeptical understanding of religiously colored mencements such as the Last Judgment and
the coming of the Antichrist attributes them to teeling of crisis and uncertainty of that

time. In Betts’ writing, however, Matthias de Jar®wnage of Milicius is still present.
Moreover, most of the keywords in Betts’ short dggion of Milicius are taken directly from
Matthias, as a thorough reading of tarracio will reveal.

Matthias’ depiction of Milicius has basically dorated through the ages as we see in the case
of Betts. However, we do have a second biographidinius which has a much more
complicated history. The author of this work ertitV/ita venerabilis presbyteri Milicii,

praelati ecclesiae Pragensis unknown. The biography is quite extensive aoidrpys

Milicius as a very pious and even saintly persomuick comparison of Matthiadarracio

and theVita reveals one important difference. TWiga does not challenge Matthias’ depiction
of Milicius as Elijah, rather it is more or les$oag enumeration of his venerable works and
life. This may be one of the reasons why Matthigésw prevailed historically and why it was
adopted by a twentieth-century scholar like R.Rt88&ow, we will first survey the

Narracio, then theVita and finally, we will try to paint a chronologicaverview of Milicius

de Chremsir’s life.

1. TheNarracio de Myliczyo

As we have seen, théarracio de Myliczyas part of the main work of Matthias de Jartw,

2 Quantum ad praesentem inquisitionem attinet, afialyas i.e. vir habundans spiritu Helye requirausi
diutinum rupit silencium de aduentu Christi ultimbAntychristi. Et si wltis accipere, quantum n@igestorum
mihi asserendum inducit, ipse est Myliczius, veb#isapresbiter et predicator, potens in opereresermone,
cuius verbum tamquam facula ardebat.” Narracio gédelyo of Matthias de Janow, iFRB, p. 69, footnote 1.
%The notation of Matthias’ name is different in 8everal involved languages. In Czech it is #latJanova, in
Latin Matthias de Janow (according to Pavel Spumais Repertorium auctorum Bohemorum provectum
idearum post Universitatem Pragensem conditamtius, Tomus |, Wroclaw 1985) or de Janov (according to
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Regulae veteris et novi testameMatthias can be considered a disciple of Milicide was
the son of a lower nobleman and studied at theeusiiy in Prague in the early 137G%sHe
continued his studies in Paris, which is why ,Aansis“ was added to his name. In 1381
after personally applying for the position of careomd being granted it by Urban VI, Matthias
returned to Prague. It was this practice of resemsa and provisions which Matthias
criticized heavily in his later works. He advocatlbwing laity to receive frequent or even
daily communion. This led him into a severe conflitth the majority of the clergy in Prague.
In 1388 a synod in Prague agreed on the measturiotbal lay people to receive the Holy
Communion more than once a month. The next yesgcand synod forced Matthias and
some of his fellow preachers to withdraw their teags on daily communion and stripped
Matthias of his priestly functions. This confligthich was one attempt by major groups
within the Prague clergy to minimize the influerccitical preachers and followers of Milicius
had over the laity, continued till 1392 at whicm& Matthias promised to turn himself over to
the Archbishop of Prague Johannes de JensStejnhisiaittied on 30 November 1394 and
being a titular canon, he was buried in St. Vitash@dral.

Matthias wrote his main worRegulae veteris et novis testamdmgiween 1384 and 1394. It
has a typically scholastic structure as it is ddddnto five books, with the third book
containing theNarracio.** Several of the books are divided into subdivisiand treatises.
Every part is written in the form of the classisaholastic universitgisputatiowith its
guestioand answer. It is not easy to give a one-lineattarization of the work because it
contains the author’s many different notions onetts outside church, theology and even
society. FrantiSek Palacky’s translation into Czdawwever, might offer the best summary:
Books on True and False ChristianifyThe titles of the five books, which are precedgéb
prologue, give more insight into the content:

l. On the distinction of spirits and prophets adaag to the rules handed down for that,

the editor of thdRegulae veteris et novi testameitiastimil Kybal). Sometimes ,Ré&sky" or ,Parisiensis” is
added to his name because of his study in Parisud&/dere the Latin notation of Spunar.

¥0n Matthias see FrantiSek Loskbtatéj z Janova Praha 1912; FrantiSek Palackye@chidcové husitstvi v
Cechach, inDilo Frantiska Palackéhosv. 3, Praha 1941, p. 61-114; this study was @lédished in a German
version:Die Vorlaufer des Husitenthums in Béhmeeipzig 1846; a third source is FrantiSek SmaHekitska
revoluce 2, Karenyceské reformace [The Hussite Revolution, 2, The Robthe Bohemian Reformation],
Praha 1996, p. 204 ff.

%2TheNarraciois edited several times. Firstly in the editiorttdRegulae V. Kybal, Matthiae de Janov
Regulae Veteris et Novi TestameRtiaha/Innsbruck 1908-1926, where we find it mtthird volume (1911), p.
358-436. A second edition is K. Hofl&seschichtschreiber der hussitischen Bewegung hmigi |1(Fontes
Rerum Austriacarum, erste Abteilung: ScriptoresBHnd, Theil 1), Wien 1856, p. 40-46. The thirditeon,
which we follow here, is by Josef Emi€&pntes Rerum BohemicarumHAraha 1873, p. 431-436.

¥ Knihy o pravém a lichémileg’anstvi,” Palacky, redchidcové, p. 90.
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here in the Old Testament;

Il. On the distinction of spirits in the prophetsdathe gospel;

lll. The Thirteenth main rule;

IV. On the Body of Christ (or the question whetkach Christian saint should be
permitted to receive the sacrament of communioly,da. the body and the blood
of Christ);

V. On the Body of Christ!

Matthias seems to be searching for rules for lgadihristian life under all circumstances
and finds his answers in the Scriptures. In hiddgue he even states that he did not use the
answers given in the writings of theologians, etrerugh he did learn a lot from them. Here
he uses only the Bible as a source. One of his quastions is about frequent or even daily
communion for the laity, which brought him into ¢iact with Prague clerics. Other issues
deal with the church, its need for reform andedgtion to the state. The tensions between
church and state and the overall social situatrorgtMatthias to the question of Antichrist,
who is one of the subjects in the third book.

Like the first and the second book, the third beekvhich is the most extensive — has
several subdivisions or tractates:

1. On rule itself;

2. On witnesses to the truth;

3. Rulings by the holy doctors for daily or frequeammunion of the sacrament of the

altar by the Christian people;

4. On the unity and universalitf the church;

5. On Antichrist;

6. On abomination in a holy plage.

TheNarracio de Myliczyas found in the fifth treatise on Antichrist whetéorms an

introduction to the next part, thébellus de Antichristar ,The Book on Antichrist,” which is

%Y. De discrecione spirituum et prophetarum secuncegnlas traditas ad hoc in Veteri testamento;

II. De discrecione spirituum in prophetis et evditge

[1l. Decima tercia regula principalis;

IV. De corpore Christi (sive Questio, utrum omniletisingulis sanctis christianis liceat cottidientounionem,
id est corpus et sanguinem Christi, sacramentatitarducare);

V. De corpore Christi.

Josef FiSka,Literarni ¢cinnost predhusitské universifyf he Literary Activity of the Pre-Hussite Univeng
Praha 1967, p. 89-90.

%1. De regula in se; 2. De testibus veritatis; 3efrainaciones sanctorum doctorum pro cottidianaketra
communione sacramenti altaris a plebibus christjahiDe unitate et universitate ecclesie; 5. D&cAnisto; 6.
De abhominacione in loco sancto. Jos#§Ka, p. 89-90.
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one of Milicius’ writings. From the beginning ofdlwork, it is clear what Matthias is up to

when he describes his memories of Milicius.

In this, Milicius, whose name in Latin means ,thesnbeloved,” | saw him

overflowing with every love and fondness of mermyeterybody, even to his enemies
and persecutors, that there was no one except plussessed by the spirit of Antichrist
who, when he had to speak or deal with him, diddnatv on the love, grace and
kindness of spirit from him; and no one left hincansoled. He revealed himself in
everything to be a second Elijah: incessantly weadgehis body by fasting, flogging
and penance, as well as many austerities, hehtardtlin everything, continuously
working for the well-being of the people, so tratcording to the opinion of any
observer, whatever his works transcended every hypoaer and strength of the body.
He was continuously hearing confessions, visitireggick, the imprisoned and the sick,

consoling and converting the sad and the sinfters.

Matthias presents Milicius here as a perfect sg@tiaind religious person whose love and
dedication toward other people knew no limits. pistoral care for his flock never ended and
his responsibility for the spiritual welfare of eslers caused him to lead a very austere
lifestyle. Because of this constant involvementwiis community, Milicius is a second
Elijah according to Matthias. The perfection whidhicius achieved in his work goes beyond
human possibilities and must therefore be of ahastogical kind. Matthias warns that
everyone must accept this image of Milicius andséwaho are unable or unwilling to do so
are possessed by the Antichrist’s evil spirit. TWigs a warning sign for those clergy who
opposed Milicius’ work and accused him of heresye@n more pertinend Matthias: it was
a warning to those who were persecuting preacmel®tner followers of Milicius. In the

very first lines of his biography on Milicius, Mhtas establishes Milicius as a role model.
Matthias used the example of Milicius in his owruggle with church officials and many

clerics who doubted Matthias’ own faithfulness amnthodoxy. TheNarracio de Myliczyo

% In quo quidem Myliczyo, quod nomen latinum in semem translatum sonat carissimus, ego vidi eiuseomn
dileccionem et viscera miseracionum et ad omnedriemeciam ad inimicos et persecutores redundareilius
erat nisi forte spiritu Antychristi agitatus, quira ipso habebat loqui uel agere, qui amorem eigraatque
suauitatem spiritus ab ipso non hauriret; nullusopre consolatus ab eo recedebat. Iste veluti Hikdras in
omnibus se prorsus exhibuit: nam inedia, ciliciciaere multaque austeritate incessanter corpesatts,
laboribus continuis in salute populorum insudabaantum, ut secundum cuiuslibet spectantis iudidabores
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which we read in the life-work of Matthias de Janswin the first place aapologia pro vita
auctoris an attempt to justify his spiritual path and teags.

Matthias’ struggle with church authorities was vbityer. This might be one of the reasons
why Matthias frequently used the eschatologicabbotary in theRegulaeand in particular in
theNarracio. In his opinion, the struggle with the clergy sdrwith Milicius who was one of
the first to criticize the church and its membéts.was one of the first to voice the need to
liberate the church from the evil forces of sin @mdichrist. Due to his activities, a new force
of preachers arose who took up the struggle focliuech. Their struggle is the final one
since the purity and unity of the church and thénfal are at stake. Matthias might have held
those views, causing him to present Milicius as,finst,” like Elijah the prophet who it is
promised will come at the end of time when thelfsteuggle is about to be fougft.

Matthias elaborates on the apology he wrote fordui$ by pointing out more details from his
life. Although Milicius had a good reputation aetbhancery of Charles IV where he worked,
he decided to leave behind everything he had, fimseand honorable offices,” to follow
perfectly in the path of Jesus Christ. Rather thaalling in the houses of the rich, he wanted
to be humbled in the House of the Lord. To Matthiesrichness and wealth of the powerful
of the world was one more sign of the Antichrisé Wrote, ,| confess that short time agb
was afflicted and covered by the spirit of the &htist, full of cupidity and pernicious
ambition, very much longing for the wealth, glondehonors of this world*® In Matthias’
perspective, Milicius had taken the same step dstlen leaving the environment of
Antichrist.

One of the basic concerns of Milicius accordind/tatthias was for single women, ex-
prostitutes and widows. Milicius wished to offereeything he had for the well-being of souls
and received in exchange a miraculous gift of méay Christ. Within a very short time, he
convinced about 200 prostitutes to repent thes,sand numerous pious women all over the
country started to live in the love of Christ thart& Milicius’ preaching.

This again seems also to be an aspect of Mattbiagjgle with the clergy. Matthias’
opponents complained that such pious women wegeammicerned with their personal
redemption, and thereby neglected their sociakduti the household. Matthias, however,

encouraged this attitude among the women. Freduresten daily communion was in his

sui omnem valenciam hominum et robur carnis excaletNam continuus erat in confessiones audiemdo, i
visitando infirmos et in carcere et infirmatos, tesset peccatores consolando et convertendo.” Emléi31 ff.
37 :

Malachi 4,5.
*Quoted by Palacky,iBdchidcové, p. 87.
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eyes only acceptable if the person receiving comamuwvas preparing himself (or herself) in
a proper way by doing repentance. In the meantineenumber of Beguine houses in Prague
increased rapidly bringing together pious womerhaut any official rule. This caused
concern to the archbishop and the Emperor Wencedlawho believed these communities
could be nests of the Beghard heretics and shbalefore be looked upon with cautith.

To Matthias this concern was unfounded which fegltto illustrate with the case of Milicius.
He points out that Milicius himself helped singlemen to start a new life, liberating them
from prostitution by buying them everything theyeded. He was a ,careful father, full of
mercy.” In this context, Matthias makes a compariatich exceeds the image of Milicius as
Elijah, comparing him to Christ and the apostl@his Milicius, the son and image of the
Lord Jesus Christ and a rather true and clearisiihd of the apostles, supported those
penitent women by his own meari€ ¥When he had no money, he sold his books, borrowed
and begged from the rich, and took care of the wotilehe end of his life.

The second aspect of Milicius’ life was preachidgre again he is compared to Elijah who
struggled with false priests and evil princes. Bhne@ay criticizes those who live according to
Antichrist and his law. Milicius struggled with & prophets, monks and clerics, daily
defending the truth and the Law of Christ. Herefwwvd the famous reference about Milicius

who allegedly characterized the Emperor Charlead\Antichrist.

He admonished courageously high prelates, archbssaod bishops for what they
obviously were doing wrong. And dressed with zéad &n armored knight, he came
forward, pointed at the aforementioned emperor Wishfinger and said to him in front
of everyone that he is the Great Antichrist, beeafsvhich he was imprisoned for a

long time*!

Although it makes quite a heroic impression on hemwe imagine Milicius as an undaunted
prophet revealing the true nature of the empertihe@sreat Antichrist while in his presence,
there are serious reasons to doubt Matthias’ nancah the first place, it is unlikely that

Charles attended Milicius’ sermons at all sincgpressumably did not attend the sermons of

39Smahel, 2, p. 207.
0 Ipse vero Mylycius filius et ymago domini Ihesu i@ti, apostolorumque ipsius similitudo prope exseeet
ostensa, predictas meretrices penitentes suis gusgouit.“ Emler, p. 432.
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Milicius’ older fellow preacher Conradus de Waldben? Nevertheless, the emperor does
seem to have sympathized with Milicius’ work. As wil see in the second biography on
Milicius, Charles financially supported his worktivformer prostitutes. Although Milicius
was certainly very critical of the powerful, he eedoubted their legitimate place and
function in society. Whenever he refers in his serato the emperor, he seems to express a
certain sympathy for him as is the case inliibellus de Antichristpthe main source of
Milicius’ ideas about Antichrist. Antichrist, heagés here, will bring disorder to the world
which is already the case in large parts of the &ofmpire. If the emperor could not rely on
the stability of Bohemia, he would be without anpgort, Milicius concludes. This suggests
that in his attempt for order, Charles was a viatfintichrist rather than his potential affy.

It seems more likely that Matthias is twisting thage of Milicius again to support his own
criticism of and struggle with contemporary autlies. In 1376 Charles IV died leaving
behind an immense oeuvre on politics, society, dhand culture. The reign of his successor
Wenceslaus IV came nowhere near to replicatingtbat achievements of Charles, who was
perhaps the last medieval emperor to follow inttadition of Charlemagne. Wenceslaus was
unable to realize his ideas and impose his wilthapolitical arena and soon became a ruler
characterized by strong words and unimpressiveddé¢elwas unable to cooperate with the
Bohemian aristocracy, nor could he resolve the mggoivil war in Hungary or take a leading
role in the schismatic conflict in the church. He@wed instead a very selfish attitude, which
might have been the result of his spoiled upbrig§frEventually he even gave up his
involvement in imperial matters because he was lertalresolve them. Soon a profound
uncertainty infected the whole empire and Bohentiechvled to his deposition as emperor in
1400.

Matthias developed a very critical view on the desof power in his day. He writes in the

Regulae

“1 Hic prelatos summos, archiepiscopos et episcopaspuit viriliter pro hiis, in quibus visi sunt abrare, his
indutus zelo quasi toraci imperatorem predictunresggus digito indicauit et dixit sibi coram omnibgsod ille
sit magnus Antychristus, propter quod carceresnetia diutine est perpessus.“ Emler, p. 433.
“?According to Conradus Charles and he were notdinet contact, although the emperor himself invitee
preacher to work in Prague. See Konstantin Hé@&schichtschreiber der hussitischen Bewegling, 37, and
Smahel, 2, p. 186 and 193.

3 Discessio ab Imperio perfecta, ex quo ita distratest et tota die distrahitur, quod dominus Imfperaon
possit ex eo panem habere, nisi habeat de Boehgjapaiam in plura regna et imperia divisum esténym
Romanorum.‘Libellus de Antichristped. Kybal Matthiae de Janov Regulae Veteris et Novi Testamént
Praha/lnnsbruck 1911, p. 378. See also ,Sovergidiy@nt: the Morality of Power” p... in this study

“For an evaluation of the reign of Wenceslaus IVléé&pvaek, Vaclav IV 1361-1419, Kipdpokladm
husitské revolucgro the Preconditions of the Hussite Revolutid?rjaha 1986, p. 583 ff.
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For truly there are in Christendom many kingdomsqgipalities and duchies without
mutual respect, harmony or unity, in this age gard to which that vision of the Beast
is fitting. Indeed they are more divided from eatiher on account of their disregard for

government and their disobedience and disserf3ion.

Or, a few chapters earlier he symbolically depieigerial power as a woman sitting on the
back of the Beast. ,Indeed that woman, that istléitude of hypocrites, is seen seated upon
the Beast. This Beast signifies the secular, thdte imperial and military powers with all the
kingdoms of Christians who are in the fleh.*

Certainly, Matthias had no reason to sympathizé tie emperor or any other lordship. As
we have seen, in his case both the church andethees authorities were trying to undermine
the effects of the increase in lay spirituality,igthhad been the work of Matthias and his
fellow preachers. It seems reasonable that Matthidse same way as he defends his own
cause in thé&arracio de Myliczydy using strong eschatological images of Elijati anen
Christ, is paying off a score with Wenceslaus I¥ cOurse, it would be impossible to directly
refer to Wenceslaus as Antichrist, but he mightagesty with an indirect accusation. To the
careful reader of Matthias’ writings the messags alaar: our current emperorAsitichristus
Magnus

Matthias’ idea of Antichrist concerns not only scyowers but also the church hierarchy.
Matthias writes that Milicius went to Rome to priedc bishops and priests that Antichrist
had come and that they were members of Antichésabse ,they act against Jesus Chfist.*
This statement led to him being again imprisonedet, when he finally spoke to the pope
and his cardinals, he told them again ,just asageously that Antichrist is raging against
God’s holy men.” Once again, he did not receivegadion for his honesty according to
Matthias, because he ,was rejected again and |laugth@nd devoured by the teeth of
Behemoth and Antichrist®

4> Multa etenim sunt in Christianitate regna, multinzipatus et ducatus, nullum habencia respectinviaem,
nullam concordiam, nullam connexionem in tempore, loai ista visio bestie est coaptata, sed maggisaab
invicem propter negligenciam inperii et inobediemsiad discessionenReguladV, ed. Kybal, p. 208, quoted
by R.R. Betts, Some Political Ideas of the Earlg&@eReformers, irEssaysp. 71.

“° Visa est autem ista mulier, id est multitudo ypptazum, sedere super bestiam. Que bestia sighifica
potestatem secularem scilicet imperatoriam etaniilm cum universis regnis christianorum carnaliuregulae
IV, ed. Kybal, p. 198, quoted by Betts, p. 72.

47 Et quod ipsi hiildem, quia contrarie Christo Ihdagiebant, sint membra Antychristi.“ Emler, p. 433.

48 ..iterum fuit abiectus et derisus deuoratusquaertibus Behemoth et Antychristi.“ Emler, p. 433.
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In this case we have a limited possibility to weNatthias’ story. He is referring to Milicius’
speeches and texts about Antichrist that were ateddo his visit to Rome presumably in
1367. The aim of the trip had been to warn the mdpentichrist, which is why Milicius
wrote theSermo de die novissimor ,Sermon about the Last Day" in which he sumpeat
his ideas about the coming of Antichrist and the efitime. The text is probably a sermon
which Milicius delivered at the papal court or ewverst. Peter. Only one part of the sermon

speaks explicitly about the church hierarchy asddarruption:

According to the Gloss, the Lord will not come tdlge until there is a separation, i.e.
until the nations separate themselves from the Rdemapire, or a separation between
the churches and the spiritual obedience. Thisra@pa is already visible among the
powerful, namely cardinals, archbishops, the ragaganell as the secular clergy. Kings
are already without mercy, judges without justjmelates are already armed, priests are
seducers, and therefore what is said by St. Pdlub&viulfilled (2 Thess.2,8): ,And then

will be revealed the lawless* Antichrist, when tegwedictions have been fulfilléd.

A second text calletibellus de Antichristpprobably written shortly after tHgermo gives

more explanation about Milicius’ concept of Antidtr He wrote the treatise as an

elaboration and defense of his view to the Romguisgition which imprisoned him because

of his preaching about Antichrist. The preacheriiiés here on the basis of the apocalyptic
texts from Daniel 11,12-13 when Antichrist will cenHe goes on to identify Antichrist and
his character. Milicius sees the corruption of¢harch and the negligence of the clergy as the
abhominatio desolationj®r ,the abomination that makes desolate.” Thesdlee signs of

the coming of Antichrist. Who is Antichrist, is thext question. ,Antichrists are many and
who does disjoin from Christ and denies him, h&nschrist. And how do they deny him?

When they keep silent and do not have the couragerifess his truth before the people who

9 Secundum Glosam non veniet Dominus ad iudiciursi, piius venerit discessio i.e. nisi prius gentes
discendant a Romano imperio, vel discessio ecciesia spirituali obediencia. lam enim in potendas
scilicet in cardinalibus, archiepiscopis, sacefulatiet multis ecclesie tam a spiritualibus quamcalaribus
discessio videtur. lam reges sine misericordiacaglsine iusticia, iam prelati pilati, sacerdateductores; et
ideo implebitur, quod predictum est, ut dicit Pala Thess.2,8]: ,Et tunc revelabitur ille iniquushtichrist,
guando hec predicta certissime apparebunt.” Seevdiednovissimo, ed. F.M. Bartos, Reformani sbornik
VIII, Praha 1946, p. 51 ff.

30



suppress the truth and justice of G34.

Milicius’ idea about the identity of Antichrist dosely connected to injustice and sin.
Prelates and clergy belong to him if they live aapt life, thus separating themselves from
God'’s holy peoplé! Milicius’ judgment, however, never unconditionatlgsignates concrete
persons from any particular background in churckomiety as Antichrists. It is left up to the
audience or the reader to answer. Here we seaificagt difference from the story of
Matthias de Janow. According to him, Milicius sgieallly identified bishops and prelates in
Rome to be Antichrists and was therefore imprisoMatthias takes the last step of
answering the question of who is Antichrist, whidhicius in his sermons antdibellus

leaves for everyone to decide personally. Mattradgcalizes Milicius’ notions in this sense,
changing their direction to apply them to his owguenent. With the help of Milicius’ story,
Matthias states without any doubt or reluctancetti@hierarchy of the church in Rome (and
elsewhere) belongs to Antichrist. Matthias purduswn aims with Milicius’ biography, by
slightly but significantly changing its content alatguage. He is clearly not telling simply the
bare facts from the life of his master. He presarg®wn opinions by putting them in
Milicius’ mouth, thereby lending them added authorin Matthias’Narracio, the foremost
task of the character Milicius is to defend andify$/atthias.

In the subsequent part of his biography, Matth@sentrates on the activities Milicius
engaged in after his first visit to Rome. He caraekiito Prague — the capital and imperial
city — which he characterizes as being spirituaeltyse to Babylon because of its corruption
and sins. These two evils represent the dragonrendhore of Babylon from the Apocalypse
(17,3 ff). Thanks to Milicius’ zealous struggle ill injustice and vice, Prague escaped from
becoming a second Sodom or Gomorrah — the twosditik of sin and iniquity from Genesis

18, which were exterminated because of their degénstate.

But now because of the mercy of Jesus Christ ardalthe merits and labour of
Milicius, Sodom returned to its former dignity aRdague went from being Babylon to
becoming a spiritual Jerusalem now overflowingh@a word of Christ and the life-
giving teaching. Because the horrible vices, esflgdhe public ones, are defeated and

‘cast behind the back’ [Is. 38,17], the virtues agéating in the souls of those who

%0 Antychristi multi sunt et qui solvit et negat Cstim, Antichristus est. Et qualiter alii negant @u8um tacent
et non audent et eius veritatem coram hominibufiteon qui veritatem et iusticiam dei detinent."ilMii

Libellus de Antichristo, irReguladill, ed. Kybal, p. 376.

®lSee also p. 136 and 157.
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belong to Jesus Christ and lifting up their hedlusy continuously and daily become

stronger in number and value, while the crucifiesus makes them grow gloriousfy.

The main reason for this victory over evil powershe foundation of a community with a
school and a church by the name of Jerusalem alalse of a brothel named Venice. ,Up till
today,” Matthias writes, this foundation has a greautation in Bohemia and in Prague. The
most holy Lord and God will fulfill this mission &l Milicius began by the Holy Spirit who
works in the many preachers and followers of Mii&i®

The message is again clear: the activities whiatewetiated by Milicius and continued by
his followers and preachers like Matthias transtedrPrague from a Babylon-like city of
corruption into a holy place, equal to Jerusaléns. through their preaching, of which the
»social home* for former prostitutes was an intégrart, that the presence of the apocalyptic
threats were removed. Preaching and preacherdlaréoadrive away anti-Christian figures
reminiscent of Babylon, which have been broughd the city by the corruption of the
hierarchy and those in power. Matthias’ activittedeing a continuation of Milicius’ work

— are represented by the image of Jerusalem, theGity and center of Christianity.

The idea of preachers expelling evil spirits arehning a place from sin is also found in
Milicius’ writings. Many times he speaks in his sems about preachers being the ones who
have to fight against the devil and his forces.yTére like exorcists who use the word of God
in their struggle, i.e. preaching is their swordwiyich they have to triumph over their
enemies. The preacher is in Milicius’ view a meggerand representative of the coming era
when sin and corruption will be exterminaféd.

Matthias’ biography continues giving special attemto Milicius’ preaching and postils.
Although he was originally a ,,simple priest andteriat the court of the king,”“ he became a
wise and learned preacher who preached even fhesta day — three times in Czech, once

in Latin and once in German. He accumulated a langeunt of knowledge from the Bible

%2 Ast nunc Christo lhesu propicio per meritum etdedMylyczii Sodoma rediit in antiquam dignitatetrnde
Babylone spiritualiter facta est Praga iam Ihemisahabundans omni verbo Christi et doctrina salutem
viciis horrencis presertim publicis iam expugnatipost tergum proiectis, virtutes in Christi Ihesumabus iam
pulsant, caputque erigentes continue atque cottisa@escunt secundum numerum et gradus, lhesifigouc
ipsis prestante gloriosa incrementa.” Emler, p..434

%3 Ad designatum illud, quod iam nuper est vocatumpdjdominus Jhesus per Mylyczium saltem quo ad
primordia de Praga babylonica et confusa ciuitathiaesta Jerusalem perfecit lucidam ciuitatemauopontem
constitutam et amplius perficiet piissimus ominudeus fideli, quamvis, ut supra dictum est, modo e
successiue, per suum omnipotentem spiritum in pagaiiibus, cuius spiritus inicia karissimo prestat®lyliczio
in plenitudine sunt donata.” Emler, p. 434-35.

*'See p. 160 ff.
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and the church fathers, which gave him new thoughdsideas.

It is likely that Matthias wanted to draw his reelattention to Milicius’ non-academic
background. This might be the reason why he spaladst thesimplex presbytewho
nevertheless became a great preacher. As far Baovwe Milicius never did study at a
university. As we will see, however, his sermoreslaghly scholastic and do not appear to be
written by an unlearned author. It is unlikely thatthias wanted to put down the value of

the academic study since he himself studied fong time at the Prague and Paris
universities. Possibly his point was that to beappr preacher one does not have to study at a
university, but rather follow examples like Miligu

Anyway, Milicius wrote a new sermon everyday, whiehs evidently not a difficult task for

him. He bound those sermons together in books,whi&re then copied many times.

All those things were considered to be of minongigance when it is taken into
account that he, next to all his labor, confessipastoral care, his great hospitality as a
priest and his tireless sermonizing, composed laogds and wrote them by his own
hand, giving them to a multitude of clerics, twandeed or three hundred daily in such a
way that what he wrote today, was totally copiedh®ywriters by tomorrow. So he had
to compile everyday what about two hundred writeosild copy tomorrow. The books
which he assembled in this way are numerous, leegsérmons, which he called
Abortivusout of humility, and the postils on all Gospelstba Saints and the entire
cycle of feast days, which he entitl€datiae Dei Every reader can see in those postils
and sermons that they do not contain his ideasdbioer those from the holy writings,
the Bible and the Fathers. How useful are the bomkaithful preachers and listeners! |
want to point out by referring to the books themssgland their users rahter than by

recommending them in so many words.

% Sed adhuc ista parua esse estimabantur, si curpéraetur, quod cum hiis uniuersis laboribus,
confessionibus, sollicitudinibus et pro magna hiadipate ut presbiter et cum sermocinacionibusemlndefessis
continue magnos libros comportabat et propria ncamscribebat eosdem multitudini clericorum uel dhtice
uel trecentis cottidie exportans ad scribendurhpetsic, quod hodie conscribebat, hoc mox in aragttum
scriptores copiabant, et ita omni die, puta pro iadfiencrastino colligere scribendum bene ducemnirtebat;
libri vero illi, quos sic collegit, sunt maxime qutéatis, scilicet sermones, quos Abortiuum proji@militatem
vocitauit, et postille omnium ewangeliorum, scitide sanctis et de tempore per totum anni circutiuibus
Gracie dei nomen imposuit. In quibus postillisetsonibus quilibet legens videre poterit, quod sensu suo
habundant sed pocius scripturis sanctis, biblydetorum. Qui libri quam sint vtiles fidelibus piedtoribus et
auditoribus, magis hoc volo ad ipsos libros etllad,iqui ipsis utuntur, remittere quam sermone memdare.”
Emler, p. 435-436.
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Despite all his merits, Milicius did not gain eveng’s sympathy. His fellow Christians in
Prague made his life difficult with their threatsdgpersecutions and he was forced to leave
Prague. Finally he died in exile in Avignon. Evdteahis death he was persecuted,
.especially from the side of the religious and ptseand other church authorities, who had
nothing more against him than good worf&Ih Milicius’ fate the prophecy of Mt. 23 is
fulfilled, warning scribes and hypocritical Phagse, Therefore | send you prophets and wise
men and scribes, some of whom you will kill andotiyy and some you will scourge in your
synagogues and persecute from town to to¥iatthias quoted. In fact, this quotation is the
last line of Matthias’ biography about Milicius, fing Milicius in the ranks of saints and the
faithful who died as martyrs.

In this last paragraph we see again Matthias’ teogleo understand Milicius’ story as his

own story. We know that Milicius got into a big dlet with the mendicant clergy at the end
of his life. In the inquisition process which themsued, he chose to defend himself at the
papal court, which was residing in Avignon in thgears. By the time the investigations were
finished, Milicius had died. His death happened hefore the final judgment — an acquittal
— was made public. We therefore have to think khatthias’ words about the exile are
exaggerated and certainly not completely true madaMilicius is concerned. The following
sentences of the biography can offer an explan&dioMatthias’ manipulation. Even after
Milicius’ death the persecutions did not stop, M&ts wrote. As we have seen, he and many
other followers of Milicius were suspected of hgraad brought before an inquisitional court
in an attempt by the mendicants to regain theluarfce and benefits. Some like Matthias had
to renounce some of their teachings and were tewedl to practice their priestly office for
some time. To Matthias this was an attack on tamith true faith by church authorities and the
emperor, thus revealing their anti-Christian chi@madie concludes that the end of time must
be near because the faithful are persecuted bghtineh itself. Therefore, he ended his
biography about Milicius with the quotation fronetfsmall apocalypse” of Mt. 23. The
prophets and wise men from this biblical text &u@se fellow preachers and followers of
Milicius who are in severe conflict with the churcierarchy.

As became obvious from the previous parts oNbhgacio de Myliczip Matthias is

deliberately emphasizing key moments in Miliciug o use in his own defense. It is not in

% Sed et mortuum quoque sunt persecuti et supergmlovinerum eius addiderunt, maxime autem et solum
procurantibus ista sibi fieri religiosis et sacdibios cum cetero magistratu templi nichil habetasse contra
eundem nisi opera bona.“ Emler, p. 436.

*'Mt. 23,34-35.
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Matthias’ interest to mitigate the tensions whicayrhave existed between church authorities
and Milicius, or even to put them in the right gmstive because his own conflict still
existed. Matthias presents Milicius as a martyr angctim of evil forces that are at work
even inside the church, because he considers Hitods a victim of his opponents in the
church. He identifies himself with the persecuteappets from Mt. 23 and expects his reader
to recall this passag€&he conclusion of the text from which he quotegTsuly, | say to you,

all this will come upon this generation® (vs. 3&he life-work of Matthias de Janow, the
Regulae veteris et novi testamergian apology for the teachings and views oditshor,
drawing the line between good and evil, holiness @rruption, Christ and Antichrist. For
this aim Matthias used his beloved master Milicthsis making him an apocalyptic preacher
or even Elijah, the last prophet. Matthias succdedevhat many biographers would dream of
achieving: he determined the image that generafamsundreds of years would have of
Milicius. His biography became the leading guidedny study on Milicius in modern
historiography. It is highly fascinating to see thmenense influence which the mystification of

Matthias de Janow has had on subsequent undersgaofdiilicius de Chremsir.

2. TheVita venerabilis presbyteri Milicii, praelati ecclesiae Pragensis

We have a second biography about Milicius de Chirewtsich is much more extensive and
detailed than thdlarracio of Matthias. It is known by the titita venerabilis presbyteri
Milicii, praelati ecclesiae PragensigThe Life of the Venerable Priest Milicius, Priedaof the
Prague Church®® According to most of the scholars who studied i, theVita is of an
earlier date than Matthias’ biograptybut it is not possible to date it exactly nor ei@mine
its precise origin since we do not know who théhautvas. Probably it was written by
someone close to Milicius, because it containggelamount of concrete details about the life
of Milicius. F.M. Bartos is of the opinion that $teanus de Chremsir, a relative of Milicius
and one of his followers, wrote the biogragfy.

Although it seems most likely that the core of Y stems from soon after Milicius’ death
and was written by a person from his inner cirdl&iends, we cannot be sure what was its

exact original content and what alterations andtexid were made later. Théta survived

*published by Josef Emler iRontes Rerum BohemicarumPraha 1873, p. 403-430.
*palacky, Pedchidcové husitstvi, p. 77; FrantiSek Loskii)i ¢ z Kronwiize, Otecieské reformagePraha
1911, p. 160; Miloslav Kigak, Mili¢ z Kromerize Praha 1975, p. 42.

k.M. Barto$ Piivodce Zivota Mitlova[The Author of Milicius’ Biography], Praha 1956.
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namely only as a part of the larger work of BohusIBalbinus?! a Jesuit historian from the
seventeenth century. We do not know of the exigt@fi@ny separate manuscript of it, which
causes considerable indistinctness.

Balbinus was born in Hradec Kraloveé in 1621, siyafter the Battle of White Mountain,
which became known as the beginning of the re-Giathation of the Czech Lands after the
Hussite times. He was only 15 years old when heepbthe Jesuit order and started to study
philosophy at the Prague Klementinum, the ordegsmesidence in Bohemia. In 1646 he
began his study of theology and was ordained &tnel649. Till 1661 he taught at several
Jesuit colleges all over the country, which led homwvrite several books on rhetoric. His new
assignment was to write the history of the Jeswwipce of Bohemia, which is not very
surprising since he had shown great interest el questions. Some of his publications
were, however, criticized and several times censbezause of their strong patriotic bias.
Balbinus became known as a defender of the Czegu#ge, which he propagated in his
book Defense of the Slavonic Language, in particulaed@zwhich was not published until
1775. In 1679 he published his largest wivliscellanea historica Regni Bohemjae
,Historical Miscellanea from the Kingdom of Boheriiwhich also obtained MiliciusVita.

He died in 1688 and became known as the first nrmo@eech historian who collected and
studied sources on Bohemian history. Later Czetibmalist historians of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries found it difficult to acknowtglhis significance in terms of the continuity
of the Czech nation since he was a member of th@tlarder. To those historians the
Catholic Church and especially the Jesuits wer@gipeessors of the Czech natfn.

TheVita of Milicius appears in the fourth volume of thesfidecade of th®liscellanea
historica®® The work as a whole — Balbinus did not finish itwas supposed to survey
every aspect of Bohemian society and deal with ggadty, nature, regions, clergy and the
church, estates, rulers and kings, the univergigyadministration, etc. The volume that is of
interest to us is entitieBohemia sanctand contains a discourse on 134 Bohemian saidts an

martyrs®* We find here also a biography of the most impdrtemoque saint of Bohemia,

®lln Czech his name is written: Bohuslav Balbin. \WWease here again the Latin spelling which Balbininsself
used as well. He published only in Latin.

®2For Bohuslaus Balbinus see: W. BobBkhuslav BalbinBratislava 1932; Z. Kalist&ohuslav BalbinBrno
1947; J.P. Ktera, Jii Rak,Bohuslav Balbin a jeho mista‘gské kultée [Bohuslaus Balbinus and His Place in
Bohemian Culture], Praha 1983; A. RejzBbhuslav BalbinPraha 1908.

%Fully: Dec. I, Liber IV, Pars I, 44-64.

®“See Kuera, o.c., p. 134 ff.
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Johannes NepomucenUisyho was canonized in 1729. It is precisely thiaregle which

gives us reason to be somewhat cautious concettméngeracity of th&/ita Milicii. We

should take into account the aims and involvenoé®albinus writing about Bohemian saints
and their piety.

As we have seen, Balbinus came into conflict whih €hurch authorities after publishing his
writings because he was considered too patrioig akins have to be understood within the
context of the position of Bohemia in the seventieeentury and during the ongoing re-
Catholisization. From 1620 on, after a long timg@udvailing Protestantism, the Catholic
Church with the help of the Hapsburgs reimposect#tieolic faith as the only legal religion,
frequently by force. Many Protestants left the dopor died. Balbinus himself was a typical
representative of the new generation of cathokegyl who spread the faith through education
and reinterpreting history. The seventeenth centutryessed a boom in catholic activities and
publications that tried to draw people again to,thee faith.” Those efforts were very
successful when we consider how quickly Bohemiamgaatholicized. Balbinus, however,
lived in a period in which competition with the Restant opponents was no longer an issue.
His first concern was not to defend the catholithfagainst the Reformation and to defeat
Protestantism, since what was left of the Protéstaas not of any threat to the Catholic
Church. Balbinus’ main aim was to rehabilitate ¢osintry in the eyes of the Hapsburg
empire. His oeuvre on Bohemian history was an gitémdefend the piety of the old
Bohemian Catholic religion against outside criticithat the Czechs were a heretical nation.
He wanted to bring his country back onto the stéfgbe Hapsburg empire as a full and
honorable member of the Catholic community. Balbitherefore saw the Middle Ages as the
zenith of his country’s history, especially in floeirteenth century and throughout the reign of
Charles IV when Bohemia was respected in Eurommasitstanding and leading country of a
true Catholicism. In this period there existed nspicion of heresy or deviation from the true
faith, but rather the glory of a pious and peacénigp emperof?

It is this effort which is the motivation behind IBaus’ writings on Bohemian saints in the
Miscellanea historicalt brought him to write the biography entitledhd Life of St. Johannes
Nepomucenus: Priest, Martyr and Canon of the Melitgm Church of St. Vitus® in 1670-71,

which was published in the editidxcta Sanctorunof the Bollandists in 1680. Two years

Also Jan Nepomucky or lohannes de Nepomuk.
See for this Kiera, o.c., p. 193 ff. and Josef Patr@braz Karla jako hlavy statu wj@pisectvi Sesti stoleti
[The Image of Charles as the Head of State in fieoHography of Six Centuries], i€arolus Quartusp. 87 ff.
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later, he published the biography in Mescellaneaas well. It became a decisive factor for
initiating the canonization process of the medigrast Nepomucenus, who became a
symbol of the immaculate state of the Bohemian €fmurhich had its climax in 1729.
Balbinus stated in his biography that he wrotenitlee basis of a study of many manuscripts
about the saint, even mentioning where he founchtiMany scholars already in the years
before the final canonization searched for thosecss, but did not find any. Their
conclusion, therefore, is that Balbinaisleast partly made up his story about Johannes
Nepomucenus in concordance with his ideas of tHeeBwan Church and its needs. He must
have been deeply convinced that by a ,pious lietvas serving higher values than historical
reality ®® Balbinus succeeded in his effort, even when tidrere many doubts about the truth
and historicity of the new saint during the canatian process. Johannes Nepomucenus was
canonized with enormous pomp in Prague cathedchbaname the best known Bohemian
saint ever throughout the world. Balbinus’ legerabwranslated many times and returned
Bohemia to the ranks of the countries of an undeaitatholic nature.

As in the case of the biography of NepomucenusyiBas says in the introduction of thé@a
venerabilis presbyteri Milicithat he based his work on an older manuscripfodied his
source in the library of the monastery &@dai in Southern Bohemia. Balbinus stayed in this
library in the summer of 1644 in order to seled aopy important manuscripts for the
Bohemian history, which was an effort he devoteddalf to during his whole life. In the
writing of his historical works he used those cgpigowever, without an exact reference to
the source, place and content of the original .t 8ounclear which manuscript Balbinus used
to write the biography of Milicius. As in Nepomueen case, scholars have tried to locate the
source, but were unsuccessful. The library of teb@ monastery was closed by Emperor
Josef Il in 1786 and the property of the librarysvit@nsported to Prague, where it became a
part of the former Jesuit Klementinum library.

The uncertainty surrounding the source Balbinusl ls&ves room for some speculation. In
the first place, it is possible that Balbinus magehe whole story. In this case his statement

that he is simply offering a copy of the manuschiptfound in the library is a falsehood. He

®"Many books have been written about the saint ob#ueet of confession. Just a small selection: Batos,

Sv. Jan Nepomucky,ésgc doby temn{St. Johannes Nepomucenus, a Saint of the Dark Rgeha 1921; J.
Pekd, T7i kapitoly z boje o sv. Jana Nepomuckéghoree Chapters from the Struggle about St. Joégnn
Nepomucenus], Praha 1921; F. Matsche, E. SporeNadimeister (ed.)Johannes von NepomuRassau 1971;
R. Baumstark, J. von Herzogenberg, P. Volk (etbhannes von Nepomuk, 1393-198Binchen 1993; Jaroslav
Polc,Svaty Jan Nepomuckiyraha 1993; and especially the very fine bookib¥Inas,Jan Nepomuckyieska
legendd]... Czech Legend], Praha 1993.
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just knew some of the basic facts, probably froeNharracio of Matthias de Janow, but
basically wrote his own work about Milicius, thugr@nating the apocalyptic orientation of
Matthias’s writing and adding to it his own ide&kis possibility is, however, not very likely.
As we will see, th&/ita gives many details about the life of Milicius whiwe do not find in
theNarracio. It is also not very likely that Balbinus addeddk details himself since they are
very concrete and refer to persons from the deagironment of Milicius, which as we know
from other sources really did exist.

A second and more convincing possibility is thalbBaus rewrote a manuscript he found in
Trebar and made some additions to it, thus bringingiitsiato line with his own opinions.
After all, we know of two manuscripts containingligius’ two postils originating from
Tiebai which were then transferred to the Prague Klemeanti They are among the richest
postils in the collection as far as the KlementinNational Library is concernéd Balbinus
gives us his own general idea about Milicius inihtsoduction to theé/ita. According to him,
Milicius was falsely appropriated by the Hussitegties, for whom it was useful to impute to
themselves everyone who reproached priests withftnéts.”® Milicius was pressing for an
inner renewal of the church, not a separation fitpand deserves, therefore, to be
remembered as almost a saint. As we will seeYitaeproposes the sanctification of Milicius.
This would be in concordance with the general apgidalbinus had towards Bohemian
history, i.e. the rehabilitation of it in the newrpdigms of the Catholic Baroque. Bohemian
history has to be deprived of its heretical imageltawing attention to its fine and pious
representatives.

Our conclusion in light of Balbinus’ involvement Bohemian history has to be that when
reading theV/ita venerabilis presbyteri Milicii, praelati ecdme Pragensisve should regard
it as an historical work dating from the time oé tBaroque reinterpretation of history. We
should be aware of the efforts and aims of this enwent of which Bohuslaus Balbinus was a

leading figure. From this context we can understiedopening of th¥ita:

Now | am about to write the life of your servanthe glory of your name, as far as you
may give it, Lord, through whom you wanted the chuof our times to reflourish in the

splendour of the former apostolic grace and virtues/oke your love as my helper,

VInas, p. 96 ff.

®National Library Pragueibortivus | D 37 andGratiae Dei XIV D 5 (pars hiemalis) and XIV D 1 (pars
aestivalis).

“Bohuslav Balbinus, Miscellanea regni Bohemiae, Dédber IV, Pars Il, p. 43; quoted by Kak, p. 47.
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which has stimulated me to this long ago. Who wadtlact and zealously work from
your love, in whatever moment of life he is, sedimg testimony of your glory so clear
and so faithful, shining uncommonly to the worldbur times, who would not do
whatever he can in order not to hide from anyoeditint lightened by you? But how
can a human hand write down taht which you yourseleil and praise in a much better
way through the power of works so as to make ield everyone present in your

house?

Thesol justitiag ,sun of justice,” was darkened by clouds anddgheh was covered by the
shadow of death, when suddenly a splendid lightdothrough, driving away the rulers of
darkness. Those who were struggling with the dakisaw the brightness of Christ’s truth,
which could not be annihilated by its enemies. ,Amdhold this most lucid beam, not
hindered by any cloud of error, the excellent pheadilicius, priest of the diocese of
Olomouc, from Chremsir, not from sublime parentg,ibnocent in deeds and pure of heart,
full of gifts of mercy from heaven, whose preachioge like the light up to the full day and
illuminated those who were in the darkness and®haf death.* The first fact of Milicius’
life in theVita is set in Prague where he had the ,high officear@hdeacon. There is no
mention of Milicius working at the imperial changers in Matthias’ biography. Milicius
fulfilled every condition of the holy and apostolife already from the time he served as
deputy to the archdeacon, in which role he visikedpastors under his jurisdiction. He gave
of his own property to the clergy he visited or tegentance all the time wearing nothing
more than sackcloth. In his zeal to follow Chridtyf, however, he resigned from this position
and accepted total poverty. Archbishop Arnestus #ieked him to help care for the laity.
,Lord Milicius, what better act can you do thanhip the poor archbishop in grazing the

flock which is entrusted to him?*Milicius did not answer this request directly, begnt to

L Scripturus vitam servi tui ad honorem nominis fuiout tu dederis domine deus, per quem ecclestzsinin
temporis in antiguum apostolicae gratiae et vistdgcus voluisti reflorescere, eum invoco adjutqmmem jam
olim habeo incentorem, amorem tuum. Quis enim deraruo, quantumcunque spiraculum vitae habens et
videns testimonium gloriae tuae tam praeclaruraratftdelem temporibus nostris mundo insolitum effide,
non agat et satagat, non det operam, quantumcuyotgest, ne lumen a te incensum tuorum quempiaeatat
sed quantum humano stylo fieri potest, quod mdfiss tamen per virtutem operum facis manifestum et
exaltatum, velit, ut luceat omnibus, qui sunt inmotua?“ EmlerfFontes Rerum Bohemicarumgl. 403.

2 Et ecce radius lucidissimus, nullo erroris nutplaepeditus, praedicator egregius, scilicet Miigiesbyter
Olomucensis dioecesis de Cremsyr, non sublimiurargam existens, sed innocens manibus et mundo corde
donisque coelestis gratiae refertus, cujus intiseedicatio quasi lux procedens crevit usque afég@im diem,
et illuxit his, qui in tenebris et umbra mortis et.&d Emler, p. 403-404.

3 Domine Milici, quid melius potestis facere, quatrpauperi archiepiscopo sibi gregem commissum pasce
juvare velitis?* Emler, p. 404.
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HorSovsky Tyn, a small town in Southern Bohemiaclihas under the jurisdiction of the
archbishop. There he started to preach and wasdimabet/ tempted by the devil. The garden
of the house he lived in was full of delicious tsuwwhich would only distract him with the
pleasures of the body. Therefore, Milicius, recgllthe first sin in Paradise, never returned to
the garden.

The emphasis on the role of the archbishop in Miicconversion in th&/ita is one of the
many traces of Balbinus’ editing hand. It is fullyaccordance with the spirit of the re-
Catholisization of the seventeenth century to diteevattention to the hierarchy and its
decisive role in the church. According to Wiga the archbishop interfered in Milicius’ life
several times, always at moments critical to higriior that of his later disciples and
community.

After half a year, Milicius returned to Prague atakted to preach in the St. Nicholas Church
in the Lesser Town. This activity was obviously&ssful, and so he expanded his practice to
the Main or Old Town where he preached in the 8&saChurch’* Many people including
even his friends, however, criticized his preachimgcause of the incongruence of his
colloquial speech” and because of his forgetfulmessatters of holy days. Despite this,
Milicius continued in his work recalling that Chriso was laughed at because of his
preaching. His decision seemingly proved justifidten soon many people came to listen to
him and praised God’s mercy in sending Miliciushem.

One of the typical characteristics of ttiea is Milicius’ attitude and relation to women. We
hear about rich and proud women attending his sesmehich had such a great impact on
them that they took off their luxurious clothestshand precious ston&sAt another place the
Vita tells about women coming to see Milicius outsifl@ie pastoral duties. He avoided
being with them in private and always asked theke&p a proper distance from him. He
never shook hands with a woman and refused to mykeontact with them. He asked them

to limit their talk to what was vital to discu§sTheVita also mentions other people who

"Both the St. Nicholas and the St. Giles churchdstaiaed connections to the reformist movementthed
later Hussite movement after the death of MilicRart of the St. Nicholas Church was also a schdtdr the
Battle of White Mountain the church was given te flesuits who totally reconstructed the buildi®isGiles
was built by two significant bishops of Prague,aluties IV de Drazicz and Arnestus de Pardubiczyaasd
transferred to the Dominican order in 1626. Todaydhurch and the adjoining cloister are the meit ef the
order in the Czech Republic.

> Crescente itaque praedicatione ejus incoeperutieres superbae pepla alta et gemmis circumdatatieaet
vestimenta auro et argento ornata deponere.” Eml€06.

® Quandocunque vero mulier aliqua ad eum pro alicprsilio, rarissime ad commocum suum, licet multis
secum manentibus, tamen invitus intromisit, et jpeblh domo, in qua manebat, et non in occulto |oemue
prope ei consedit, et de salute, in quantum mehlgt, informavit. Et si aliqua mulier sibi loqueorpori suo
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comprised his audience: prostitutes, usurers, grgaas ,who could not do their job without
sin.” They all were converted by Milicius’ wordsdateft their evil practices. Obviously, the
audience belonged to both the Czech and Germarigimms of the city, since somewhat
further on theVita states that Milicius also preached in German des$ps poor knowledge of
the language. The third language he used was Wéiem preaching to students and other
literate person§’

The biography gives us an image of a zealous pegacho never interrupted his sermonizing.
The more he delivered sermons, the holier he appiedrave become. Usually he preached
twice a day, but often even four times daily. Oheesven preached five times in a day
according to th&ita— in the morning at St. Giles, immediately afteattat the Church of
The Holy Virgin in front of Tyn, that afternoon dgat St. Giles, the fourth time then at the
house for former prostitutes and finally at St. (gedts at the Castle to the nuns living there.
Et ibidem primo prandium suum fecjand only then did he have his me& Preparing such
sermons did not take more than about two hoursnadtly one hour. The duration of a
sermon generally lasted two hours, sometimes dwee.tObviously he wrote down those
sermons because, as Wiéa states, Milicius read them or had them read alwhite he ate
breakfast. Then he prepared himself by saying davalt prayers because he did not trust
himself to remember the sermon even though he hadyagood memoryAfter his sermons
he provided pastoral care to those who neededtitnaking any distinction between the rich
and the poor.

For two years Milicius continued in his efforts amelassembled a collection of sermons for
all Sundays and holy daydg tempore et de sanqti€opies were made by students and
others. The archbishop ordered a survey to be withe collection to check for errors,
however, no flaws were found. TN@a is obviously talking about the collectiédtbortivus
here, the first postil of the two Milicius left. gt its definitive form two years after Milicius
started to work as a preacher in Prague, whichpresumably in 1363 TheVita indicates

thatAbortivuswas ready in 1365, which corresponds with thendat the framework of our

appropinquavit, et hoc propter suam simplicitatstatim rigide dixit: carissima, nescis remotiuge®akt sicut
moris est a se hominibus recedentibus, quod maliusgcem porrigunt, nunquam alicui mulieri manum
porrexit; et quandocunque mulieri alicui loquebaatrquandocunque habebat de suo commoco ad aliquam
mulierem exire, licet tunica simpliciter sarta &l erat indutus, tamen raro sine pallio voluitwlimulieri
adstare, vel ei considere, et invitus cum eis Isregymones pertractabat; et si aliqua diffusi sarsnerat, ipse
vero instruebat eam, ut brevibus verbis materiarguh locutura erat, explanaret.” Emler, p. 407.

"Emler, p. 408.

SEmler, p. 406.
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study®

TheVita portrays Milicius as having led a very strict astetic life. When walking through
the streets of Prague, apparently he did not geptatn to anything around him. He rejected
all honors which his clerical colleagues tried &stow on him. He is said to have not spent
one moment of his life in vain, ,thus always exsimg God's deeds of justicE“He avoided
gossips and gluttons. He never rested after a andabk a walk for health reasons. Not a
mundane word passed his lips, but he exhorted pedpbd used empty words which he said
came from frivolous minddde gave his possessions to the poor and boughargsidaper for
copying books. If he saw a half-dressed woman rtered his fellow preacher to give her his
coat, because Milicius himself did not wear anygheéixtraneous which he could take off and
give away. His attitude toward clothing was onéhef basic characteristics of the apostolic
life and was based on Christ’'s words (Lk 3,11): w0 has two coats, let him share with
him who has none.” He was very restrained in hissamption of meat and wine because he
believed it distracts one from penitence.

TheVita presents Milicius as a person who does not beio@ay order or specific church.

He was rather independent from all institutions.ddévered his sermons in several churches
thus, in a sense, forming his own community. We laogvever, told that Milicius once
seriously considered joining an order. He doubisdriission and capabilities, théta says,
and asked himself whether his lifestyle would n®tniore perfect if he was a member of
some religious order. This ,more perfect” life wduhean carrying his own cross, crucifying
his body, denying himself, serving God and repeyitiFinally he decided not to because
everybody told him that he would have to give ugaehing. This episode indicates that
although many of the aims of monastic life weraagordance with Milicius’ ideas, he was
not willing to abandon preaching. Here, we havartderstand preaching to include pastoral
care, which th&/ita states is an integral part of the ,preaching‘i¥¥e have to be aware of
the fact that the biography presents an image ofastic life which already in the fourteenth
century was partly out-of-date. New orders suctha€Dominicans and Franciscans existed in

Milicius’ time which emphasized an active and pieadtlife that included preaching. These

"Milicius resigned from his position as member af 8t. Vitus’ sacristy between 21 August and 23 Dréur
1363. See Loskot, p. 28, anditék, p. 17.

8see p. 100 ff.

81 Exercebatur igitur in justificationibus dei semgeEmler, p. 409.

8 Inter haec vero indignum se judicans verbum dgiylo dei seminare, cogitare coepit, quod perfecaset,
mundum totaliter relinquendo religionem aliquamelehintrare et crucem suam tollere et carnem égecd et
relinquere et abnegare se ipsum, et ibi temponifiae suae deo serviendo poenitere.” Emler, p. 411.
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differed from the classical orders based on theesBemtine idea of contemplation and
isolation. As we will see further on, Milicius canmto conflict with both types of orders. By
referring only to the classical idea of monastfie theVita may want to express its basic
sympathy to it, while pointing out that its form® ansufficient.In general th&/ita depicts
Milicius as having been an obedient member of theah who respected the hierarchy and its
rights, but who criticized the corruption of primiathe new ,modern“ orders of the twelfth
century.

As theVita continues, it introduces another episode in Miktiife that took place in Rome.
Milicius quit his preaching activities for a lonigne in order to prepare himself for ,deeper*
preaching, which begins a new episode inMha. Then it ,comes to his mind“ to go to Rome
and preach the Word of God. The vocabulary ohita is very similar here to that of the
Libellus de Antichristowhich suggests some interdependency betweemwthtekts. The

next lines confirm this idea when in both textsare told that Milicius stopped preaching for
one month, prayed and fasted like Daniel, and gftéiered the sacrifice of Christ.” The

similarities between the texts are obvidtis:

8yVita, Emler, p. 411tibellus de AntichristoKybal, p. 370. According to a footnote in hisefichidcové
husitstvi vCechach* (in:Dilo Frantiska Palackéhovol. 3, p. 81) Palacky also noticed the similasit but did
not draw any conclusions from them.

44



Vita

Interea incidit in mentem ejus,

Libellus de Antichristo

Interea incidit in mentem meam

adventus Antychristi. (..)

ut ad urbem transiret Romanam et ibidem verbum

dei praedicaret, et cum pervenisset in civitatem

Romanam,

plus quam per unum mensem

a predicatione abstinuit,

volens per orationem devotam

et abstinentiam magnam melius in animo
progredi.

Et tunc coepit jejunare jejunium Danielis
panem desiderabilem non comedendo,
in oratione instanter

sacrificium Christo frequenter offerre

et poenitentiam agere in cinere et cilicio.

Et expectavi

plus quam per unum mensem

in Roma, nolens hec vel alia predicare,
melius putans interim penitencia purgari,
ne me contingeret errare.

Et incepi ieiunare ieiunium Danielis,
panem desiderabilem non manducare,
et orare instanter,

sacrificium Christi frequenter offerre

et penitenciam agere in cinere et cilicio.

The similarities may be obvious, but the differenaee as well. Th¥ita and theLibellus

both agree that Milicius fasted like Dafifehnd that he did penitence. Thibellusalso states

that the author prayed and offettb@ Sacrifice of Christ — being the Eucharist —gftrently,

whereas th&/ita says that Milicius offered the sacrifice to Chrisprayers frequently. There

is reason to believe that the preacher believeglifiet communion belonged to a pious fffe.

Therefore, the.ibellus might be a correct reflection of Milicius’ ideasdattitude®® while the

Vita changes the text for its own aim. TWiga avoids referring at all to the serious conflict

between Milicius and church authorities and pres#fiticius as a very pious and holy man of

prayer and meditation. This may be the reason WaYita spiritualizes Milicius’ effort

8 reference to Dan. 10,3 where the prophet reftset delicacies like meat and wine as a premaratid
concentration on the vision he receives about tiseoé the age. The phrase ,Panem desiderabilencomedi*

is a direct quotation of Daniel.

8See John M. Clifton-Everest, The Eucharist in tzed® and German Prayers of il Kromstize, in:

Bohemia 231982, p. 1-15.

®n general, however, the dependence on Matthidkdew as far as the deliverance oflttiellus de
Antichristois concerned raises many questions about itsnality. See p. ..



towards a frequent communion. At another place,dwawn theVita allows for the idea of
daily communion but strictly in the context of gelof prayer. Anyhow, at this point théta
speaks not about the Sacrifice of Christ, but #egisce to Christ, which is done through the
mind by praying and by no means acted out in gedlihereby, the saintly Milicius is made
more accessible to the average believer, whichinthgate that Balbinus had a hand in
writing this edition of theVita.

Pope Urban V had still not arrived in Rome eveerdffilicius had been there one month.
TheVita says that Milicius for this reason considered gdmAvignon. Urban’s goal was to
return the papal court to Rome, thus terminatirg,fvignonese exile.” In Avignon the
papacy had become a target for all kinds of palitiactics by secular powers. Rome would
restore dignity to the papacy and with it to tharch as a whole. This was certainly in line
with Milicius’ aims, however, again something ,cosne his mind.” He envisions that he has
to hang on the door of the St. Peter’'s Cathedralrmouncement promising that he will
preach about the coming of the Antichrist. His samrhas to warn both the clergy and the
laity that they should pray for the pope and th@eror that they may ,lead” the church in
spiritual and material matters into an environmehére the faithful can serve God

peacefully. Again the similarity between tiiga and theLibellusis striking®’

8/ita, Emler, p. 411tibellus Kybal, p. 371.
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Vita Libellus

Et cum jam desperasset de adventu Et cum iam desperassem de adventu
domini Urbani V papae in urbem Romanam, domini nostri pape,
tunc praeparavit se, tunc preparavi me,
volens iter arripere versus Avenion. iter volens arripere versus Avinionem.
Et in tantum venit sibi talis cogitatio in mentem:

Et interim irruit in me spiritus ita, ut me

continere non possem, dicens michi in corde:

vade, intima publice per chartam, Vade, intima publice per cartam,
guam affiges ostiis ecclesiae sancti Petri, guam affiges hostiis ecclesie sancti Petri,
sicut solitus fuisti intimare in Praga, sicut sollitus fuisti intimare in Praga,
guando eras praedicaturus, guando eras predicaturus,

guod velis praedicare, quod velis praedicare,

quod Antichristus venit, quod Antichristus venit,
exhortaberis clerum et populum, et exhortaberis clerum et populum,
ut orent pro domino nostro papa ut orent pro domino nostro papa

et pro domino nostro imperatore, et pro domino nostro imperatore,

ut ita ordinent ecclesiam sanctam ita ut ordinent ecclesiam sanctam in
in spiritualibus et in temporalibus, spiritualibus et temporalibus,

ut securi fideles deserviant creatori. ut securi fideles deserviant creatori.

This is the only place in théita where the word ,Antichrist” appears. It is certginot in the
interest of the orthodoxy of Milicius to emphaskie view on the Antichrist and his role in
church and society. Too much attention to Antidimgght raise suspicions of heresy since
the idea itself was an integral part of the iddam@any Hussite theologians. In this light, it is
not surprising that the only mention of the Antishin the wholéVita is a quotation —
although not introduced as such — from lliteellus de AntichristoThe author of th¥ita
knew thelLibellus used some of its information but did not folldw intentions.

The story goes on with a quite dramatic scene. Idiately after having fixed his note on the
door of St. Peter’s, Milicius was arrested by amgyiisitor from the Dominican order,” even
though he was quietly praying in the church attime. The inquisitor put him in a prison at

the Franciscan monastery in the Lateran where Isewadtreated. He then maintained a strict
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fast which even endangered his life. Thanks ontpéocare of a widow and his pupil from
Prague named Theodricus, who had also been impdsovas his life saved. Finally, he
wrote the sermon he wanted to deliver in St. Pgtarhich made a great impression on his
warders. He began to preach regularly to them whieaining in prison. Cardinal

Albanensis, who arrived in Rome with the pope, radrkis definitive liberation from prison.
According to theVita, Milicius’ enemies were stripped of their dignégd property and
begged him for forgiveness. The conclusion of tbenBn episode in théita is basically

similar to that in thetibellus The latter, however, does not mention the memndiceders and
their brutal treatment of Milicius, but succincsifates that Milicius intended to wait for the
pope’s arrival before delivering his proposed sernibgoes on to say that the inquisitor,
however, was interested in Milicius’ ideas and dshien to write them down.

Back in Prague, Milicius engaged even more zeajdadtis life of piety. TheVita

concentrates mainly on his religious activitie®lpraying and saying mass. Day and night he
recited prayers, often texts from the Psalms. Wihenlee passed a church, he entered it. The
most interesting notion in this section is aboutyHGommunion which Milicius took every
day. ,Whenever something kept him from holdthg divine service, that day he was very
much upset and said very anxiously: whenever | amafreshed by the most holy bread, that
day my soul does not receive any comfort from sdfneent; but whenever my soul is fed by
this holy food, that day all the bigger adversites turned into ashe&n this case th¥ita
does not try to disguise Milicius’ great emphasigtee Eucharist which is here connected to
his devotion to prayer and meditation.

Milicius made another visit to Rome which tYiga does not mention. After his return to
Prague, he began to work at the Church of the Molyin Before Tyn, where his older
colleague Conradus de Waldhausen was preachinga@es) who came from what is today
Austria, was invited by Charles IV to come to Peags a popular preacher. He began his
activities not long before Milicius’ conversion 11363, which gives reason to speculate on the
influence he may have had on Milicius’ decisions.died in 1369. Milicius was one of his
successors at the church in the main square @lthd@own, where he delivered sermons in
German. In the meantime, he preached at St. Gitesbiout three more years, according to the

Vita. Obviously, the second sermon collection calbedtiae Deidates from this time. The

8 Quocunque vero die propter aliquod impedimentuwindi non peragebat, eo die nimium turbabatur, et
nimium anxius dicebat: quandocunque isto pane saimab non reficior, illo die anima mea nullo colaimnis
refrigerio potitur; sed quandocunque hoc cibo sasicho anima mea pascitur, illo vero die omnes nesjo
adversitates, quasi in favillam mihi redigunturthier, p. 415.
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Vita says that Milicius wrote down his sermons for Saysdand holy days together with
guotations from the Holy Fathers and had them ebpyestudents and others. This implies
thatGratiae Deidates from about 1372, which is in accordance withfindings®

Another important event in Milicius’ life took pladn 1372. Several prostitutes were
converted by his preaching, ti@a says, and lived at first in a house which a Maavi
woman by the name Catharina gave Milicius. Miliciaseived permission from the
archbishop to build an altar in this house wherenty to eighty women lived. Some of these
women eventually found proper jobs, others mariegeturned to their parents. Altogether
about three hundred prostitutes abandoned theireolifestyle under the care of Milicius.
With the help of the emperor and others, Miliciugnaged to build a community called
Jerusalem which consisted of three houses andpeekcfdevoted to St. Mary Magdalene) and
whose center was the former brothel Venice. It aaemmunity without a rule, as théta
comments: ,Whatever kind of pious works they didhair penitence, they were not under the
rule of some order, neither under the obediens®ofe new order, but they devoted
themselves voluntarily to penitence; neither waeytrequired to wear a particular religious
habit, but whatever the Lord provided for them wasn humbly as well as repentantly
without any finery.?° Under the leadership of Milicius, they lived aliéf severe and
sometimes austere discipline and penitence. Thetly was no less rigid than that of Milicius.
Male persons who were priest or pupils of Milicalso began to live in this community. They
also did not live under a specific rule, habit a@pecial name, but lived a life faithful to
Christ. It were precisely these communities whigrevsuspected of heresy by church
authorities in the fourteenth century, as we haensas also the case of Matthias de Janow.
They were basically not subject to church contiates they did not accept any officially
recognized rule. Their members were at least pigrtéey people with their own specific

forms of religious practice and devotion. AccordiogheVita, however, the archbishop knew
about Milicius’ community and agreed with it. Hevggpermission for services in the chapel

where each day at least two masses — sometimessigtéen — were saitl.

893ee p. 100.

% Quidquid vero talium piorum (operum) in sua poentia faciebant, non sub aliqua regula alicujusnisdnec
sub alique obedientia ordinis novi, sed sponteahjpendum se offerebant, neque habitus eratsglistpro eis
deputatus, sed quidquid dominus administrabatsitigliciter, tanquam vere poenitentes sine aljgiéatione
utebantur.“ Emler, p. 420.

% Ita quod fere praedicatio quotidie ex licentia donarchiepiscopi vigebat, multoties vero diebustifés
quinque vicibus in eodem loco praedicabantur, uhateico, latino et vulgari sermone. Duae vero nassaa
mane de b. virgine et alia de die in cantu omnipgidiciebantur, aliae vero lectae sex, aliquand &iquando
16, et sic fere omni die divinum officium usquetradam meridiei fiebat.“ Emler, p. 421.
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TheVita compares this community to the first Christianepm St. Paul in his Letter to the
Corinthians described as prophets glorifying Gaat tBe enemy did not sleep. Prelates,
pastors fleban) and religious people began to rage against M#icprohibiting him to
preach and calling him a heretic, Beghard, hypeeanitd sodomite. Milicius suffered their
defamations and accusations with great patientieeddta extensively describes in moving
words. His suffering meant to him a sacrifice fanwiSt and truth. His opponents finally
formulated twelve articles against him which thegtsto the papal court to Master Klenkok
who would be in charge of the last trial againslidis. When the pope heard the
accusations, he sent a letter to the Prague aldhbsommanding him to put a stop to
Milicius’ activities. A trial against the preachwas now inevitable, but Milicius chose to
appeal to the papal court and so ,he fled to theséglic See, to whom it has been given to
judge spirit and writings®

TheVita very much defends Milicius while describing thewasations and the trial itself.
According to it, Milicius remained a holy and dev@erson who never forgot to pray or give
alms, not even on his way to the papal court ingAen (theVita neglects to mention this
change in location). It strongly suggests that ywee judging Milicius and his activities must
conclude that he was a very faithful, orthodox haty man. That is also the conclusion
Master Klenkok quickly reached when he stood facdate with Milicius and stated that he
could not find anything wrong with him. Milicius,h@ was used to preaching to prostitutes,
was then invited to preach to cardinals and edt thiem. When a short time later Master
Klenkok died, Milicius sent his regrets to the emgpen a letter lamenting the death of his
opponent. However, théita does not forget to characterize the argumentsilfilg’
enemies in Prague, whose representative at thé payod was Master Klenkok. It gives ,the
tenor” of the letter: | announce to Your Highnékat one of those who wanted to blacken
me while defamating the scene of all virtue andrthteire of the beauty of the Bohemian
Kingdom has passed from this light, Master Johateskok, God have his souf*In the
view of theVita the attempts of Milicius’ opponents to get ridhain damaged the image of

Bohemia itself in the end. Milicius’ case is theseaf Bohemia. The country is one of virtue

%2 Quod ille videns tantae eorum vesaniae locum detdiacta appellatione sub publica manu coram géiner
vicario d. archiepiscopi et coram officiali et dquisitore et publice in ecclesia s. Aegidii eeatlesia s. Galli
majori populo ad sermonem conveniente ad sedenmaigasn confugit, cui datum est probare spiritus et
scripturas.” Emler, p. 425.

% Et tenor in eisdem literis est talis: Serenitatstrae significo, quia unus ex illis, qui scenamismvirtutis et
pulchritudinis formam regni Bohemiae infamando ia abtenebrare volebant, ab hac luce migravit, igdel
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and faith thanks to the efforts of Milicius and felowmen, but it is in danger of losing its
good reputation because of the activities of unhody like some Prague clergy. This is very
much the line of thought Balbinus upheld when Heabditated important parts of Bohemian
history. It might not be too presumptuous to atitébthis quotation to the baroque historian.
Not long after Klenkok’s death, Milicius died. Aaciing to theVita, the Lord wanted to give
him the sleep of a precious death and bring hifmgeternal peace. Théta does not

mention the place of his death which is rathemsfea In other instances, it does not hesitate
to give precise details and numbers, but hereitlad festing-place or even an indication of it
is missing. Shortly before his death, Milicius dietd some letters one of which was
addressed to Cardinal Albanensis, his protecttiteapapal court. According to thata, the
cardinal was very moved by this letter and comnenfdy brother, Pope Urban, may
become bright from miracles; however, | judge th&t Milicius should be canonized before
my brother.?* The text seems to suggest that Pope Urban Mliinstiffice and that the
cardinal believes he should canonize Milicius. #a time of his death, however, the
successor of Urban V (pope from 1362-1370), Gregdrpccupied the Holy See.

At any rate, thé&/ita has reached its conclusion: Milicius should b@gaized as a saint.
Immediately after the cardinal’'s exclamation, a mwary presents the arguments in favor of

this canonization.

According to its tenor [i.e. of the letter addrebse cardinal Albanensis — PM] the
careful reader could certainly learn at least pHytabout his blessed heart, how much
the tranquillity of his mind was in the ruins osHody, how much the serenity of his
soul, the loveliness of his spirit in the offeriofithe host of salvation — which he till
his last moment hardly forsook — sustained his memnlwith the vigor of his spirit,
meanwhile offering himself as an acceptable saertio God with the fragrance of
loveliness. In his infirmity he did not cease hisys works, and whenever he received

anything from devout people he ordered that itikergto the poo??

magister Johannes Klonkoth, cujus deus animam hHalsaaler, p. 427. Emler used the spelling ,Klonkgt
others use ,Klenkoth.“ Today ,Klenkok" is generaliged (see Smahel, 2, p. 185).

% Licet frater meus dominus Urbanus papa claresdataulis, his tamen Milicius ante fratrem meum, ut
arbitror, deberet canonizari.“ Emler, p. 429.

% Ex cujus nimirum tenore possit diligens lector taillius vel ex parte alique pectus agnoscerantuilli in
ipsa sui ruina corporis tranquillitas mentis, séesnanimi, svavitas spiritus in oblatione hosgatutaris, quam
usque ad excessum ultimum vix aliquando intermastt)s sibi vigore spiritus sustentabat semetipgariter
offerens acceptabilem hostiam deo in odorem swuis/jt@ference to Phil. 4,18]. In ipsa vero infitate a piis
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Milicius should be canonized because of his absdptritual devotion, his sense of sacrifice
and his enduring care of the poor. These are thetekaracteristics of Milicius’ life that are
constantly emphasized in tM#a, leading to the cardinal’s final verdict — this maas

among the finest spiritual treasures of Bohemiathadefore deserved to be canonized.

The last part of th¥ita again gives some reason to question its originhestdry. Firstly, we
read that the path of ,you, the most beloved fdthas ended. Here Milicius is addressed
directly. On St. Peter's Day in 1374 (29 June) las vaken away from the sorrows of this
world to the glory of the Eternal Kingdom. Thenre Wita closes with the regular trinitarian
formula as in scholastic sermons. This conclussohowever, not definitive, but the text goes

on with a very moving elegy.

He was a father and what kind of a father! It sesaeif our own father had passed
away, and yet a father of the whole world. (..) Yeere a perfect example, the
appearance of virtue. ,You are the exaltation cdd§ you are the great glory of
Jerusalem,” an olive tree full of fruit, an abunthaine, a blooming palm, a voluminous

cedar, an exalted maple, a select vase, a vasmof m the House of God.

It seems fairly safe to suggest that this seconlthgnvas added at a later date, most likely at
the moment of its final edition by Balbinus. Thetriand exuberant vocabulary in the second
ending, of which we have quoted only a fragmenij strong contrast to the first conclusion
with its rather liturgical setting.

The appearance of the two endings of\fita confirms the already existing idea that tha

as we read it today is the work of Bohuslaus Baibifiom the seventeenth century. He has
given the work its final style and tone. TWga reflects Balbinus’ language which aimed at
rehabilitating Bohemian history and which attentptsemonstrate that many of the great
historical figures in it are excellent and faith@dtholics whose deepest motivation was the
cause of the church. The large number of detadetsf however, indicates that Balbinus must

have referred to some sources or even larger whith he then simply reworked. The

operibus non cessabat, quia quandocunque ab al&diyvotis sibi aliquid dabatur, pauperibus impierti
jubebat.” Emler, p. 429.

% Pater erat, sed qualis pater! Qui videbatur abirteis quodammodo proprius, tamen toti mundo comsain)
Tu perfectionis exemplar, virtutis forma. Tu glotsaael, tu laetitia Jerusalem [parafrase of Juti&fi0], oliva
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numbers and persons whigfita mentions, e.g. in the case of the community Jé&osaare

too exact not to have come from other sources. 8ve identified thé.ibellus de Antichristo
as one of those sources.

We should therefore conclude that Wit as we know it certainly does not stem from the
time immediately following the death of Milicius. &\¢tan reach a similar conclusion from a
different angle. We know that after his death themunity was closed down and the
buildings were handed over to the Cistercian ordiany of Milicius’ pupils subsequently got
into trouble with church authorities and were fdd®n to preach. Matthias de Janow was one
such example, but trial reports indicate that thesee more. As his writings demonstrate,
Matthias saw the hand of Antichrist at work in thewent. His view was certainly shared by
many followers of Milicius. It seems justified taggest that some of the roots of the austere
eschatology and apocalypticism of the early Husdég in the works and influence of
Milicius’ community. It would be impossible not write shortly after his death a biography
about Milicius that reflected the spirit of escHatpcal feelings. Thé&/ita, however, misses
almost every opportunity to make an eschatologefarence and presents Milicius simply as
a pious and holy man. Bohuslaus Balbinus, archdktiie baroque rehabilitation of
Bohemian history, obviously had a decisive influiepa the final edition of theita

venerabilis presbyteri Milicii, praelati ecclesi®ragensis

3. The Life of Milicius de Chremsir: A Reconstruction

Everything we know about Milicius is profoundly iménced by the biographies of Matthias
de Janow and Bohuslaus Balbinus whose aims cobw#dtheir writings. Matthias wanted to
defend his own ideas which brought him into confivth church authorities by citing
Milicius as his predecessor and model. Balbinugntion (as the final editor of théta) was
to rehabilitate figures of Bohemian history by emgizing their holiness. Many of the dates
of both texts seem to be reliable, but some aragdthaccording to the aims of the specific

author or editor. Let us recapitulate what we caovkabout Milicius’ life®”

fructifera, vitis abundans, palma florida, cedrugtiplicata, platanus exaltata, vas electionis, Wasoris in

domo dei.“ Emler, p. 430.

®Many data from other sources like Vatican documeudpal correspondence and bulls, trial documetts,
have been collected and, as far as Milicius is eomed, worked out by the following authors: F. BkyaUber
Formelbiicher zunachst in Bezug auf b6hmische GagehiEin Quellenbeitrag zur Geschichte B6hmens und
der Nachlander im XIII. und XV. JahrhundePraha 1842-1847; J. Klicman e.a. (eMypnumenta Vaticana res
gestas bohemicas illustrantiRraha 1903 ff.; F. Tadra (edSpudni akta konsiste prazskgProcess Acts of the
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We do not know exactly when Milicius was born. Batiskot and Kaak suggest that he
might have been born around 1320. Loskot dedudg$rtm the observation that Milicius
must have been of a ripe age when he began topmred863 after having held many
responsible positior.Kanak uses more detailed arguments derived from tisthgsis

about Milicius’ origins. The preacher was probdtdyn from a noble family that owned
property near T@vice, not far from the present town of Zlin in Mera. His parents were
Bohunko and Rychka of Theczowyzc ¢ogice), who had two other sons Raczko and
Bohunko. They both married before 1350. We know tieir third son, Milicius, was already
a priest in 1348. It is possible that Milicius bedas career as a priest and soon became a
member of the chapter of Chremsir (Kr&iid) in whose documents his name appears also in
1353. It is therefore likely that his date of bivilas shortly before or after 1320.

We also know nothing about Milicius’ education aadivities before he arrived at the Prague
chancery. Some suppose that he might have studigaly, but no documents are available to
confirm this!®® He obviously did not study at any university siheedid not have a degree.
Most likely he was educated at the Latin schodDlsfimouc Cathedral and then became a
priest in this diocese. He might have worked inttven of Chremsir where the bishop of
Olomouc had his summer palace and a part of hisogg. In this environment Milicius

could have obtained his connections to Prague ceslyeto the chancery of Charles IV. The
Bishop of Olomouc Johannes Oczko de VlaSim becamebthe main advisors to the
emperor and often accompanied him on his jourrayk364 he became archbishop of
Prague'® It is possible that Milicius entered the Praguaratery thanks to the intervention of
this former bishop of Olomouc. In any case, Milicis documented to have been an employee
of the emperor’s chancery from 29 June 1358. Flaahdate till 18 February 1360 he was the
registrator (registrar), then till 17 September he waeaector(copy editor), and finally a
notarius(scribe) from 10 November 1360 till 7 October 1382 rom the surviving

documents we further learn that Milicius visitedrNierg in the autumn of 1358, Wroclaw in

Prague Consistorium], Praha 1893-1901; FrantiSekdaipMili¢ z Kromerize, Otec’eské reformacePraha
1911; Miloslav Kaak, Mili¢ z Kron¥7ize Praha 1975.

% oskot, p. 15-16.

“Kanak, p. 11 ff. Kaak bases his theory mainly on J. Pield Moravsti rodovgMoravian Families], 1930; G.
Wolny, Kirchliche Topographie von Méhren, IBrno 1857; and P. von Chlumecky e.a. (edQravské zemské
desky, Kraj OlomouckiMoravian Land Documents, District of Olomouc]Brno 1856.

1%see Emler in the introduction to the volume Fohtes rerum bohemicarym. XXXII.

197 Hledikova, J.V. Polc (ed.Prazské arcibiskupstvi 1344-19prhe Prague archdiocese 1344-1994], Praha
1994, p. 301.

192Alfons Huber (and Johann Friedrich BShmdtggesta imperii VIII. Die Regesten des Kaisermsotnter
Kaiser Karl IV. 1346-1378Innsbriick 1877-1889.

54



February 1359 and again Niirnberg in January 1%6Phese journeys were obviously
connected to the visits Charles IV himself mad#htse destinations shortly before Milicius
or at the same time. The emperor was, for exampliirnberg in June and July (and briefly
in September) in 1358, in Wroclaw in November & #ame year — where he among other
things strengthened his links to and influencehendiocese — and stayed again in Nirnberg
from September 1361 till April 1362%

At the chancery he worked under the guidance oddeés Novoforensi® who was the
chancellor of Charles IV from 1354 till 1374 aadthe same time bishop of Litomysl, a small
town in Western Moravia. Spiritually this man bajed to the movement known as Pre-
Humanism. Johannes studied in Italy where he erteceshthe new thinking and spirituality
presented by figures such as Dante and Petrardayshiom he corresponded regularly. He
became a strong promotor of the Order of the Ausgérmmits which also promoted the ideas
of the new spirituality. Those reformist ideas sgly emphasized the importance of personal
piety and perfection in spiritual matters. The ritan on the individual and his illumination
was combined with a renewed interest in rhetorsca means of spreading those views.
Johannes himself founded two monasteries for theiAtdermits in his own diocese of
Litomy3!.1%°

In January 1361 Milicius was granted a beneficpdgyal provision which had to be
connected to some function in the administratiothefPrague diocese. In documents dating
from 1363 Milicius is cited as a canon of the Stu¥ Cathedral, where his duty was to guard
the church and the tomb of the main Bohemian paarwWenceslau$’ He was the holder

of some agricultural property in Tran his position at the cathedral he had manytjoalc
responsibilities concerning the maintenance otcdtbedral building and the masses

celebrated there. In 1362 he quit his work at theeror’'s chancery, where he is mentioned

%Huber, nr. 2800 ff. See also Loskot, p. 19.

1%See Frantisek Kavka/lada Karla IV. za jeho cigatvi (1355-1378) (Ze#n'eské koruny, rodova, riSska a
evropska politika]The Reign of Charles IV During His Emperorshi@%5-1378) (The Lands of the Czech
Crown, Family, Imperial and European politics)|Pkaha 1993, p. 121 ff., 129 ff., 187 ff.

1% Czech ,Jan ze Bidy* or in German ,Johann von Neumarkt.”

1%0n Early Humanism see: Eduard Winteriihhumanismus, Seine Entwicklung in Béhmen unerder
europaischen Bedeutung fur die Kirchenreformbesingien im 14. JahrhundeBerlin 1964; Manfred
Gerwing, Die bohmische Reformbewegung und die miéddische Devotio moderna. Ein Vergleich, in:
Westmitteleuropa-Ostmitteleuropa.Vergleiche unddemgen Festschrift fir Ferdinand Seibt zum 65.
Geburtstag, Minchen 1992, p. 175-184; and of theesauthor: Takzvana devotio moderna Jan Hus mezi
epochami, narody a konfeseffihe so-called Devotio moderna, in: Johannes Haaden Epochs, Nations and
Confessions], Praha 1995, p. 54-59. On Johannesfbi@nsis see Winter, p. 60 ff.
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for the last time on 7 October of that year. passible that he left this job in order to be able
to take on a new function in the Prague diocesabdhly in the autumn of 1362 Milicius was
appointed as vicar-archdeacon of Johannes de Mavdho was archdeacon of Prague from
April 1362 till at least 1367

We do not have direct proof for these last eventsabe forced to piece together information
provided to us by some other sources. In thefieste theVita venerabilis presbyteri Milicii
tells us that Milicius for some time held the pisitof archdeacof’ It is, however, certain
that not he but Johannes de Marolio who did net iivPrague was appointed to this office.
This was not unusual in the fourteenth century wéitgove all the honor and the income of the
function and not the work itself was of interesthhe nominee. Therefore, deputies were
appointed who actually carried out the activitieguired by the function. From 1360 till 1362
the cleric Wenceslaus, who was a pastor at théits Church, held the deputy posititfi.
Milicius obviously became his successor and stayehis office for about one year, which
required him to visit local parishes and clergyvdts Milicius’ task to evaluate the morality of
the Prague diocese and to take steps to corratipoove it whenever necessary. Anyone in
such a function had to experience many situationghich members of the church hierarchy
appeared to be people of dubious mordfity.

We know that by the end of 1363 Milicius resigneahi his functions at the Prague cathedral,
because his successor is mentioned for the fimgt tin 23 December of that year. Now we
enter the period on which both tNarracio of Matthias de Janow and especially Yhi give
many details. Probably in the same year or a fearsyearlier, the second famous popular
preacher of fourteenth century Prague Conradus aldhausen started his activities in
Pragu€e'*?In any case Milicius got to know his future colje at this time, as becomes

obvious from the events connected to Conradushdeat369 when Milicius took over his

197 oskot, p. 22; Kaak, p. 15. Both base themselves on documents ditdd=. Novak (ed.)Acta Innocentii
VI (Monumenta Vaticana Il), Praha 1907, p. 471 ff anEmler, F.A. Tingl (ed.)ibri Confirmationum |, pars
altera, Praha 1875, p. 16.

1%\ ovak, p. 502 ff.

1% mler, Vita, p. 404.

1% v. Tomek,Déjepis nesta Prahy[History of the City of Prague], V, Praha 1905181.

AR idea of this is given by the edition of the oslyrviving visitation protocol from the fourteergntury:
Ivan Hlav&ek, Zddika Hledikova (ed.)Visitacni protokol prazského arcijadhenstvi prazského afuoija Pavla z
Janovic z let 1379-138% isitation Protocol of the Prague Archdeaconyhs Prague Archdeacon Pavel de
Janovice from 1379-1382], Praha 1973.

H2rhe exact year of Conradus’ arrival in Prague isceotain. Some suggest that he started in 1358/g@dav
Vladivoj Tomek,Déjepis nesta Prahy[History of the City of Prague], Ill, Praha 1898,286ff.), others date the
beginning of his preaching in 1363 (so: FrantiSekkot,Konrad Waldhauser,fgdchidce mistra Jana Husa
[Predecessor of Master Johannes Hus], Praha 186&iorich Felix SchmidKonrad von Waldhaused961).
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responsibilities at the Church of the Holy Virginfront of Tyn. Conradus could have played
an important role in Milicius’ decisions around B3&vhen he radically changed his life. The
Austrian preacher, who came to Prague on the tnwitaof Charles IV, was a typical example
of the many popular preachers of the thirteenthfandeenth centuries. ,Der Haupttenor
seiner Bestrebungen war immer wieder: BelehrungAuflllarung der Unwissenden, der
Laien wie der Ménche, all derer, die um des Profies aus der Dummbheit zu ziehen ist, oder
auch nur aus Nachlassigkeit von jenen, die es bessgen mufdten, in ihrer Unwissenheit
belassen werdert* Preaching was approached as a form of educatitrh#d to be brought

to the illiterate and sinful in order to convinteimn of the correctness of the church’s faith. In
Conradus’ case — like in many cases of popularghea — this education also implied a
severe criticism of the lifestyle and attitude aimg members of the clergy and the mendicant
orders. The ideal of apostolic poverty, which spoachers supported in their sermons, was a
source of austere reprimands addressed to manygeiaof the church hierarchy.

Conradus may have inspired Milicius. After leavhig offices at Prague Cathedral, Milicius
stayed in the small town of HorSovsky Tyn in SoathBohemia, which was under the
patronage of the archbishd}yfor about half a year. This stay was possibly @ogeof
reorientation and preparation for things to conmggesafterwards Milicius started his career as
a popular preacher. Probably after six months Migiceturned to Prague where he began his
activities at the St. Nicholas Church in the LeSs®wn and soon also at the St. Giles on the
other side of the river in the Main Town. In thisrjpd Milicius began to compile his first
postil Abortivuswhich is ordered in its arrangement of Sundayshantgldays in a way that
largely follows the year 1363. He added the finighiouch to the postil in 136%° Central to

his sermons is the idea of reforming the moraldif¢he church and its hierarchy through
preaching. In the corruption of the clergy Milicisses the face of evil forces led by Satan,
which unveil theeschatoror the end of time. Although his criticism is sevand without
compromises, Milicius’ ideas about the church,ghpacy and the relations between church

and society are rather traditional in a medie\gitif'°

The origin of the first sermon
collection already at the very beginning of Milisigpreaching activities leads to the

conclusion that from the outset he understood Himasel his preaching from within the

13j0hanna Schreiber, Devotio moderna in BShmerBamemicaJahrbuch des Collegium Carolinum, VI
(1965), p. 104. See for preaching in the Middle #\ghe Place and Significance of Medieval Preaching
Sermon Collections” in this study, p ...

4The German name for this place still refers toatehbishop’s patronate: Bischofteinitz.

1%5ee p. 107.
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tradition of the preachers’ movement of the thintbeand fourteenth centuries. Both this
movement and Milicius considered preaching to leentlain instrument for educating people
in the right faith*’

Probably in the Spring of 1367 Milicius went to Reto submit his views to the pope and his
court. The pope was Urban V, whose civil name wasdl&ime Grimoard and who was
allegedly a very pious man® When he was chosen pope in 1362 he was not a merhtie
College of Cardinals but abbot of the Benedictirenastery of St. Victor in Marseilles. The
main issue during his papal reign became his ogldb the cardinals and to the French rulers.
During the Avignonese exile the College of Cardirtahd become a very powerful body with
extensive rights which in a serious way limited #lfadity of the pope to dictate his own

policy. Ten years earlier at the election of Inmicdél, the cardinals had used this nomination
to fix and strengthen their position by agreeingaaocument about the rights of the college,
which had to be respected by the future pope. Miélye measures of Urban V, who himself
had not been a member of the cardinals’ collegelenmém quite unpopular among the
cardinals. For example, he forbade them to weagskith a sharp toe, which was a symbol
of the rich and part of the modern fashion of gfesiod. He also took many steps to
counteract the misuse of church properties. Hisvaa® to give back to the church its
authority and credibility, and he understood vegllwhat in order to reach this aim, he had to
improve the education of the clergy and its maggél in matters of simony, concubinage and
greed. For this same reason he wanted to libdratehurch from the captivity in which it was
held in Avignon by the French rulers. The papalrttast its independence and authority in a
political sense as both the English and many haiiders had profound doubts about the
significance of the papacy. Instead of the strorfigieéntial body it once was, it became a toy
in the political game between the powerful statethe fourteenth century.

All those circumstances led Urban V to the idea ofturn to Rome, still officially the

property and seat of the papacy. The city, howehaat,been devastated during the time when
the papal court found its safety in Avignon and Wessefore no alternative for the cardinals
who were used to their pleasant life in the ProeeMoreover Italy was divided among many
local rulers and warlords making a safe return@mR almost impossible. Nevertheless,

Urban was determined to realize his aims and welkdabby the Emperor Charles IV and also

1%5ee ch. IV.

17see ch. Il

180r the following see: Danys Hagurope in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centurizrsd ed., New York
1986, p. 288 ff.
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Petrarca, who urged him to return to the capitdllofistendom. Finally in April of 1367, the
pope left France by boat from Marseilles, accomgxbly only five cardinals. The core of the
administration remained in safety at Avignon, disting their own leader. After a long and
complicated journey, Urban arrived in Rome on tGéttober 1367 guarded by a strong
army of Italian noblemen. Despite his strong wikk fpope did not succeed. Forced by his
main Italian enemy Visconti, the ruler of Northdtady, and by the outbreak of a war between
England and France, he was forced to flee backvign®n in September 1370. A few months
later he died a broken man.

Milicius obviously had many reasons to trust Urbasince his intentions of reform and
emphasis on moral life were largely similar to éwen views. Urban’s departure from
Avignon may have been the immediate reason whycMgiwent to Rome. When the
preacher arrived there, Urban was still on his wethe eternal city. From théta and the
Libellus de Antichristave know what happenéd When Milicius made public his intentions
to preach in St. Peter’s he was arrested by th&sitgr and imprisoned. In a sermon preached
during a private audience led by the inquisitorekplained his ideas about the main reason
for his visit to Rome: the coming of Antichrist. i§lsermon, which survived under the name
Sermon de die novissim®,says that though many are unable to see Antidheisause of

their blindness, the great enemy of truth is aboebme. The corruption and injustice in the
church led by prelates and in the world under tie of kings and princes was evidence of
this coming. The sermon presents some ideas abewairigin and activities of Antichrist
common to the fourteenth centuAntichrist will be born from the tribe of Dan in Bglon,

the place of confusion, and will seek power ovenilorld as a snake during a battle that will
last for years. Finally, he will reign three andaf years and the Jews will take him as their
Messiah. He will persecute and kill faithful Chigsts. Elijah and Enoch will appear to
strengthen the remaining believers. He will buirbabks that present the true faith and
finally, he will be venerated and worshipped in Tremple of Jerusalem. When he tries to
ascend to heaven — the parody of the life of Jaaggo be completed — he falls back to
earth because of the weight of his sinful body et he will be killed by the Archangel
Michael. Antichrist’s followers will, however, hatke possibility to do penance before the

Judgment Day. Nobody knows exactly when this ddlybei, but it will be preceded by

195ee p. 33 and 48.
12Edited by F.M. Barto$, Mititv Sermo de die novissimo [Milicius’ Sermo etc.], Reformani sbornik V1|
Praha 1946, p. 49-58.
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destruction and death. Milicius took this scenafidudgment Day from the Book of
Revelation (c. 8-11) where it is told that sevemipets will sound on this day. Everyone will
be judged three times: by God, his own consciendehés guardian angel. Finally, Satan and
his demons will take evildoers to hell and the haeily enter God’s eternal kingdom.

The ideas Milicius expressed in tBermo de die novissinase by no means original, but
rather belong to the development of apocalypticesuhatological views of the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries. They are largely set in aeodrof reform and moral criticism, which

lent the originally horrifying images an individuahd historical nature. Some call this process

,the banalizatiorof evil,“***

thus indicating the internalization of cosmologicaages in a
historical and personal context. One source oncAnist which might have been familiar to
Milicius is the so-calledelislai Biblia Pictadated in Prague about 1358 Most likely the
owner of the book was Velislaus who wasgtariusandprotonotariws at the Prague chancery
between 1341 and 1351. This edition of the Bibletams a story in pictures about Antichrist
which is very similar to the story Milicius told ms sermon. Perhaps the most striking aspect
of theVelislai Bibliais the absence of any detestable feature in ttarps of Antichrist. He
does not appear in any way as a monstrous pergdraba normal human body, and his face
is very similar to the one commonly used to de@ictist. Only a devilish figure in the
background makes it clear that we are dealing Aattichrist here. We are confronted with a
human being whose story to a large extent is atatian of the story of Christ.

This might confirm the impression that Milicius’ age of Antichrist in hiSermo de die
novissimas in the first place that of a historical chaeacWVith the name Antichrist he did

not imagine an ahistoric creature, but someone prbwed through his deeds to be Antichrist,
i.e. someone in the service of Satan. Antichrigt islilicius’ terms mainly a moral indication.

Milicius’ second written work on Antichrist, tHdabellus de Antichristpgives the same

12IA reference to Hannah Arendt made by Bernard Mc@hartraying the Antichrist in the Middle Ages, in:
Werner Verbeke, Daniel Verhelst, Andries Welkenlemy&ed.),The Use and Abuse of Eschatology in the
Middle AgeslLeuven 1988, p.18. For the developments of (meadlieschatology and apocalypticism see also:
Horst Dieter Rauh, Eschatologie und Geschichtedmlahrhundert: Antichrist-Typologie als Medium der
Gegenwartskritik, in: Verbeke e.a., p.333-358; BednMicGinn,Visions of the End: Apocalyptic Traditions in
the Middle AgesNew York 1979 and of the same autBattichrist, Two Thousand Years of the Human
Fascination with EvilNew York 1994; Richard K. Emmerson, Bernard MaGifhe Apocalyps In the Middle
Ages New York 1992; Richard K. Emmersofntichrist In the Middle Ages: A Study of Medieval
Apocalypticism, Art, and Literatur&eattle 1981.

12 arel Stejskal (ed.)elislai Biblia Picta Praha 1970. See also Karel Chyihtikrist v naukach a ueni
stredovku a husitské obrazné antithggentichrist in the Doctrines and Art of the Middhges and the Hussite
Antithesis in Images], Praha 1918; Peter C.A. Mpk&ii ¢ z Kron¥iize, apocalyptisch boeteprediker in
vroeghumanistisch Praag, een dertiende-eeuwer ivegetiende eeuyApocalyptic Penitance Preacher in Pre-
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impression. This work originates from the samet¥sRome and may have been written
shortly after thesermo The sermon did not convince the inquisitor ofitils’ orthodoxy

and he asked him to write down his ideas. Libellusis meant as defense of Milicius’

attitude and opinions about the church, but costalso some exhortations addressed to the
pope on how to realize serious reforms in the dhutopens with a short description of the
confusion in which Milicius found himselfhen contemplating Antichrisind the ,desolating
sacrilege” from Mt. 24,15. Considering this inityahs a voice from the devil, he sought peace
in meditation and prayer but did not find it andréfore decided to submit his vision to the
pope. Urban V, however, had not yet arrived in Ras&e mentioned, and so Milicius’
confusion continued till he decided to announceshkisgnon at the entrance of St. Peter’s.

In theLibellus Milicius gave two possible years for the comingAotichrist, both based on
Dan.12,11-12 the classical text for foretelling @vents connected to the end of the times.
The first year is 1365, when the army of Charlesviéht from Avignon to Germany, Milicius
wrote. The second possibility is 1367, which is\key year the preacher visited the pope in
Rome. Once again he points to the clergy’s laatarice and indifference as signs of
Antichrist’'s work. Those prelates who refuse thveication to preach and communicate the
delicious gifts of the faith. The genealogy of Atiiist inLibellusis similar to the one in the
Sermg although the.ibellus elaborates less on this subject. According toduli§, there are
many antichrists, which is a description of eveg/@rho denies Christ by his deeds. He does
not know, however, who the Great Antichrist is sift@od’s Spirit will not reveal the identity

of this final enemy of Christ.

He wanted to speak with the pope about all thesasidnd give him advice on how to lead the
church in the direction of reform. Once more, hentimas the signs of Antichrist’s influence:
heresies, sects, brotherhoods of murderers, BeglaaiBeghuines etc. Also he notes that the
empire is in a deep crisis as all rulers are dividgainst one another and the emperor is losing
his power. Only the pope can take action to brioip bhe church and society back into a state
of salvation by sending out preachers to sepanatgdod seed from the weeds or to reveal
Gog and Magog, i.e. the godless. Preachers wilgltogether the faithful before the arrival of
the Judgment Day. They will unite the church, heglt from its division of sin and

corruption. To start this preaching campaign, hesadl the pope to announce a general

council in Rome where the bishops would be instdicn thenodus corrigendi,the ways

Humanist Prague, a Fellow of the thirteenth Centiving in the fourteenth Century], M.A. thesis,published,
Utrecht 1990.
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how to correct.” The bishops then need to sendcpeya from a religious and secular
background to preach to the people.

In the last part of theibellus Milicius promised the pope that he would underdtdre nature

of the situation of the church and society if hiéofws his advice. Then, the Scriptures will be
revealed to him and unveil the Antichrist. But & toes not, then God’s anger will come over
the world without any warning to those who areregtdrinking and living in sin. As Milicius
said in his final sentences, he wrote his apolagyison waiting for the pope to initiate the
liberation of Israel or the holy church.

Many of the themes from both t&&rmo de die novissinamd the_ibellus de Antichristave

find as well in the two postilabortivusandGratiae Dei'** even though the figure of
Antichrist hardly appears in them. The sermon ctitbes present preachers as the ones who
are finally uniting the church by separating goad avil, thus preparing for the Judgment
Day. They consider the corruption of the churcla agyn of the end of time, but are very
reluctant to use the figure of Antichrist. We masnclude, therefore, that Milicius’ thoughts
were concentrated on Antichrist as such only faualone year in 1367, after which the
image of the final enemy lost its urgency for hide, however, stuck to his view on preachers
and their role in the context of the end of the, agach we describe as ,immanent
eschatology.”

When he wrote theibellus Milicius was still in prison. Soon after the aalof Urban V in
October 1367 he was released, apparently beca@seobmmendation from Urban’s brother,
Cardinal Grimaud, as théta recalls. We do not know anything further about his
consultations with the pope after which the preachkieirned to Prague. The next information
we have on him is from a letter sent by Miliciudtroan V possibly in 1368 or 136¢* The

aim of it might have been to underline once moeertbcessity of moral reform in the church.
Basically, Milicius repeated the views and props$edm thelibellus He portrays the pope

as the only one who can initiate this process foirne because he has a life-giving medicine at
his disposal. Milicius extensively describes thd bauation in the church — the clergy not

taking any action against sin, bishops neglectieg toffice as pastors of their flock, prelates

1235ee ch. IV and V.

2% dited by Ferdinand Mefk, Mili ¢ a dva jeho spisy z roku 1367 [Milicius and twahis writings from the
year 1367], inVestnik Kralovské&eské spoknosti nauk Praha 1890, p. 318-325. Mgk proposed an earlier
dating which is however not likely in the contexiMilicius’ second visit to Rome. Amedeo Molnéar pél the
letter in another context, dating it before bothgarmoand thelibellus He suggested that Milicius wrote the
letter from Rome waiting for the pope, who at timatment left Avignon. See Milan Opensky and Jana
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practicing simony and injustice instead of preaghhre truth, and canons and monks taking
part in tournaments rather than singing in churah fenally, all requiring money for their
religious services. And meanwhile, the world id @ilheretics and sects, Beghards and
Beguines. The only way Milicius saw of returningatgtate of holiness was by calling a
general council to instruct the hierarchy to prafdly change their own behavior and enact
moral reform in the church.

In contrast to th&ibellusthe letter to Urban V does not mention Antichasbther
controversial apocalyptic ideas. Only the two areeg Behemoth and Leviathan appear, taken
from the Book of Job and commonly symbolizing tleeitish origin of evil. We can only
guess the reason for this difference. PossiblyicMg wanted to convince the pope of the
necessity for reform by using an argument with Wwhiltban could agre&herefore, Milicius
omitted his thoughts on the coming of Antichristldhe true apocalyptic background of the
corruption of the church for political reasons. fidfere, this letter could have been more
acceptable to the pope than thieellus Another reason could be that after the experiefce
his first visit to Rome and his imprisonment, Milis returned to a purer orthodoxy by
leaving out austere notions of an apocalyptic matlpssibly the inquisitor or the pope
himself convinced Milicius that by stressing thentiog of Antichrist and even fixing a date
for it could mean that one day he would find hirhsel the other side of the border between
orthodoxy and heresy. In that case, the preachez nrdess renounced his views simply by
refraining from referring to them anymore. In botses Milicius’ decision to write only
about the moral corruption of the church and theessity of profound change while omitting
any kind of apocalyptic ideas is a denial of higetphilosophy; his letter to Urban V reduces
apocalypticism to nothing more than a possible tstdading of the nature of the crisis,
which does not need to be voiced or brought ugimens Apocalypticism can therefore be
omitted.

The letter could have been connected to Miliciegand visit to Rome in 1369, while pope
Urban V was still residing in the city. This visias apparently very short according to the
Vita. Milicius possibly had to return to Prague becanfsthe death of Conradus de
Waldhausen, his fellow preacher at the Church @Hbly Virgin in front of Tyn. He took
over the preaching practice of Conradus at leggarhand began to preach regularly at this

major church in the Main Town. This certainly ingdithat he had to preach in German as

Opaienska (ed)The Message for the Last Days, Three Essays freriféar 1367, Mifi of Kromeriz, Geneva
1998, p. 15.
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well since the inhabitants of this part of PragwseMargely German-speaking. As we have
seen, th&/ita speaks about Milicius’ sermons being in three leggs: Czech, German and
Latin. After some time, Milicius began with the pegation of a second sermon collection
which he calledratiae Dei This postil could be dated to 1371-1%872nd contains homilies
rather than the scholassermone®f Abortivus The scholastic sermons were the common
form in the fourteenth century but forced the phesico preach thematically, extracting
themes from the biblical text. Homilies like theesrinGratiae Deiprovided the preacher

with much more freedom to interpret and commentherbiblical text. Obviously, Milicius
preferred the less sophisticated form of the homtilghis time and avoided the somewhat
intellectual approach of the thematic serm@ratiae Deiseems to be better balanced than its
forerunnerAbortivus?° The explanation for this could be that MiliciusdHzecome more
mature in his preaching after almost eight yearsrattice.

On at least three occasions in those years Milwi@s invited by the archbishop to deliver a
sermon to a synod of the Prague diocese. Archbisiogstus convened a meeting of his
clergy twice a year, on St. Vitus’ and on St. LukBay (15 June and 18 Octob&)Arnestus
might have aimed to improve the knowledge and nitgraf the clergy by instructing them on
those occasions. That would explain why he inviéidtius to deliver a sermon, since the
preacher was known for his efforts in this fieltheTthree synodal sermons we know today are
cannot be dated exactly, but we can fix some plesgdars of origin by excluding the years in
which Milicius was unable to preach in Prague os wather considered too controversial by
many of the clergy. The year 1367 is not possiklealse Milicius was in Rome from the
spring till autumn of that year. In the autumn 862, Milicius visited Rome again. The years
after 1372 are unlikely since the conflict betwadihcius and a larger group of the Prague
clergy grew to serious dimensions. Therefore theetlsermons most likely stem from the
years between 1364 (Milicius came back to Pragulearautumn) and 1366, 1368 till spring
1369, 1370 and 1371.

In the sermons Milicius mainly analyzed the readonshe moral corruption of the church,
which are very much similar to the criticism hengis forward in the letter to Urban V. Many

priests are hypocrites, seeking only money fortbeivices but providing no pastoral care.

1gee p. 106 ff.

12°5ee p. 100.

127 oskot, p. 43 ff. The sermons are edited by Viléardid and Milan Mréazlohannis Milicii de Cremsir Tres
sermones synodaleBraha 1974, who concerning their dating concthdeit is impossible to date them more
precisely than falling between the years 1364-1731).
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They neglect their duties in favor of eating anitiking, gambling, dressing expensively and
ostentatiously, going to brothels and practisimgasiy. He recommends that the way to begin
changing this situation is with an open and couvageriticism toward everyone who is
damaging the church, regardless of his positioenTthe clergy has to live according to the
principles of their vocation, i.e. they have tokdike shepherds after their people. Priests
have to live a holy life like that of the aposte®d the first Christian&®

One of the effects of Milicius’ continuous popufaeaching was the conversion of some
prostitutes who then formed a community. This greeems to have grown quickly and
apparently also men and some of Milicius’ male fsujined it. This led to the foundation of
Jerusalem at the place of a former brothel nametcéeTheVita gives many details about
the persons involved in the community. Before dler up, it might have contained some
twenty nine houses and a chapel that could holi @ghty people. A total of three hundred
people lived in the community for varying periodgime during those years. According to
theVita, both the archbishop and the emperor supportediMtliin this project, despite the
fact that such a concentration of lay people masettevoked fear among the hierarchy. Lay
communities were very quickly suspected of heressysamembers lived together without a
fixed rule like monastic orders.

Jerusalem and Milicius’ preaching became the maintp of an accusation formulated by
several Prague clerics in 1373. We know, howexmugearlier conflicts, possibly in 1368,
when Milicius was accused by some mendicafitk his letter to Urban V he referred to this
conflict and called his opponents ,offenders of ¢éhrangelical truth.” A fragment of some
interrogations that possibly took place during ttase presents the responses of seven citizens
of Prague who belonged to Milicius’ audience. Theye asked what Milicius told them
about mendicants and their authority and, accorttirte fragment, they all answered that
Milicius instructed them to confess only to thewropastor and not to the mendicants who
have no authority to hear confession, unless theg Ipermission from the archbishop. In
other words, those interrogated denied that Mis@ated libellously toward the mendicants.
The accusations made against him in 1373 were, Vewmore serious. In January of that
year, one of Milicius’ followers had to face acctisas that he slandered prelates by

criticizing their moral behavior. Again in Aprilpather pupil of Milicius was accused. Both

128erold, p. 20 ff.

129The only surviving fragment of an interrogationsoime Prague citizens is edited by Ferdinanddikeivili &
a dva jeho spisy [Milicius and Two of His Writingsh: Véstnik Kralovske&eské spolénosti nauk Praha 1890,
p. 318-325 (the fragment we find on p. 317-318)nifle gives no dating for the fragment.
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were banned from preaching until such a time wheratchbishop would pronounce a
verdict. The first trial directly against Miliciugas initiated by the pastor of the St. Stephanus
Church not far from Milicius’ community. The issuas presented as a material one, the
pastor claiming the right to receive an income fittv houses of Jerusalem as he had before
the community was founded. The result of the tsias that Milicius had to hand over his
patronage rights on the community’s chapel to ihangeneral of the archbishdif.Milicius,
however, was dissatisfied with this outcome anceafgal to the papal court; however, he later
rescinded his appeal at the request of the arobpish

A decisive step against Milicius was taken by safe Prague clergy together with some
mendicants, probably before the end of 1373 .hey formulated twelve articles against the
preacher and sent them to the papal court in Avigfitin 1370 Pope Gregory XI was
elected. He would definitively bring the papal ddueick to Rome in 1377. He had the
reputation of being a rather cautious pope in jgalitmatters who nevertheless in some
respects continued on the path of his predeceBkertwelve articles contained the following
accusations: 1. Milicius had preached the comingraichrist in 1366; 2. he taught that those
who trade in money and real estate are damned @etlared the income clergy received
from owning houses was usury; 4. Milicius had oediday people to receive holy communion
every day or even twice a day as a necessity &r slalvation, which resulted in the demands
of some lay people to receive communion as fredyeasta priest; 5. he ordered some people
to receive communion often or even daily as arohgpentance; 6. the community of
Jerusalem had grown into an unofficial order wigk@al habits; 7. Milicius had applied for
permission to found a parish and order in Jerusdbertnwhen the Prague authorities refused
his proposal, he abused the pope, cardinals ang etheer church authority; 8. when he was
told that he could be excommunicated for foundimgwa order without permission, he
claimed that the emperor would defend him; 9. he theat the study of the arts is a deadly
sin; 10. he forbade modest dress and jewelry aad destroyed it; 11. he said that he had
done much more than Christ himself and what hedcoat finish, would be finished with the
help of the secular powers; and finally, 12. heaphed that priests should not hold property

privately but only in common.

13%Documents of the process are edited by FerdinaddaT8oudni akta konsiste prazskéProcess Acts of the
Prague Consistorium], I, Praha 1893, p. 51 ff.

131AIs0 edited by Tadra, p. 65-66.

13250 Loskot, p. 93 ff.
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Gregory Xl was obviously shocked by these articlégey accused Milicius of attacking some
of the very foundations of the church by buildingeav order without authorization, by
criticizing the property of the clergy and by pingithe secular power against the church. On
13 January 1374 the pope sent several bulls talBraigd to other neighboring dioceses
urging the bishops to immediately stop Miliciustigities. In a letter, he moreover asked
Charles IV for his help in removing this ,staintfn the Bohemian kingdori? We also have
a short commentary on the twelve articles, probaliiten by a theologian at the request of
the Prague inquisitdf> which concluded that the sentences attributeditizik were indeed
hereticalin the way they were formulated.

Milicius, however, decided to appeal to the pajpairtinstead of subjecting himself to a trial
in Prague. This theological commentary might hasevenced him that his chances in Prague
were slim. We do not know anything more about therney or the inquiry in Avignon than
what has come down to us from tiga. No protocols or other sources survive. Johannes
Klenkok was assigned Milicius’ ca$& This man decisively and quickly concluded that
Milicius was no heretic at all. Behind this surprgsverdict might have stood Cardinal
Grimaud, the same man who used his influence &vdile Milicius during his first visit to
Rome in 1367. The cardinal invited Milicius to pthan Pentecost, 21 May 1374.

Soon after these events Milicius died. Mita mentions St. Peter’s day which is probably 29
June (St. Peter’'s and St. Paul’'s). A second pdisgiisi the day of St. Peter, 1 August. It
seems most likely that once Milicius was clearedlb&ccusations, he would have returned to
Prague as soon as possible. The weather conditiglusie or July would have been favorable
for travel. Milicius presumably became ill shordifter his last sermon and never recovered.
This could be a reason to date his death on 29 1Bir.

Milicius’ triumph in Avignon did not have any effean the events in Prague. The inquisition
started to interrogate many of Milicius’ followeaiad fellow preachers. They were, however,
not accused of heresy but lost their legal rightdotinue with their activities. On 17
December 1374 Charles IV declared that Jerusalesrtavide given to the Cistercian order to

serve as a college for their students. Jerusalesreveamed St. Bernattd. The religious

133Edited by FrantiSek Palack§yper Formelbiicher zunachst in Bezug auf bohmisaksekiichtell, Praha
1847, p. 183-184.

13%The papal bulls are edited by Palacky infrasmelbiichel, p. 182. The letter to Charles IV we find inTO.
Raynaldus C.OAnnales ecclesiasticTomus XVI, Coloniae Aggrippinae 1691, p. 526.

13The commentary is also edited by Palacky inftuemelbiichenl, p. 184-186

13%Both Loskot and K#ék.

137k ariak, p. 30. See also Smahdlsitska revoluce2, p. 197 ff.
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atmosphere in 1374 and in subsequent years is st of the conditions in which
Matthias de Janow wrote hiegulae veteris et novi testameitithis light, it is easy to
comprehend how Milicius came to be rememberedsasraly figure with, according to some

sources, apocalyptic characteristics.
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THE PLACE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF MEDIEVAL PREACHING AN D SERMON
COLLECTIONS

Milicius de Chremsir left two large collections getd AbortivusandGratiae Dej containing
271 sermons altogether. This study concentratéwemty seven sermons taken from both
postils and analyzes them according to five thesrthupings. Through his preaching
activities and his collections Milicius followed @anportant tradition of the medieval church
that aimed to reform Christianity from the tweltt@ntury onward. Before we turn to the

selected sermons, we discuss the phenomenon oéwa¢greaching as such.

1. The Development of the Scholastic Sermon

Sermon collections or postils represent a speeiatagin medieval literature. The significance
of them has been understood only in recent yeamdneers like L.J. Bataillon and D.
d’Avray, who paved the way for research focusednadlieval sermons. During this research,
sermon collections have proven rich resourcesridetstanding everyday life. Sermons tell
us about the ideas that the preacher or authord=yesl important enough to spread among
his audience or that moved the audience for soasore A nice example of this is presented
in the writings of Thomas M. Izbicki on BernardiabSiena (1380-1444), a Franciscan
Observant who was in his own day a well-known aoplutar preacher®® Bernardino became
renowned for his zealous preaching against whabhsidered to be the luxurious way
women were dressing. Despite his fervent criticidrthe contemporary lifestyle of his day,
he remained highly popular, which at first glaneeras to us a surprising contradiction.
Izbicki explains this disparity by pointing out tfeeling of uncertainty that existed among
common people in the first half of the fifteentmuey. Bernardino and others were

addressing this uncertainty in their sermons amihgjiit voice.

138Thomas M. Izbicki, Pyres of Vanities: Mendicant &reing on the Vanity of Women and Its Lay Audience,
in: Thomas L. Amos, Eugene A. Green, Beverly Maiienzle (ed)De ore Domini, Preacher and Word in the
Middle AgesKalamazoo 1989, p. 211-234.
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How are we to understand the enduring popularityrahciscan preachers such as
Bernardino who denounced the vanity of women’sslegsl ornament in such fiery, not
to say Old Testament, language? (..) We must al®@mber that the fifteenth century
was an age of social, political, and economic uaggy. \WWe must add to this
explanation the need of audiences to hear a neffion of traditional pieties. Such
reaffirmations gave them a sense of security urlaulent age when the commune was
giving way to aristocratic regimes in which the alability of birth and the new

patriciate of wealth gradually ceased to be distisigable">°

For a long time, mode of dress was the main wagtegitifying social status. Clothes had the
important function of dividing society into distincompartments. These previously stable
social distinctions were changing at the time wBemardino was a preacher. New social
rules required that all classes dress more luxalypthus threatening the stability and status
of the family by blurring class differences in appnce. This shift that led to an ambivalence
toward new roles in society made Bernardino’s coipkgraries receptive to his preaching
against the vanity of women. Therefore, Bernardirpyeaching was effective not only due to
whatever eloquence he may have possessed, buieslaase people were concerned about the
changing attitudes that brought into question tae of family status.

Bernardino of Siena preached at the beginningefifteenth century at a time when popular
preaching was immensely widespread in Europe.dniitme, both itinerant and non-itinerant
preachers were probably a normal phenomenon ev&anail towns. This has its roots in the
profound changes that took place in the twelfthwen Since popular preachers were present
everywhere in the fourteenth and fifteenth censyrileey were for the common people
probably the most evident sign of the so-calledd’ssance of the twelfth century. This term
first adopted by Charles Homer Haskins in his sflidg Renaissance of the Twelfth
Century®is also used by M.-D. Chenu in his study on thising point in Western

history!** Chenu sees a profound shift in mankind’s attitieeard nature, which also had a

139zbecki, p. 223-4

140Charles Homer Haskinghe Renaissance of the Twelfth Cent@gmbridge, Massachusetts (1927) 1979.
141\M.-D ChenuNature, Man and Society in the Twelfth Century aiison New Theological Perspectives in the
Latin West Chigaco, London, 1968; see for this phenomensm @aroline Walker Bynundesus as Mother,
Studies in Spirituality of the High Middle Ag&erkeley 1982; Colin Morristhe Discovery of the Individual
1050-1200 London 1972; Walter Ullmani,he Individual and Society in the Middle AgBaltimore 1966,
London 1967.
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great impact on theology and the church. Naturemnedsnger a threat to mankind with its
chaotic unpredictability, but was viewed as haypatterns and a certain rationality. It was
discovered that the human mind could understanceaed control natural processes. The

universe of nature and the supernatural was fooife ta place of stability and strength.

The universe, then, is an admirably ordered unityThe integration — at once
ontological and noetic — of all the beings it cangan its hierarchical order implies a
“continuity” that is at once dynamic and statigiinciple. Between each of these
beings in their separate ranks exists an intimatelbthe greater intensity of the
superior being exerts an attractive force uporotienext below it and draws it upward
toward its own higher level; and out of this attiaa arises the fulfillment of the lower

being, or, if it is a spiritual being, its happiré¥

Reasons for these changes can be found in sews@opments from the second half of the
eleventh century*® As cities expanded, the social life of all layefsociety became
concentrated in them and all important events wtaged there. Partly as a result of this,
society began to ossify into the different socralugps that would play a meaningful role in the
centuries to come, thus giving a new face to ddéyand order. The new role of knowledge

in society changed the relationship between knogdexhd the physical world even in
established cathedral schools and universities. Newledge inevitably led to the need to
redefine authority and the boundaries of orthod@kyough critical study of sources such as
the Church Fathershe eleventh and twelfth centuries revealed timasttuation of the church
and society was very different from that duringe@nristianity. As a result of this
awareness, there arose sharp divisions betweenlblend conservatives as in the case of
Abelard and St. Bernard.

One of the aspects of these changes was a newresaref the individual, which is visible in
the attitude toward history that emerdé&tHistory was no longer approached as a static
category where nothing would change until the ertthze but which rather acknowledged
progress. In the works of Hugo of St. Victor ands@im of Havelberg, history is presented as

a process that has a certain development with gramd progress. The new understanding of

142Chenu, p. 24.
“Morris, p. 37 ff.
144Chenu, p. 171 ff.
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time resulted in a creative attitude toward divgdimstoryinto eras and verbalizing either
optimism or pessimism about one’s own time. “Apgp#at” or, as Chenu says,
“messianistic” movements such as that of Joachifiare were an expression of this new
understanding of history.

Another — and for our study more important — impaicthe Renaissance of the twelfth
century was its emphasis on thta apostolica Chenu characterizes this new form of
spirituality as a manifestation of society’s greatmbility which was mainly an urban
phenomenon. Lay people were given new chancesxgahéded their radius of activities. This
made it necessary to redefine divisions and roles®ciety. The conflict between the new
apostolic life and institutionalized forms of spial life like that of monasteries was in fact a
conflict between the old social order, in whichfessional clergy and monks were believed to
be the sole proprietors of spirituality, versusiegv order based on a different awareness of
nature, history and human life. According to thevrmeder, the individual and his creative
behavior were an integral part of everyday lifegd #mus it encouraged people to actively
participate in spirituality. This new mentality pessed that spirituality was not just the
property of church professionals, but that theyleduld also actively achieve spirituality

using the gospel as a resource.

The new role of the laity was a logical and neagssatcome of the revolution in
progress. Since the evangelical awakening tookeptat by a revision of existing
institutions but by a return to the gospel thaplgsed these institutions, one could
predict what its dynamics had to be: witness tofdlith, fraternal love, poverty, the
beatitudes — all these were to operate more speotety and sooner among laymen
than among clerics, who were bound within an ingthal framework. The risk could
be great — and in this it was great — that laymenla grossly abuse their evangelical
liberty, for once on the way to imitating the apestthey would claim that the right to
teach derived from that liberty. It was difficudt distinguish public witness by the

faithful from the function of teachintj®
This new lay spirituality was not fully under thieurch’s control and to some extent it became

a structure parallel to the church. The churchamgér had a monopoly on living a life

according to the gospel. Lay people began to orgathiemselves on the principles of
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apostolic life — in other words poverty and pulgireaching — outside the institutions of
monastic life. In quite a few instances, this ledrtovements that were strongly critical of the
church and its hierarchy. In his ample survey orogean dissent in the Middle Ages, R.I.

Moore sees in the uncertainties of this era thesrobheretic groups and movemetits.

The society of Gregorian Europa was fluid in mamgeshsions; both vertically and
horizontally, both conceptually and in fact, thenfar world was dissolving, and many
men knew neither what their place was, nor whatight to be. Such a climate is
unpropitious to the maintenance of religion cerderngon ritual, and nourishes the urge
of the disoriented to guard themselves againstoheiptions of a disintegrating world,
and seek by direct inspiration to prepare their sauls for the reception of their

makert*’

As society continued to redefine itself and thesadf the individual, the clergy and the laity,
preaching emerged as a central issue. Preachiagnieegn important public skill which
offered its listeners a deeper understanding of gezsonal lives. Self-knowledge was
considered fundamental for spiritual growth anadreers were the mass medium for declaring

this new ideal*®

Many sympathizers of apostolic life and people wiewse considered

heretics began to preach in public. Preaching wathém a way of bearing witness to their
ideas and inspiration, and of teaching others lwdotthe same. The most important
preaching movement in the twelfth century was tredd&hsian movement, whose ideas were
typical of apostolic life as such — the Waldensiaasted to live in poverty and to travel
around preaching the gospel. They refused to jonmoaastic order because that would keep
them from living like the apostles in the Book aftd. Preaching was very important to them,

but since they belonged to the laity it was notwpted for them to practice.iThe founder of

145Chenu, p. 219.

14679 deny that the sudden appearance of populasiéneeleventh-century Europe is to be accountethyo
any single explanation which applies to all thesses of it may be to seem to shrink from the déigxplanation
itself. It is not so. There remains one thing ththese heretics have in common, and which atsounts for
the profound differences between them. The elevesttury saw the beginning of one of the formagieeiods
of European development, a time whose transformafieft nothing untouched. The heretics were isdldtom
each other, and formed nothing which can propeglgéscribed as a ‘heretical movement’, of whatsizs or
importance. They were not isolated from the wonldvhich they lived. Most of them were touched, e avay
or another, by the gathering dissatisfaction with ¢apacity of the church to perform its spirittaties, although
they did not, for the most part, attack it direc¢tiRR.l. Moore, The Origins of European Dissehionden 1977, p.
44-45.

147R.1. Moore, p. 79.

“8Morris, p. 67.
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the Waldensians Peter Waldes asked Pope Alexamd@r permission to preach but was not
granted it.

In his study on lay preaching, R. Zerfald seeseséalevents the basis of the official church
attitude and policy toward preachititj.For the Waldensians, preaching was a weapon for
fighting heresy and hypocrisy among priests whoewstwilling and unable to live according
to Christ's law'*® They understood preaching to be their missiomioiisteriumgiven to

them by Christ. Their decision to live in povertgsva direct consequence of this belief and
not a secondary result of it. They also upheldpttigciple ofpredicatio libera or “free
preaching,” which was not meant to be anti-hierarblt rather a means of preaching without
requiring food or clothing in exchange. To suppbi$ special understanding of their mission,
the Waldensians argued that every Christian igetlto be active. Zerfal3 calls this “eine
neue christliche Grundverantwortung fiir die Verkigndg des Evangeliumg>!

The Waldensians did not want to create their ovenanchy, and therefore remained
subordinate to the bishop. “Fur die Friuhzeit isbdestzuhalten, dafd die Waldenser sich als
besondere Gruppe in der Kirche verstehen, diefaimé&tion im Ganzen der Kirche zu
erfullen hat und deshalb dem Kirchenvolk als eime@tdensverband oder ‘Klerus’ mit dem
Anspruch der Botschaft gegeniibertrit*They never referred to themselvegpesedicatores
(preachers) odoctoreg(theologians) but simply gguperes spiritithe poor of spirit) or
pauperes Christ{the poor of Christ) to which, however, in themderstanding belonged the
ministerium praedicationigthe mission of preaching). They never intendedfficially
undermine the church’s monopoly on education aedghing; however, they did require that
the lay people be given room to actively seek eghngpirituality.

Preaching, however, remained a privilege of locggts who readily viewed the activities of
lay people as competition. Monks generally didpreiach because they were supposed to be
“dead” to the world, living in their closed monasts far away from everyday life where they
devoted themselves to prayer and penitence. ltiéag preachers did not belong to any
concrete monastic order that could officigslpvide them with this mission. These people
simply preached from their own inner enthusiasneré&fore, the main issue for the church at

the outset was how to control such groups. Leaafettse church such as Alexander llI

1%Rolf ZerfaR ,Der Streit um die Laienpredigt, Eine pastoralgesbliiche Untersuchung zum Verstandnis des
Predigtamtes und zu seiner Entwicklung im 12. idahrhundertFreiburg, Basel, Wien, 1974.

150zerfaR, p. 63 ff.

B17erfak, p. 71.

1527erfaR, p. 75.
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accepted these new groups’ requests for permissipreactsimply because they saw an
immense potential in the initiatives of the lay pkecand searched for ways to incorporate
them into the church structures. This issue wagesiahrough theological education and co-
operation with the local clergy. However, the THiateran Council of 1179 responded with
demands that were beyond every layman’s abilitpéet. Also permission from the local
bishop or priest to preach was required, which gaeeclergy an effective instrument for
terminating the activities of groups or individualsheir territory who were critical of priests
or of the church. These measures brought an et td/aldensians’ activities within the
church. They were declared unfit to preach becatiffeeir lack of theological knowledge.
However, because some continued to preach anyhewyValdensians were finally
excommunicated in 1182/83.

There were, of course, very practical problems Vayhpreaching. Travelling as the apostles
had done was seen as an indissoluble aspect ofei@life; however, because of this
constant mobility, lay preachers did not have cleseto a particular parish or community
would have been difficult to maintain the pastafahracter of preaching because that would
have required preachers to work in a fixed placéi@she clergy. Some writers of
publications that were against the new lay iniidiwere quick to point this out. Bernhard of
Fontcaude, abbot of the Premonstratensian monastégntcaude, was one such critic. In his
tractateAdversus Waldensium sectamn stressed that a preacher should be committed to
local community. He argued that priests are inbbgt position to preach because of their
pastoral engagement and that the existence ofgobbssional preachers abolished the need
for lay preachers. His concept of the church wag static, which was a result of his aversion
to itinerant (Waldensian) preachérslt is interesting that the great visionary of Mildle
Ages Joachim of Fiore shared Bernard’s opinionclioa of Fiore also denied that lay people
had a right to preach, believing that this wasntigsion and vocation of the elect clergy.
Monks should be silent, which was the reason he g@mvtheir inability to preach. Joachim as
well defended the old order of the church in wHaghpeople were basically just recipients of
the church’s teachings.

The measures the church taken at the end of tH&hwentury led to a stricter and firmer
division between clergy and laity. Preaching bechascally the privilege of priests, who
had a clear mission from the church by virtue eirtoffice. In a period when reforms in the

church and theology demanded more flexibility witthe church hierarchy, the church’s
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initial response was one of hesitation. The redsothis was that preaching had proven itself
to be a powerful instrument for mobilizing critisisagainst the church. Preaching by the lay
people had to be restricted as much as possible.

However, preaching had not become an item of ctioteonly for lay movements. Also new
groups of religious people founded on the base fle considered preaching to be central to
their activities. St. Francis of Assisi is the mobvious example of this development. His
new concept of regular life contained the pringpdé apostolic life — poverty and itinerant
preaching. A conflict arose between Assisi’s foldaa/and the clergy over the right to preach,
which was not very different from the uneasinegsdlergy elsewhere felt over lay preaching.
The new orders appear to have been a strong imfaulsburch reforms in which the issue of
preaching was central. Friars travelled around ealtiog penitence by means of leading an
apostolic life. The outcome of this debate was piaaching became linked to ardinatio
granted by a bishop. Innocent Ill was without alstanainly responsible for this temporary
solution that was reached over the issue of pragchi

This most intelligent church strategist of thetd@nth century understood very well the
importance of preaching as a powerful instrumensfengthening the church and realizing
reforms within it. However, in a letter to the bighof Metz dated 1199 he criticized lay
people for studying the Bible and preachtftin itself their interest was laudable, he
concluded. However, he did not agree with the teoglef lay groups to gather in secret
places — as against publicly in the church — tbtt@mselves preachers and yet not take
priests seriously, and to presume themselves better than their fellow Christians. The
public character of preaching and a clear divigibohurch offices ,which he saw as a sign of
order, were important to Innocent.

Despite this institutional view of preaching, Ineatwas able to give some legitimacy to the
act of lay people explaining the faith in publi@rkhis purpose, he made distinctions between
types of preachind?raedicatio,or an act of proclaiming the truth, would remaipaat of the
duties and privileges of the clergy. The laity weot allowed to take part in the activity in
this sense. Howeveexhortatiq which is something like bearing witness to théhfehe
primarily defined as a private activity which a lagrson could practice in his community or
group.Exhortatiowas definitely not a public act of explaining tBeriptures such as a priest

does, but simply an act of discussing the faith aontext outside the church. A second

1537erfaR, p. 32 ff.
1597erfaR, p. 51 ff.
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dimension of this “lay preaching” was thesputatiq or acting as a witness to the faith against
heretics. Innocent tried to involve the laity irs lstruggle against the many heretical groups of
the thirteenth century. He was aware of the faat ifithe church was to win this struggle, it
desperately needed the help of lay people, thatuiey alone being insufficient for this fight.
He understood that it was necessary to somehowgaocate the energy of these new
movements, allowing them to play a role in churefommns. In permitting a kind of lay
preaching in the form a#xhortatioor disputatio,Innocent was trying to win the support of

the laity, who were already sensitive to movemsatsh as the Waldensians or the Humiliats.
Those who wanted to act as witnesses to the farhtd prove the orthodoxy of their ideas
through theprofessio fideiln this way, Innocent temporarily solved the dmbhbetween the

local clergy and itinerant “preachers” of exhodati

In der Perspektive Innozenz’ Il geht es also im&m Augenblick der Verhandlungen
um die Ubertragung des kirchlichen Predigtamtelsaaen, sondern um die
Institutionalisierung neuer, bislang ausschlie3pdiat gelibter Formen des
Glaubenszeugnisses. Es wird nicht ein altes Amesugn weiteren Kreis von
Amtstragern ausgedehnt, sondern es wird, wenn mavills ein neues Amt in der
Kirche geschaffen. Die exhortatio, das Glaubenszisiigommer Laien, wird zu einem

kirchlich anerkannten Instrument der Seelsorgeeawégtet:>

Innocent’s second step was to establish the nearsf the Franciscans and Dominicans by
having them accept a rule. Both orders considereaghing to be the center of their work and
received on the basis of this rule a mandate tagbrérom the pope. There was, however, one
restriction: the mendicants were required to alwaskspermission from the local bishop.
Theirmissiocame from the pope, but the ability to act ous thission was dependent on the
bishop.

Innocent III's massive promotional campaign in fawbpreaching was finally confirmed by
the constitutions of the Fourth Lateran Council®15. The council approved the policy of
the pope and closely linked preaching to the hadraby imposing on bishops the task of

finding men “mighty in deed and word>® probably to employ as a mobile group that would

15ZerfaR, p. 225.

1%eThe tenth Constitution states: “...sancimus, usegpi viros idoneos ad sanctae praedicationisioffic
salubriter exequendum assumant, potentes in opeegraone, qui plebes sibi commissas vice ipsocum, per
se idem nequiverint, sollicite visitantes, eas veabdificent et exemplo.” Text in Zerfal3, p. 24¥thote 855.
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travel within a specific diocese and preach toldlitg. Those people had to be recruited from
the regular clergy in order to also fulfill the saed requirement of the council, the confession.
Preaching is an act of pastoral care, which hazangl dimension in the sacrament of
confession. Therefore, only a bishop could choossis capable of executing this special
function throughout one diocese.

The decrees of the Fourth Lateran Council can bsidered a reflection of the needs of the
time. Obviously, bishops are not always able télfthe pastoral requirements of their
community. The council “recognizes that for a variaf reasons (..) bishops may not be able
adequately to minister in person to their peopegeeially in large dioceses. For this reason
bishops are ordered to choose suitable men tompetfee function of preaching, and to
supply these helpers with necessities if need Hé\leither should we forget that the level of
theological knowledge that the vast majority of thergy possessed was quite low. Many
priests may not have been able to teach their $locre than the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer
and some other basic texts. It was simply necessangrease the level of education in order
to better instruct the laity on the faith on th@drand and on the threat of heretics on the
other.

In many ways the Fourth Lateran Council confirmael previous Renaissance of the twelfth
century. This was a response to the new mentaltiyalued individuality and that gave the
laity a bigger place within the church. The couagteed on a program of extensive education
for both clergy and laity in order to lead the neentality in orthodox directions, keeping it
distinct from the mentality of heretics. This pragr demonstrates the great amount of energy
and sense of responsibility for the church andetgthat existed during this historic turning
point. “The largest of the medieval church coundtladopted a wide-ranging program which
has been characterized as effecting a pastordutena intended to move the church into the
forefront of personal experience and individuakeice.**®

On one point, however, the council did not supparbcent IlI's innovations. The pope had
proposed that lay people participate in educatr@h@eaching as a way of reconciling
differences with several heretical groups. The/laere permitted to practi@hortatioand
disputatioas informal forms of preaching. However, thesesuess were not officially
approved by the Lateran Council, and thus lay priegcremained within the undefined

category of special privileges. Permission forgagaching could be granted as an exception.

157D L. d’Avray, The Preaching of the Friars, Sermons Diffused fRamis Before 13000xford 1985., p. 15.
1%8swanson, p. 2.
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Gregory IX, who became pope after the death Innitsenccessor in 1227, continued to
follow this approach of minimizing lay preaching.HisLiber extraof 1234, he forbade any
kind of preaching or proclaiming by laymé&H.Even the solution of the exhortation was
unacceptable to him because he maintained thatehgy were ordained to specifically
spread the teachings of the church. Gregory retinedl-defined and clearly delimited roles
to the church. Behind his decision, which refleddtardening of opinions, lay the escalating
conflict with heretical groups. Gregory no longeashed to bring heretics back into the church
through words and rhetoric but by force. Laymenenast permitted to interpret or expldire
Scriptures even in an auxiliary way. This exclugiv@came the territory of the clergy. The
church was preparing itself for its final struggligh the largest heretic group, the Cathar
movement, and had to clearly distinguish betweerfdtihful and unfaithful.

The two major orders that were founded on the nesetstanding of preaching advocated by
Innocent Il were forced to change their ideas asel of lay preaching. To a certain degree,
the position of the Dominicans and the Francis¢alh®etween that of the clergy and the laity
within the spectrum of the church. They utilizeéarhing as a main way of achieving their
purpose, i.e. to reform the church. The Dominicamd Franciscans, much like the lay
movements of their days, saw their activities asglementary to the work of the clergy. The
mendicant orders embarked on their radical apadlitéistyle due to what they viewed as the
inability of other hierarchic structures to meet tieeds for education and reform in local

parishes and in the church in general:

Vergleicht man die frihe Entwicklung der Mendikardeden mit der der
Laienpredigerverbande, so lebt man hier wie dodeinTat aus dem Ethos, fur einen
verauf3erlichten, der Situation nicht gewachsenemnuslin die Bresche zu springen. Die
Humiliaten und Waldenser haben das Verdienst,rate dieses Problem gesehen und
auf eine Losung gedrangt zu haben. Die bessereswgsetzungen zur Losung brachten
die Mendikanten mit. Unbelastet von Haresieverdacoktantiklerikalen Ressentiments
gewinnen sie das Vertrauen der Kurie und lasségirrester Zeit alle alteren Ansatze

zu einer Reform der Verkiindigung hinter stéh.

159 Nos, attendentes, quod doctorum ordo est in eiecl®si quasi precipuus, mandamus, quatenus, quios al
Dominus apostolos dederit, alios prophetas, akéwe doctores, interdicas laicis universis, cuiusguenordinis
censeantur, usurpare officium praedicandi.” Zerfal255.

180zerfaR, p. 299.
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The new, strict policy of Gregory IX on preachifgaoged this position radically. The
mendicant orders had to choose whether to contisygeachers and be ordained as
clergymen or stop preaching. The latter choice whsopurse, unacceptable because of the
significance preaching had for these orders. Gyégsteps divided the church into two parts:
the passive laity and the active clergy, whichudeld the orders. It is, however, questionable
whether Gregory’s failure to mention witnessing amtiortation as certain forms of lay
preaching really played a role in stopping thedwifies. The appearance of a huge number of
fraternities, i.e. Beghards and Beguines in theegnth and fourteenth centuries, indicates
that the laity circumvented the church hierarchg found a way to continue lay preaching.
As a result of these developments and policy tosvardaching, both the Dominican and the
Franciscan orders became the main vehicles ofdkepreaching movement from the
thirteenth century onwards. Both orders originaietiof the new mentality of the medieval
Renaissance in Europe and the church’s resportbe Bburth Lateran Council to these
changes. They presented themselves as itineraathmes who lived in poverty and were
dependent on the gifts of others. The ideal ofhestolic life — itself the clearest expression
of the changed mentality of those centuries — walseaheart of both movements. The model
life was in the case of the Dominicans very simitathe ideas of the Waldensians, however,
with one important difference. The founder of thevement, Dominicus, coordinated his
actions with the pope from the outset. In 1215doeived papal confirmatiam his rule

which enabled the Dominicans to gain the trusboél bishops and priests. The first general
council of the Dominicans took place in Bolognd #20 and required itinerant preachers to
obtain the support of the local bishop. In otherdgpthe bishop had to first grant permission
and then, all preaching activities had to be comtgid with hint** A second major issue for
the Dominicans was the theological education oaginers. The order guaranteed the training
of its preachers and was even responsible for apfipgimen to thefficium praedicationis

that is to the office of preaching. By establishargorder that placed preaching at the
forefront of evangelic life and yet which coordiedtts activities with the church leadership,
the Dominicans found a solution to the conflictdgmands of, on the one hand, the church
that wanted to discourage poorly educated preadtmrspracticing and, on the other hand,

the need to redefine apostolic life in accordanitk the new spirit of the times.

¥The council stated: “Cum fratres nostri dyocesiioulis episcopi ad predicandum intraverint, prisio,
poterunt, episcopum illum visitabunt et secundumsdum eius in populo facient fructum, quem facere
intendunt.” Zerfal3, p. 280, footnote 929.
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The case of the Franciscan order is not very diffefrom that of the Dominicans. In the first
few decades of the thirteenth century, the Fraaoissovementransformed itself into an
order dominated by the clergy. Originally, they &varsociety in which the distinction
between clergymen and lay people was insignifiddntil the year 1239 the general minister
of the order was a layman, but then a representafithe clergy replaced him. This was on
the initiative of Gregory IX, who was presiding o¥ke general chapter of the order. Unlike
the Dominican order which was from the very begigra movement of preaching and
scholarship, the Franciscans did not explicitlyamwe of their movement as one of
preaching. The central idea, however, was the stonize an apostolic life in poverty.
Within this concept, exhortation had a differederfsom preaching or sermonizing in that it
had a free form or structure. Exhortation did ndbanatically have to involve the context of
the church as did preaching. However, as the ckermyportance grew within the order, a
shift took place away from exhortation toward pteag, which excluded the lay brothers
from playing a constitutive part in the life of tbemmunity. Hand in hand with these changes

went an increasing emphasis on study and acadevittua the structure of the order.

The changes of the twelfth century and the confiloneof these changes at the highest level
of the church in the beginning of the thirteenthtaey had a major influence on the theory of
preaching. The first twenty years of the thirteerghtury withessed a fast development which
had been practically unequaled befifeThe first early medieval theory on preaching
appeared in th€ura pastoralisof Pope Gregory the Great. As the title of thelbmoplies,
preaching is mainly presented here as@trof pastoral care that the preacher or priess do
for his people. According to this idea, preachsmgot so much about the dogmatic contents
of the faith as about how to practice Christian atitr and virtues in daily life. Above all, the
preacher must explain how people can avoid sinigad holy life. Therefore, a preacher’s
own life should be an example of Christian virtuds.has to live in concordance with his
message and always be ready to preach and stu@gtimtures.

Moreover, the preacher has to be aware of therdiffees among the people who constitute

his audience. According to Gregory, those distontiare not to be drawn according to

152 0r the following see: James J. MurpRhetoric in the Middle Ages, A History of Rhetokitheory from
Saint Augustine to the RenaissanBerkeley, Los Angeles, London 1974, and Thoma&ros, Eugene A.
Green, Beverly Mayne Kienzle (edDe ore Domini, Preacher and Word in the Middle Adéslamazoo 1989.
See also Johannes Baptist Schnea,Unterweisung der Gemeinde Uber die Predigtsbloblastischen
Predigern, Eine Homiletik aus scholastischen Proteg Miinchen, Paderborn, Wien, 1968.
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intellectual capabilities, i.e. whether someonigésate or illiterate. Rather the distinction
should be made on the basis of sins. It is impbttaonderstand the role of the preacher in
this context. The preacher has to divide his audiento several groups because his listeners
are infected by different sins, which are compavél diseases. For every disease the
preacher has to provide a medicine to cure thelsnfftheir lethal infections. The preacher is
a healer or a doctor who changes the mental staieople. Gregory ascribes great power to
preaching and, in consequence, also to the preacher

Gregory mainly focuses on the question of whateagher should preach. Hizira pastoralis
does not offer a clear structure for how a sernfmuksl be composed. The genre as such has a
rather free and open form that does not adhereytataict rules of rhetorical theory. The only
model offered for the medieval sermon was the hpfram the early church where it
emerged as a non-form or anti-theory. Preachingjttirgy in the early church was not an
oratio, but simply an address. This liturgical contextcaurse, resulted in a certain kind of
institutionalization of the sermon since it wasidaled from a pulpit. But in principle, the
homily did not copy the usual arrangement and gigdscribed by contemporary rhetorical
theories. In this way, the homily more or lessdoléd the scriptural text and was a kind of
spoken commentary on the Bible. The homily wassamon-theory a protest against pagan
sophistry, characterized by outer rhetoric but,asoording to the church, by inner
emptiness.

Until the eleventh century, the church followedstmodel of preaching. When, for example,
the Benedictine Guibert of Nogent (1053-1124) mii#d hid.iber quo ordine sermo fieri
debeataround 1084, he did not offer any new ideas orgtdree of preaching. Rather, he
underlined the moralistic orientation of the sermagriGregory the Great saw@uibert’s

book, intended to be the prologue of a commentar§enesis, offers a very general
discussion on preaching. Preaching is presentad aghortation that should deliver souls to
God and to a holy life. The four ways of reading 8ctriptures — historically, allegorically,
tropologically and anagogically — were developethia early church and had to serve this
aim. According to Guibert, allegory is the best wagtrengthen the faith, but the tropological
way of interpreting the Bible is the most importarmgthod since it deals with the moral
guestions of vice and virtue.

By the end of the twelfth century, a different aggmh to sermons was taken whereby greater
attention was paid to its arrangement. At this tillain de Lille, who became a Cistercian

shortly before his death, wroe arte praedicatorigprobably 1199). Like Gregory, Alain
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viewed preaching as a way of combating sin. Inwosk, Alain also refers to preaching as a
medicine against vice and sin; it is defined amarfifest and public instruction in faith and
morals, zealously serving the information of madkiproceeding by the narrow path of
reason and the fountain of authority*Preachers are compared to angels ascending and
descending Jacob’s ladder, “ascending when thecpref heavenly things, descending when
for the sake of moral things they shape themsetvése inferior.*®* As far as the content and
significance of sermons is concerned, Alain keghwhe old schemes of Gregory. He
maintained that preaching should mainly be on thgest of morality and therefore it should
convey the rules of Christian life. This idea wodlmminate through the whole of the Middle
Ages when preaching was explicitly understood aeeans of educating and unifying the
church. From the twelfth century onwards, the chuncreasingly proved itself to be the most
important unifying force in Europe. The leadersbiphe church put much of its energy into
building one consistent structure for the paris@s into developing a uniform voice for the
Christian faith. The decrees of the Fourth LateCanncil of 1215 were nothing less and
nothing more than a reflection of these ideas drideochurch’s self-understanding at the
beginning of a new period in European history. Eneay was to be the major vehicle of this
reform. Therefore, it is not surprising that theimsubject of sermons was on living a
practical life of virtue. In order to unify the afuln throughout Europe, Christian life had to be
formulated and defined in a uniform way, which pleers had a mission to clarify through
their work. In this sense, preaching became “asfiariizing force.*®®

In order to strengthen this function it was, howewnecessary to better define the form of the
genre of preaching. Preaching had to become aggrgmoclamation and could achieve this
by concentrating on one theme. Alain de Lille wae of the first to make a step in this
direction. He used a structure based dlivasio (he generally chose a three-part division) and
cited theauctoritasof the church fathers. The idea was that the ngessba sermon would be
better understood if it had a clear structure apditable, authoritative sources to support its
ideas. This represented the first step towardfialastic sermon. Alain’s preaching was
thematic and viewed the Scriptures not so muchtestar story, but as a theme with a

proposition, a division, etc. Alain’s work is onktbe first manifestations of the twelfth

183 Praedicatio est, manifesta et publica instructiarum et fidei, informationi hominum deserviens ratione

semita, et auctoritatem fonte proveniens.” Murghy307.

%Murphy, p. 307.

18%Regardless of depth, preaching remained a Chnisiiag force. The Christianisation of the mundares w
essential for maintaining the Christian ethic aratatity.” Swanson, p. 70.
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century Renaissance and stressed both analysoamdentary. However, he did not discuss
the structure of a sermon as such, as he wasyimg to formulate a theory on the art of
preaching.

One of the first extensive theories on the strictira sermon originates from the beginning
of the thirteenth century. It is the wdtle modo praedicandiritten by Alexander of Ashby,
the prior of an Augustinian monastemnythis town. According to him, it is necessary &r
sermon have a clear arrangement. The basic arguraarged to support this was that a
sermon should move its audience to repent andddueady life, which requires that the speech
contain a methodical structure. The desired effépreaching, i.e. to lead its audience into
Christian morality, dictates the need for an ostaucture, a “mode” of preaching.

According to Alexander of Ashby “the mode of preaghconsists in the parts of a sermon
and in its delivery. There are four parts of a sermo wit: the prologue, division, proof, and
conclusion. The entire material of the sermonpisaposition and authority’*® A sermon can
have two or even more divisions, which should hgpsuted by proof. Obviously, the
preacher has to make those divisions on the ba#he diblical text about which he is
preaching. Alexander assumed that the passagetfi®@criptures itself provided a guideline
and the material for this division.

Alexander was well aware of the diversity of higli@mce, which consisted of both the learned
and the uneducated. Therefore, he believed thelpeeahould limit the amount of evidence
he presented to prove the sermon’s message, intordeoid boring the audience. A separate
kind of evidence in the form of storiesxemplaand allegories could be especially useful
when addressing the unlearned. Alexander wiselymatended that: “The preacher ought not
to be less vehement in his commendation of viftaa the is in the reprehension of vicé¥.”
The last part of the sermon — that is the conctusteshould include three elements: a brief
recapitulation to refresh the audience’s memorygxrortation to fear punishment and an
exhortation to continue one’s devotion to God. Aleder's sermons would adhere to the

following scheme:

I. Introduction

166 Modus veros consistit in partibus sermonis et praiacione. Quartorum autem est partes sermotilisesc

prologus, divisio, confirmacio, conclusio. Propmsétque auctoritas que sit sermonis tocius mategiaoted by
Murphy, p. 313.
167 Ut predicator non sit nimis vehemens in commenataeivirtutum nec reprehensione viciorum.“ In Murphy

p. 313.
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Il. Division (e.g., into three parts)
Part A. (e.g. two subdivisions)
Subdivision 1
Proof from an authority, etc.
Proof by reason, etc.
Subdivision 2
Proof by exemplum, etc.
Proof by allegory, etc.
Part B (e.g. three subdivisions)
As above, etc.
Part C (e.g. two subdivisions)
As above, etc.

Il Conclusion*®®

Probably the biggest change Alexander’s ideas Ihvoiagsermons was the supposition that
there must be a common structure. The standarchavémnger the free-form sermon; rather,
the model which every preacher was expected tacegplcontained a thorough and detailed
structure with many divisions and subdivisionss linteresting to note that Alexander did not
have the slightest problem with adapting paganrtese@n rhetoric to the context of the
Christian church. To many theologians in the eehiyrch the supposed superficiality of the
rhetoric of, for example, Cicero was sufficientgea why to ignore these theories and to
maintain a unstructured homily. Alexander’s prombfem with its divisions and

distinctions, however, stems from the Roman rhetechool as was mainly formulated by
Cicero. This concept required that every speeckagoabout five or six divisions, the
introduction being followed by theartitio with its several subdivisions.

A contemporary of Alexander, Thomas of Salisbupt,anly confirmed Alexander’s ideas
about preaching, but developed them in even mdeeldéhomas was subdeacon of Salisbury
and also taught in Paris around 1213. He wrot&himma de arte predicanduring the first
three decades of the thirteenth century. Accortbnbhomas, a theologian should participate
in three activities: reading, disputing and preaghilrhis last activity in particular he believed
to be the duty ofloctoresandpastores whose preaching was expected to fulfill two aims,

that is to inform and then to instruct the audieggin, the topiof the sermon should be
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faith, good morals, virtues and vices. It is neags$o persuade the hearers of the truth of the
Christian faith and life. This general aim has ¢ostrengthened by the form of the sermon.
Again like Alexander, Thomas came to the same csimhs on the content and mission of
preaching. Rhetorical methods are in no way suspeattather useful and even necessary to
leading the audience to Christ.

Thomas’ recommended structure is similar to thalekander. His particular contribution is
that he established a specific vocabulary for #ae genre of sermons that emerged in his day.
He referred to the introduction as #etethemaor prothemadefining it as “a sort of brief
theme before the main one, thus helping to makadlence attentive, docile, and well-
disposed.**® In Thomas’ opinion, the existence of divisionsiisermon is natural just as all
things in nature and life are divided into generd species. But he also warned that too many
divisions could confuse the audience, just as tanymletails might complicate the exact

source of authority.

The writings of Alexander and Thomas had many #dcs throughout the thirteenth and
fourteenth centuries. In the fifteenth century, itheention of printing stimulated even more
the proliferation of sermon theories. However, luht Reformation, the theoars
praedicandidid not change its fundamental shape. As Jamegptuwharacterized it, “thars
praedicandispecifies a special subject matter and then lays @lan of arrangement for
sermons, with @rothemeor antethemédollowed by aprayerand then a statementtbieme
(Scriptural quotation) with divisionandsubdivisionof that quotation amplified through a
variety of modes?*° It cannot be emphasized enough that the main mefasthis process lies
in the altered understanding of preaching in thafttvand thirteenth centuries. Preaching
was viewed as an instrument for eradicating ignogafor protecting against the infection of
sin, for exterminating sin, for liberating peopterh the power of evil and Satan, for
strengthening good and bringing closer the comfr@ax’s glory'™* In order to achieve these
aims, it was thought that the preacher had to gerdas sermon according to a clear and
convincing scheme that would make his preachingerpomwerful. The raison dtre of the

scholastic sermon and thes praedicandivas nothing other than to answer the new questions

%8\ urphy, p. 315.

189 Vocant predicatores quidam prologum suum prothegni thema antethema, ut scilicet quidam autem
prosequantur principale thema proponant quiddawetifeemate et exponant ad capiendum benivolentiam e
preparandam attentionem auditorum et docilitaterarad Quoted in Murphy, p. 323.

Murphy, p. 331.
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that arose in the twelfth century due to the cohoépersonal or individual holiness. It may
sound inappropriate to many today that the lonfnghe apostolic life in those centuries had
its counterpart in the scholastic sermon’s suggesif rational analysis. Many scholastic
preachers, however, were driven by the very sarseed®r a life of poverty and penitence,

and their sermons were an appropriate expressitnsoflesire.

The main sign of preaching’s popularity, howeveaswot the spread of thetes praedicandi
from the thirteenth century on, but rather the edeiming number of sermons that survive
from this time. They indicate how busy preacherstnhave been and that they found a
receptive audience among the population of lateienetiEurope. Libraries count among their
collections a huge number of manuscripts contaisagrghnons for Sundays and holy days,
which are to till now only partially explored systatically>’? In the last few decades, a new
awareness of the treasures of medieval sermonsnh@sgyed and is resulting in a new
approach to the study of preaching and sermons.

What we find today in these manuscripts contaiisigignons are obviously not the texts as
they were spoken. The sermons in the written faremoéten quite “dry” and terse. At the
same time, they can often be quite long. The agdiemay frequently have been largely
illiterate, which must have forced the preachentike significant compromises in his use of
language and his choice of content. What we finthéxmanuscripts are model sermons,
written to help preachers in preparing or delivgr@nsermon. This is another sign of the effort
that was made to unify the message of the chamobng all its members.

The many preachers who traveled around Europe ak asithey could or as much as the
bishop allowed generally had already received eotligh education. As we have seen, both
the Dominicans and the Franciscans paid much aitetd educating their new members. In
the case of the Dominicans, every new preachetdgdt an official agreement from his
superior confirming his ability to preach the traththe church defined it. However, the
order’s supervision may not have ended with threagent. It is imaginable at least on the

part of the preachers that they needed some suipgabeir practice, which collections of

"schneyer, p. 34 ff.

1723, B. Schneyer'®epertorium der lateinischen Sermones des Mitaaliir die Zeit von 1150-135Miinster
1969 ff. is one example of this systematic apprpachcentrating on the German-speaking areas afffeur
Schneyer’s survey ends, however, with the year 1[@3@ing at least one century of important develepts in
society and Church fallow.
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model sermons providéd® In many cases the manuscripts have a portable fbus

enabling the preacher to take a sermon collectitm wm as he traveled. Later on books were
developed with a special cover that served alsolasy for carrying the book.

Not all preachers took complete sermon collectioitls them. Certainly there must have been
financial reasons for limiting their luggage durithgir travels. Since books were produced
manually, they were quite expensive, so that a posacher could not afford them himself.
For this reason, a system of copying only fragmehtexts was developed. Preachers could
order just a single sermon or some other textswiea copied from the original collectioff.
There probably also existed groups of preachersdidhaot directly belong to a specific

order but rather to a school of preaching. Thi®etdeveloped model sermons to educate its
preachers. Copies of the collections were madsdistathe preachers in the field. This seems
to have been the case of Milicius de Chremsir.dftet\vo collections of model sermons, both
of which covered the whole liturgical year. Thesfione, he compiled in the beginning of his
activities as a preacher when he also founded@osébr preachers. The collection by the
nameAbortivusmight have been a “lesson book” or a manual irgdrfdr use by his pupils
and followers. It is, however, unlikely thAbortivuswas only meant to be used as a manual
in the school because the content of the sermaygests that they were for the actual practice
of preaching. The sermon models acted as the foind@ar sermons preached to the people.
Later on, Milicius created a second collectionexd(bratiae Deithat contained homilies, thus
directly strengthening this base for the practicpreaching.

In general, schools and universities played an mapbrole in the development of bahtes
praedicandiand model sermon collections. The aforementiogstém of copying was
practiced by students in Paris. Many of the serowllections originate from universities and
many sermons were written for a university audied¢so, the structure of the scholastic
sermon with its theme and divisions reflects aitspary similar to the scholastic philosophy.
Both share a passion for analyzemtheme throughout ttebthemes and subdivisions. There
are, however, too many differences to simply eqtl&escholastic sermon with university
scholasticism. One of the main methodical elemehssholasticism, thquestig does not
appear in the sermons. The sermon does not startdrcontradiction as a scholastic text
does, but is fundamentally a monologue about adailbiext translated into a theme. The

sermon contains no dialectic exchange between ¢twolars but is an uninterrupted discourse.

13D L. d’Avray, The Preachingp. 56 ff.
17D L. d’Avray, The Preachingp. 103 ff.
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James Murphy sees the chronology as the most aongievidence against the idea that the
scholastic sermon had a university origin. The theb preaching that later became known as
thears praedicandivas already outlined before the full developmédniroversities. The

basics of scholastic preaching were defined alatiest by the 1190’s, several decades before
universities acquired a reputation as centersludlasticism. Therefore, it is more probable
that the theory of the sermon originated in theiremment of non-university schools that
were connected to the pastoral work of prié&ts.

A model sermon has a general character. The preaesesupposed to use the model for
preparing his own sermon. The model sermon hae &ppropriate to a particular Sunday or
holy day, but at the same time be general enoufke televant in subsequent years. A model
lacks, therefore, direct reference to the curreality unlike a specific sermon meant for only
one occasion. It offers the preacher just certd@as, a format, sonexemplaas illustrations,
and, of course, quotations from ecclesiastical@ittbs to support the sermon’s message. The
aim of a model sermon is not to introduce new anglr@l ideas, but rather to strengthen
attitudes commonly held in the church. In this eaitDavid d’Avray compares model
sermon collections with mass media, which is a maktl comparison because of the
extraordinary diffusion of them all over Eurof&They were the only means of
disseminating certain ideas to a large number opleethroughout an extensive area over a
period of several years. This could be why mangnsercollections are somehow connected
to Paris as a large city. Here mass communicatespossible since this was a city where

many people convened and passed through.

The important connections between Paris as a wiiyend Paris as a center for mass
communication are not obvious, the most interedtigigg the development of an
ideology for the preacher’s role, the exposureaang friars to living paradigms in the
form of university sermons, whose forms of thoughkte closer to those of popular
preaching than of scholastic exercises, and firtabyoral culture of student friars.
Together these things must have made up an acaegeriironment in which the

stereotyped model sermon collections could takaroextra valué’’

Murphy, p. 326.

17%D L. d’Avray, The Preachingp. 170 and from the same author: Method in thdysof Medieval Sermons, in:
Nicole Bériou, David L. d’AvrayModern Questions about Medieval Sermdassays on Marriage, Death,
History and Sanctity, Spoleto 1994, p. 3-29.

D L. d’Avray, The Preachingp. 203.
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A second consequence of the general charactee ohtidel sermon is that it addresses a
general, indeterminate audience. Since the sermstohbe useful not just for one year but
also principally for any audience, it cannot exitlijcaddress certain groups or layers of
society. We can certainly suppose that many ofémmons were meant for a lay audience, but
even this is not always true. Some model sermdes t@the clergy, as do a few sermons
from Milicius’ postils that indicate that a certdimeme does concern the clerical community.
Therefore, it seems that the audience may haverbeerd containing both clergy and laity.
Anyhow, we do not know exactly which audience ththar of model sermons had in mind
when he was compiling his collection, or which grauthin society he was addressing.
However, one feature of model sermons is fundarhanthevidentthe majority of them

have a liturgical character and are supposed tesbed on a certain Sunday or holy day. Many
collections are arranged according to the litudgyear and contain sermons for at least
Sundays and select holy days. The liturgy is thersaucture which determines the content
of the model sermons. The sermon is always basedvense from the Scriptures which is to
be read on that particular day in the calendar.

Collections of so-calledermones ad statuse an exception to the usual rule that sermon
collections have a general character. These serarerniatended for a certain group like
members of an order, tradesmen, crusaders or everemAd statussermons are different
from the regular model sermons in that they aredet¢rmined by liturgical circumstances.
They give us a more concrete idea about who theeacel was and their social and spiritual
needs. This is the reason why such sermons hgwecdis significance in that “the way or
ways in which society is divided up in these cdll@ts can itself be illuminating: it tells us
much about the social categories of the time, whakid be much more sophisticated than
the traditional model of three orders?

Even when the general character of model sermoes wiot allow us to detect the
circumstances of the time in which they were wnittney are not immune to social influence.
The sermons reflect the society they addressdtkisdnse that the social context is echoed in
the content and language of the sermons. TheHatthtodel sermons lack direct allusions to
the surrounding world can even be an advantage Vaoéimg for the social attitudes and
mentality of the time. In sermons a reality iseefed which the contemporaries of the

preacher experienced. A preacher could not allomshlf to create a large distance between
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himself and his audience, not even in his modehear Therefore, the underlying reality
which penetrates his sermon as the backgrounceahtéfssage can be regarded as the
commonly felt reality in his surroundings. Or, tat it in another way, the preacher has to
refer to a common background if his sermon is td laay meaning or relevance for his
audience. He is bound to use images, languageitaiatiens from the world of his listeners in
order to make his message clear. In his presentdtie preacher cannot be too progressive if
his audience is to understand him. This fact makesermon in several ways a mirror of the
social circumstances of his day. Moreover, thecttine of the scholastic sermon as it was
developed at the beginning of the twelfth centuagdly changed over the subsequent two
centuries. For a long time preachers used the sagtieod to deliver their message. This
conservative trend was not just a question of dot@n and arrangement, as we have seen
that in the mind of a medieval preacher the mesaagk determined the scholastic form.
Despite this refusal to change the method, pregadeems to have been popular to people
throughouthese three centuries. Obviously, the scholastio@e with its thematic character
and its divisions met the needs of the generalipublate medieval society. There seems to
be much to be said for the opinion that sermon®aecof the best vehicles for transmitting
and discovering the long-term religious feelingd arentality that existed in the late Middle

Ages exactly because of this conservatism in fanoh\acabulary.”®

178D L. d’Avray, The Preachingp. 80.
1D L. d’Avray, The Preachingp. 248.
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2. Milicius’ two postils Abortivus and Gratiae Del

The new awareness of the many facets and leveisholastic model sermons led to different
approaches in the study of medieval preachifiglowever, the aim of this study on the
preacher Milicius de Chremsir is not so much talgsth an image of the mentality of his
time nor to offer a comprehensive survey of thea@nd theological questions in Bohemia
of the fourteenth century, but rather to understande of Milicius’ theological opinions by
analyzing a selection of his sermons which survivetthe two collectiong\bortivusand
Gratiae Dei As such, this is in the first place a theologgtaldy on the author of the sermons.
But theology is also a part of society which attésrip formulate answers to questions on
normal life. Milicius’ sermons reflect in one way @another the reality he was living in. The
themes which he brings up in the sermons représgiatwvareness of and receptivity to
contemporary problems and the desire to resolva.th#s strong emphasis on the peaceful
and sober life of a Christian is more than simplydbligatory content of the moralist
medieval sermons. They tell us about a feelingn@asiness, uncertainty, dissatisfaction and
even fear in a period of many changes in socidtg. Jreat attention he gives to the religious
and pious life of King Wenceslaus, the main pattbBohemia and the founder of the royal
household, must also be understood as a criticissardemporary rulers.

Milicius’ image is still determined by the few wrigs on him which have appeared in
editions. As we have seen, those texts gave theesajn of a preacher who was strongly
concerned with the questions of apocalypticismantichrist. The first aim of this study is to
critically survey this image and eventually alteby introducing new material to those known
editions of his work. This material was selectemhfrthe two model sermon collections which
had never been studied before.

The collections survived in many copies which we ftad in libraries in Prague, Wroclaw,

Munich, Vienna and other citi¢&" This study is mainly based on three manuscripts

189, J. Bataillon was the first to formulate diffetemays to study medieval sermons in Ajgproaches to the
Study of Medieval Sermagriseeds Studies in English 11 (1980), p. 19-35. fidwe to write a similar article was
D.L. d’Avray, Method in the Study of Medieval Sern® in: Nicole Bériou, David L. d’Avrayyodern
Questions about Medieval Sermons. Essays on Mayiagath, History and Sanctjtgpoleto 1994, p. 3-29.
Several publications give witness of the renewatl@rgoing interest in medieval sermons. To mergimme of
them: Jacqueline Hamesse, Xavier Hermand (Ba.);Homelie au Sermon. Histoire de la prédication
médiévaleActes du Colloque international de Louvain-la Me(9-11 juillet 1992), Louvain-la-Neuve 1993;
Thomas L. Amos, Eugene A. Green, Beverly Mayne Klieed),De ore Domini, Preacher and Word in the
Middle AgesKalamazoo 1989.

18l5ee Pavel SpunaRepertorium auctorum bohemorum provectum idearush poiversitatem Pragensem
conditam illustrans, Tomus Wroclaw 1985, p. 172 ff.
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originating from the library of former Austin Canamonastery in febai. This monastery
played an important role in Bohemian historiograpbyt gathered many manuscripts. To
historians it became a most important source fatieval history. Bohuslaus Balbinus found
materials in it for his work on Bohemian saints aeorked sources from the library for his
Vita about Milicius. Also FrantiSek Palacky made extemsise of the fiebai collection, even
when it was dispersed after the secularisatioh@ftonastery in 1786. The majority of the
manuscripts from the library was then transferceBriague.

The existence of a clear ,family* of manuscriptsnfr Trebai is a clear advantage compared
to other manuscripts. About no other available msanpt we know as much as about the
three, which are registered in the Czech Natioitaddry under the signature 1 D 37,
containingAbortivus and XIV D 5 pars hiemaliyand ms. Xl D | pars aestivaliswith
Gratiae Dej'®?

There are, however, important differences betwhenlittbai manuscripts from both postils.
Ms. | D 37 is written on normal paper in two colwnwithout any illumination. The two
copies ofGratiae Dej ms. XIV D 5 containingpars hiemalisand ms. XII D | withpars
aestivalisare written on parchment and are not arrangedlimms. Ms. XIV D 5 has a small
illumination on the first folio. Both of these cegiare considerably richer than their

“relatives” fromAbortivus

It would be interesting to establish the periodiiticius’ life to which the postils can be
traced. Currently, the generally accepted datirayiBavel Spunar, who attributébortivus
to the years 1365-1366 afdatiae Deito 1368-1372%° Even when Spunar is right in

182The Czech National Library in Prague owns two cemientainingAbortivusor a part of it and seven copies or
parts ofGratiae Dei The oldest manuscript éfbortivusin Prague is ms. VIII B 26, which according to the
dating on folio 151v stems from 1385, nine yeatsraflilicius’ death. It contains, however, ompgrs hiemalis
from Advent till Feria Il after Pentecost. The ead manuscript | D 37 fromi€bai contains sermons for the
complete liturgical year. The Prague library caoméanext to mss. XIV D 5 and XII D 1, some othepies of
Gratiae Dei mss. VB 13, IXA5, XA 7,1l D 20 and XIl C 1Ms. V B 13 gives a full record giars

hiemalis but compared to ms. XIV D 5, it gives less dedhibut the occasions the sermons are meant folXMs.
A 5 contains onhy5ermones Quadragesimales is written on the first folio. Therefore, sosudolars

concluded that Milicius left a third postilla eteid Quadragesimaleésee e.g. Kigak, p. 39, or Spunar, p. 176).
However, theSermones Quadragesimalk@® identical with the sermons for the same littiaigperiod from Ash
Wednesday tilVigilia Paschefrom Gratiae Dei Ms. X A 7 begins also on Ash Wednesday but elitdsthe
Tiebair manuscript XIV D 5, on the fourth Sunday afterteasMs. Il D 20 is a strange manuscript, which
contains sermons up tllominica in quinquagesimahen omits sermons fro@uadragesimdill the third day
after Easter and continues (with some omissions) thie rest opars hiemalis After another text (th8umma
Innocenci) the manuscript gives the last part of plags aestivalifrom Dominica XXtill the end with one
omission. Ms. Xl C 12ars aestivalisis quite damaged in some places and is missiveyakfolios. The
manuscript abruptly ends Bominica XIV post Trinitatis

1833Spunar, p. 172 and 174.
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consideringAbortivusthe older ,sister” ofsratiae Dej there are some reasons to seriously
doubt his dating. The most important clue indicgtindifferent dating for the two postils lies
simply in the remarkable differences between th&bartivusis much more limited: the

postil contains a total of 106 sermo@satiae Deion the other hand contains 165 sermons.
The main reason for this is thatatiae Deioffers a sermon for almost every day of Lent.
Abortivusfollows only Sundays and feast days.

Gratiae Deithus provides a preacher with much more complateeatensive help for the
execution of his duties thakbortivus The more detailed character@fatiae Deisuggests
that it is of a later date thabortivus Gratiae Deipresents the impression of a postil that has
been put together with great care. It seems théeulmination of a long period of work in
the field of popular preaching. The character efwork provides insight into the needs of
preachers.

The difference in the structure of the sermons fansecond indication thabortivushas
possibly earlier origins tha@ratiae Dei Abortivuspresents so-called thematic sermons: a
given text from the gospel (on Sundays) or fromtleopart of the Bible (on feast often from
the Old Testament) is followed by a sermon basethenext which elaborates on certain
themes from it. These sermons are fully scholastibeir structurea prothema followed by
asermq which is divided into two parts each containihgee subdivisions. By contrast
Gratiae Deioffers commentarial homilies: the whole pericoped given Sunday or feast is
examined verse by verse, and each verse is exglamereflected on.

Gratiae Deiis therefore more likely to have been used sefelgtby preachers who were
looking for some ideas for the sermon they wer@gmiag. The user could without any
difficulty take a part of a homily frorsratiae Deiand rework or elaborate on it: this can be
compared to the present day use of biblical comanest. WithAbortivussuch a selective use
is much more difficult, because its sermons arednatied according to each verse, but form
one, complete unit.

NeverthelesSGratiae Deicannot be regarded as a commentary. The structtine
explanation to the pericope is explicitly one dfamily: first theprothemabriefly presents

the main theme from the sermon, often addressm@itbacher and concluding with a greeting
to the Holy Virgin; this is followed by sermowhich explains the whole pericope verse by
verse, which after a conclusion ends with a doxckddgormula about the Holy Trinity. In this
postil the liturgical year determines the choicehef text, whereas a commentary deals with a

whole book from the Bible.
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ClearlyGratiae Deiforms a well thought-out and carefully compiled # preaching. It

would be logical to assume that Milicius could ohve compiled this more extensive work
toward the end of his working life. The charactethe postil bears out the author’'s awareness
of the need for and use of such a work. It is tloeeclikely thatGratiae Deistems from a

later date than Milicius’ other worlbortivus

A possibly decisive argument in datiAportivusandGratiae Deilies in the remarkable
differences in the way Sundays and feasts are edderthe two postils®* Postils, as an aid to
preaching, are intended for use in any given yearfor a particular year. One could argue
that the order of Sundays and feasts is therefwadiyt incidental, as long as the feasts that
take place in spring always have their place soneesvamong the Sundays around Easter.
The Feast of St. Catherine should similarly be gila®omewhere at the end of the liturgical
year as it falls on 25 November, which coincidethvhe period ending the liturgical year.
Taken to extremes, this line of argument would ssgthat it is impossible to deduce any
dating indications from the actual organizatioragfostil.

However, such a standpoint does not take the nafiaespecific postil into account. It cannot
explain the striking differences between the positf one and the same feasGratiae Dei
and inAbortivus The author must have had a reason for placinglast of the Birth of the
Holy Virgin in the first postil after Sunday Xlligst Trinitatis and after Sunday XV post
Trinitatis in the second.

From the ordering and composition of the postilsauld seem that the author used a
concrete liturgical year as a model according tecivhe arranged the Sundays and feasts in a
particular order. It would therefore be probablat e chose the year in which he put the
edition together as a model.

However, it would seem that the author sometimesrdes from the order of that given
liturgical year. Certain combinations of feastsjahfollow each other without an intervening
Sunday, are simply impossible in reality but nevelgss occur in the postils. Perhaps it was
quite natural for the author to make such combomagtias he perceived some feasts to be
intrinsically linked. In such instances the autBgrérception prevails over the order of the

calendar.

1390r the following argumentation Hermann Groteferitischenbuch der Zeitrechnung des deutschen
Mittelalters und der NeuzeiHannover 1971 has been a leading guide. Sedzaistav FriedrichRukowr
kreg'anské chronologiePraha-Litomys| 1997 (re-edition 1934).
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It is interesting to consider whether it is possitd deduce the year of origin of the postils
from their specific order. Does the order of Sursdayd feasts of a given year conform with
that of the postils? The years between 1363 and &B¥relevant to this line of inquiry. In
1363 Milicius resigned from his job at the chancafrCharles IV and devoted himself to
preaching till his death in Avignon in 1374.

Every liturgical year has a different order for 8aps and the feast days of saints. The
combination of thé’ropria de temporand thePropria de sanctivaries. By definition, feast
days always fall on the same day of the year: #astof St. John the Baptist is on 24 June,
just as St. Thomas Apostle has its fixed date obD@dember. Sometimes local customs
altered these fixed days and celebrated a saiay®d another date. However, even in those
instances the principle of linking a saint’'s daytbxed date was respected.

This is not the case with the Sundays throughatitirgical year. Here the position of
Easter plays a central role. The exact date ofefEast given year determines the actual date
of all Sundays. As it is dependent on the firskfimbon in spring, Easter and Sundays with it
can fall anywhere within a range of thirty five dayhe earliest possible date for Easter is 22
March, which occurred once in the fourteenth cenituthe year 1383. The last possible date
for Easter would be on 25 April and which did notwor in the fourteenth century (the earliest
date for Easter within the relevant period was Zd¥ in 1364, the latest 17 April in 1373).
An exception to this system of dating Sundays enseith the four Sundays of Advent and
the Sunday after Christmas. These are linked t®#yeof the Birth of Christ, which in the
Western tradition falls on 25 December.

A comparison of the postbortivuswith the concrete order of the liturgical yearsnmen

1363 and 1374 does not immediately yield cleam@ambiguous results. The order of the
postil between Sunday Judica (Dominica V in XL) dimel Thirteenth Sunday after the Trinity
does coincide with the order of the liturgical yeaf 1363, 1369 or 1374. It is noteworthy that
Easter in 1363 and 1374 fell on the same date,r2, Ap that both years have the same
liturgical order. In the years 1363 and 1374 thegoebetween Judica and Dominica XiIll,
post Trinitatis ran from 19 March till 27 August. 1369 this period was from March 18 till
August 26.

Finally, it should be mentioned that the liturgiocatler in the years 1363 and 1374 was also
identical to that of 1385, the year of origin oétbldest known manuscript of this postil in the
Czech National Library (ms. VIIII B 26), which cams only the firspars hiemalis

However, this year is impossible to have been thdeahyear of the postAbortivus since
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this would indicate that the postil would only haseme into existence 11 years after
Milicius’ death.

So far the comparison of the liturgical order o trarious years has shown that the complete
postil cannot have been composed in one specific féne search is further complicated by
the fact that the years 1363 and 1374 had iderlticegical orders. However, there are
several reasons for arguing in favor of the eadfédhese two years. In 1374 Milicius had to
defend himself at the papal court in Avighon agaghsrges of heresy brought against him by
some opponents in the diocese of Prague. His defeas successful and he was about to be
released when he died on 29 June 1374, still igiom.

As argued aboveébortivusis less elaborate and thought-out timatiae Deiin character.

This gives reason to suppose tAabrtivusstems from the beginning of Milicius’ life as a
preacher rather than from the end. Of the two y&368 and 1374, the year 1363 is thus the
most probable. However, the year 1369 is also ailpitisy. Probably the other section of the
postil will provide an indication as to which ofetltwo remaining options, 1363 and 1369,
could have been the yearAortivus’origin. The hypothesis is that the main part of the
postil originates from either 1363 or 1369, whhe bther sermons were added later.

First we will investigate the possibility of 1368 tne year of origin oAbortivus The Feasts

of St. Andrew (30 November), St. Nicholas (6 Decemland St. Thomas Apostle (21
December) normally have their place within the eyall Advent, when Sundays are not
dependent on the specific date of Easter. Howélveir, exact position in relation to the
Sundays can differ, because the day (not date)mechvChristmas falls changes: the first
Sunday of Advent can be as early as 27 Novembeasatate as 3 December. As far as the
Feast of St. Andrew is concerned, 1362 or 1365t likely the years when this sermon
was added. The year 1362 fits the Feast of St.d\astbest, while the Feast of St. Thomas
Apostle was probably added in 1363 or 1365.

The year 1362 should then be taken most seriotislys assumed that the main part of the
postil originates from 1363 and was modeled orlitbegical year 1363, then Advent should
of course be related to the preceding year, 1362.

The period around the feasts of the Conversiort.dP&ul (25 January) and the Purification of
the Holy Virgin (2 February) fits into the order bB863. This is not the case for the period
between Sunday Sexagesima and Sunday Oculi; tietsFeathedra St. Petri (22 February),
St. Matthias (24 February) and St. Gregory (12 Mgfit the liturgical order of 1365.

97



The feast of St. Jacob on 25 July creates a prolniehat it does not fit anywhere in the years
around 1363. St. Jacob is placed immediately #itefeast of Mary Magdalene (22 July),
which does conform to the model of 1363. It is gassthat the compiler wanted the feasts to
immediately follow each other without placing a 8anin between.

The section from the Fourteenth Sunday after Writwtthe Feast of the Birth of the Holy
Virgin (8 September) can be placed in 1364. Thefallowing Feasts of the Exaltation of the
Holy Cross and of St. Matthew fit 1363. The threa$ts of St. Wenceslaus, the Archangel
Michael and St. Jerome (28-30 September) are atderaccordance with 1365. The Feast of
St. Luke (18 October) does not fit in anywhere.

The Feast of St. Simon and Judas (28 October),hafkltin 1363 after the Twenty-first
Sunday after the Trinity, is placed correctly ie fhostil. In 1365 the Feast of All Souls also
fell on that same Sunday; however, the Feast o8Aihts that year, which should follow this
Sunday, fell just before it, and so 1365 does natichnlt is possible that in the perception of
the compiler the link between these two feastsstrasger than their link to the actual
chronological order of that year.

The Feasts of St. Martin (11 November) and Stalbksh (19 November), which are placed
directly after each other in the postil, form aeewigger problem. The two feasts are more
than a week apart and there should be an interge&Sumday. However, the placement of St.
Martin and also of the Feast of St. Catherine (B¥d¥inber) does correspond with the year
1365.

If we accept that 1363 was the year from whichntian part of the postil originates, we can
assume that the remaining parts of the sermonatliewere added in 1364 and 1365.

If, on the other hand, we take 1369 as the yearigin of the main part of the postil
Abortivus then Advent should fit somewhere in the yearsiadol 369. St. Andrew fits in the
year 1371, St. Thomas Apostle in 1368, 1369 or 1Bu@fLSt. Nicholas cannot be placed in
any year close to 1369.

The sermons on the three Feast€athedra St. Petriof St. Matthias and St. Gregory (22 and
24 February, 12 March) could have been added i0.1B7e position of St. Jacob (25 July)
corresponds with 1371, as does the Feast of Magdilane, which immediately precedes St.
Jacob.

Highly problematic are the Feasts of St. Augus{&August), of théecollatio Johannis
Baptiste(29 August) and of Mary’s Nativity (8 Septembevjich cannot be placed anywhere
in the years immediately following 1369. The year2 might fit, but not for St. Augustine.
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The position of the subsequent Feasts oEkatatio St. Crucisof St. Matthew and St.
Wenceslaus (14, 21 and 28 September) again contoird71, while the Feasts of the
Archangel Michael and St. Jerome (29 and 30 Semenfib1370. St. Lucas (18 October),
Simon and Judas (28 October), All Saints and AllIS®ay (1 and 2 November) could have
been added in 1371. St. Martin and St. Catherihex( 25 November) fall on the
appropriate place for the liturgical year of 1370.

As with 1363 as the hypothetical year of origin Adrortivus(see above), the Feast of St.
Elisabeth (19 November) presents a problem whemgity place it in 1369. This feast can
not possibly fall within one week of St. Martin.

Thus the comparison of the order of feasts and &swith the concrete order of the
liturgical years between 1363 and 1374 yields tassibilities: the postihbortivuscould

have originated either from the years 1363-136faon 1369-1371. In view of the character
of this postil, our conclusion must be that thetp@sconnected more to the first period,
1363-65, than to the second of 1369-71. Theredud#ianal reasons supporting this
conclusion. Firstly, from the year 1363 onwardsidiils committed himself completely to
preaching. Driven by the belief that good preacltogld change the state of the church and
society for the better, he had every reason to deraghandbook on preaching that could
address this need. He probably prepared the gdstittivusduring his retreat in Southern
Bohemia at the start of his activities as a preache

Secondly, it is striking that the order and composiof those parts of the postil that cannot
originate from 1363 form quite a clear unit. Mokttee parts which are not from 1363 can be
placed in 1365, with the exception of three sermwaimch can originate from 1364. By
contrast, a hypothetical origin in the year 1368uhs in a far less uniform picture.
Consecutive sermons do not form a clear unit tbaldchave been added later, as is the case
if we take the origin to be 1363, but are relatedifferent years or cannot be matched to any
year. It is for instance hard to explain why thasts of St. Wenceslaus, the Archangel
Michael and St. Jerome (28 till 30 September) daodate from one and the same year.

The conclusion has to be that a comparison of ther@f Sundays and feasts places the

origin of the postilAbortivusbetween the years 1363 to 1365.
We can try to dat&ratiae Dej the second postil which Milicius left, by the samethod.
This postil, which is considerably larger, was @bly more widespread tha&bortivusgiven

the number of surviving manuscripts. Can we supplusiratiae Deiis from a later date?
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Should we regard the postil as the work Miliciumded to be his most important
contribution to the work of preaching?

Gratiae Deiconsists of two parts. Both yield a surprisinghyfarm picture. Starting with the
second part, the Sundays after Trinitatis, therooflaimost every feast connected to Sundays
points to 1371 as the year of origin. Moreoverréhs no convincing alternative year, as is the
case withAbortivus

A few feasts do not correspond to the grouping3i11 In the postil the Feasts of St. Vitus
and St. John the Baptist follow immediately aftex Second Sunday after Trinitatis. This is
impossible because the feasts that fall on 15 dntliBe are separated by more than one
week, so there must be a Sunday between themit8s. fits the year 1371, whereas John the
Baptist does not. The second feast which doesarotspond to the model of 1371 is the one
of theDivisio apostolorunon 15 July. According to the postil, it shouldidev St. Margaret

(13 July) without an interceding Sunday.

The Feast of Mary Magdalene (22 July) also doesowtorm to 1371. A further problem
occurs somewhat later, in September with the Fedagdry’s Nativity on 8 September. In
Gratiae Deiit follows straight after St. Egidius’ Day (1 Septber), but in 1371 the two were
divided by the Fourteenth Sunday after Trinitefagally, the Feasts of the Archangel Michael
and St. Jerome do not quite fit in. Both feastachifall on 29 and 30 September
respectively, follow immediately after St. Wenceslawhich fell on the Seventeenth Sunday
after Trinitatis in 1371. However, in the postil diree are placed before this Sunday. This
would have been possible as far as St. Wencedaumcerned, but impossible for the Feasts
of the Archangel Michael and St. Jerome. Possi#ycbherence of these three saints’ days
was so significant to the compiler that he did plate a Sunday between them.

The remainder of the second part of the postimf&8 October (Simon and Judas) to 25
November (St. Catherine) do not fit 1371 at allwidger, their placement does correspond
with 1375, the possible year of their additionhe postil. In this case, those sermons must
have been added by followers of Milicius after éesth in 1374.

The first part of the postBratiae Deiseems to date from the leap-year 1372. The divisfo
the complete Easter cycle of 1372 is the samead®ftihe postil, with one exception. As

with the second part, there is no reasonable altiemto 1372 for the date of origin of the
first part ofGratiae Dei The exception concerns the Feastohversio Pauli25 January,
which in 1372 fell on Sunday Septuagesima. Theilgaatces the feast after Sexagesima, a

position which it can only take following the eadt possible date of Easter. Moreover, the
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Day of the Mary’s Purification follows immediatedyter Paul’'s conversion in the postil and
this is chronologically impossible because themadse than one week between the two
feasts.

The year 1372 would also fit as far as the Adventecis concerned. The placement of the
three feasts connected to Advent — St. AndrewiNistolas and St. Thomas — in 1372
coincides with their order iGratiae Dei However, the year 1371 would be more logical as a
model, since the beginning of the ecclesiasticat lies in the preceding calendar year (see
alsoAbortivug. For the Feast of St. Andrew and St. Thomas ¢ae $371 would hold true,
however, not for the Feast of St. Nicholas.

The arrangement of holy days and Sundays is a eoimg reason to date the posiitatiae

Dei to the years 1371-1372. This dating supports $saraption that given the extensive
character of the postil, the collection origindiesn a later period in Milicius’ life as a
preacher. It could indicate th@ratiae Deioriginated from the end of the period in which
Milicius could practice his activities without majopposition. The postil would have come
into existence after the two journeys Milicius madd&ome in 1367 and 1369 in an effort to
convince the pope about the correctness of hisided the urgency of reform, and also after
the death of Milicius’ fellow preacher ConradusWaldhausen in 1369, whose work Milicius
took over.

It is likely that both events gave Milicius reagorcompile his second collection of sermons.
During his visits to Rome, he tried to convince plogpe of the function and importance of
preaching and preachers as a means to reformlitpeus life of both lay people and the
clergy. Urban V gained credibility in Milicius’ egeas he strove to give the church and the
papacy greater authority by leading the Holy Saeobthe Avignonese exile back to Rome.
This gave the pope every reason to support Milisidss fight for reform and to encourage
him to continue with his mission. After the deattConradus de Waldhausen Milicius was
the only preacher of his kind in Prague. This resgulity probably inspired him to compile

the postilGratiae Dei

Table I: Order of sermons in Abortivus and Gratiae Dei

Abortivus Gratiae Del

Feast days Sundays Feast days
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| Advent

S. Andreas (30/11) S. Andreas
Il Advent

S. Nicolaus (6/12) S. Nicolaus
[l Advent

S. Thomas (21/12)
IV Advent

S. Thomas

Nat. Domini — Dom. IV p. Epiph.

Conversio S. Pauli (25/1)

LXX
Purificatio Marie (2/2)
LX
Cathedra S. Petri (22/2)
Conversio S. Pauli
Purificatio Marie
L

S. Matthias (24/2)

Invocavit (Dom. | in XL)

Reminiscere (Dom. Il in XL)
S. Gregorius (12/3)

Oculi (Dom. Ill'in XL)

Laetare (Dom. IV in XL)

Judica (Dom. V in XL)
Annunciatio Marie (25/3)

Palmarum

Pascha
S. Ambrosius (4/4)

Quasimodo (Dom. | post Pascha)
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Misericordia Domini (Dom. Il p.P)

Jubilate (Dom. Il p.P.)
S. Adalbertus (23/4) S. Adalbertus, S. Ge@giu
S. Marcus (25/4)

Cantate (Dom. IV p.P)

S. Marcus
S. Philippus et Jacobus (1/5) S. PhilippusebBus
Inventio S. Crucis (3/5) Inventio S. Crucis
Rogationum
Ascensio Domini
Exaudi (Dom. post Asc.)
Pentecoste
Trinitatis
Ip.T.
Il p.T.
S. Vitus (15/6) S. Vitus
S. Johannes Baptista
Il p.T.

S. Johannes Baptista (24/6)

S. Petrus et Paulus

IV p.T
S. Petrus et Paulus (29/6)
S. Procopius
Vp.T.
S. Procopius (4/7)
S. Margaretha
Divisio apostolorum
VI p.T.
S. Margaretha (13/7)
Divisio apostolorum (15/7)
S. Maria Magdalena
VIl p.T.

S. Maria Magdalena (22/7)
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S. Jacobus (25/7)

VIl p.T.

IX p.T.

Xp.T.
S. Laurentius (10/8)

X1 p.T.
Assumptio Marie (15/8)

Xl p.T.
S. Bartholomeus (24/8)

Xl p.T.

XIV p.T.

S. Augustinus (28/8)
Decollatio Johannis B. (29/8)

XV p.T.
Nativitas Marie (8/9)
Exaltatio S. Crucis (14/9)

XVI p.T.

S. Mattheus (21/9)
S. Wenceslaus (28/9)
Archang. Michael (29/9)

S. Jacobus

S. Martha

S. Laurentius

Assumptio Marie

S. Bartholomeus

S. Augustinus

Decollatio Johannis B.

S. Egidius (1/9)

Nativitas Marie

Exaltatio S. Crucis

S. Ludmilla (16/9)
S. Mattheus

S. Wenceslaus

Archang. Michael



S. Jeronymus (30/9) S. Jeronymus

XVII p.T.
XVIII p.T.
S. Simon et Judas
XIX p.T.
S. Lucas (18/10)
Omnes sancti
Commem. animarum
XX p.T.
S. Martinus
XXI p.T.
S. Simon et Judas (28/10)
Omnes sancti (1/11)
Commem. animarum (2/11)
XXl p.T.
S. Martinus (11/11)
S. Elizabeth (19/11) S. Elizabeth
XXI p.T.
S. Catharina
XXIV p.T.

S. Catharina (25/11)

Table II: Comparison of the order of Abortivus with the liturgical order of the years
1362/63, 1363/64 and 1364/1365

Legend

Dates printed in bold correspond with the ordeGaodtiae Dei
Dates in [ ]: the postil gives no sermon for this\8ay

* the most likely dates, however not verifiable

** corresponds partly to the indicated year

Abortivus 1362/63 1363/64 1364/65

| Advent 27/11 3/12 1/12
S. Andreas (30/11)

Il Advent 4/12 10/12 8/12
S. Nicolaus (6/12)

[l Advent 11/12 17/12 15/12
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S. Thomas Ap.(21/12)
IV Advent
Nativitas Domini (25/12)

Dominica intra oct. Nat. Dom.

Epiphania (6/1)

Dom. | p. Epiph.

Dom. Il p. E.

Dom. Il p. E.

Dom. IV p. E.

Conversio S. Pauli (25/1)
LXX

Purificatio Marie (2/2)
LX

Cathedra S. Petri (22/2)
L

S. Matthias (24/2)
Invocavit (Dom. | in XL)
Reminiscere (Dom. Il in XL)
S. Gregorius (12/3)
Oculi (Dom. lll'in XL)
Laetare (Dom. IV in XL)
Judica (Dom. V in XL)
Annunciatio Marie (25/3)
Palmarum

Pascha

S. Ambrosius (4/4)

Quasimodo (Dom. | post Pascha)
Misericordia Domini (Dom. Il p.P)

Jubilate (Dom. Il p.P.)

S. Adalbertus (23/4)

S. Marcus (25/4)

Cantate (Dom. IV p.P)

S. Philippus et Jacobus (1/5)
Inventio St. Crucis (3/5)
Rogationum

Ascensio Domini

Exaudi (Dom. post Asc.)
Pentecoste

Trinitatis

I p.T.

Ilp.T.

S. Vitus (15/6)

lp.T.

S. Johannes Baptista (24/6)
IVp.T

S. Petrus et Paulus (29/6)
Vp.T.

S. Procopius (4/7)

VI p.T.

S. Margaretha (13/7)
Divisio apostolorum (15/7)
VIl p.T.

S. Maria Magdalena (22/7)
S. Jacobus (25/7)

VIl p.T.

IX p.T.

Xp.T.

S. Laurentius (10/8)

18/12 24/12
(Sunday)

1/1* 31/12
8/1* 7/1
15/1* 14/1
22/1* -

29/1 21/1
5/2 28/1
12/2 4/2
19/2 11/2
26/2 18/2

5/3 25/2
12/3 3/3

19/3 10/3
26/3 17/3
2/4 24/3
9/4 31/3
16/4 7/4

23/4 14/4
30/4 21/4
7/5 28/4
11/5 2/5

14/5 5/5

21/5 12/5
28/5 19/5
4/6 26/5
11/6 2/6

18/6 9/6

25/6 16/6
217 23/6
9/7 30/6
16/7 717

23/7** 14/7
30/7 21/7
6/8 28/7
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22/12

29/12
[5/1]

12/1
19/1
26/1
212

9/2
16/2
23/2

2/3
9/3

16/3
23/3
30/3

6/4
13/4

20/4
2714
4/5

11/5

18/5
22/5
25/5
1/6

8/6

15/6
22/6

29/6
6/7
13/7

20/7

2717

3/8
10/8
17/8



Xl p.T. 13/8 4/8 24/8
Assumptio Marie (15/8)

Xl p.T. 20/8 11/8 31/8
S. Bartholomeus (24/8)

Xl p.T. 2718 18/8 7/9
XIV p.T. 3/9 25/8 14/9

S. Augustinus (28/8)

Decollatio Johannis B. (29/8)

XV p.T. 10/9 1/9 21/9
Nativitas Marie (8/9)

Exaltatio S. Crucis (14/9)

XVIp.T. 17/9 8/9 28/9
S. Mattheus (21/9)

S. Wenceslaus (28/9)

Archang. Michael (29/9)

S. Jeronymus (30/9)

XVII p.T. 24/9** 15/9 5/10
XVII p.T. 1/10 22/9 12/10
XIX p.T. 8/10 29/9 19/10
S. Lucas (18/10)

XX p.T. 15/10 6/10 26/10
XXI p.T. 22/10 13/10 2/11**

S. Simon et Judas (28/10)
Omnes sancti (1/11)
Commem. animarum (2/11)
XXII p.T. 29/10 20/10 9/11*
S. Martinus (11/11)
S. Elizabeth (19/11)
XXII p.T. 5/11 27/10 16/11*
XXIV p.T. 12/11 3/11 23/11*
S. Catharina (25/11)

[Sundays 25-27]

Table Ill: Comparison of the order of Gratiae Dei with the liturgical order of the years
1370/71, 1371/72, 1372/73 and 1375

Gratiae Dei 1370/71 1371/72 1372/73 1375
(Pars 1)

| Advent 1/12 30/11 28/11

S. Andreas (30/11)

Il Advent 8/12 7112 5/12

S. Nicolaus (6/12)

[l Advent 15/12 14/12 12/12

IV Advent 22/12 21/12 19/12

S. Thomas Ap. (21/12)
Nativitas Domini (25/12)

Dom. intra oct. Nat. Dom. 29/12 28/12 26/12*
[5/1] [4/1] [2/1]

Epiphania (6/1)

Dom. | p. Epiph. 12/1 11/1* 9/1

Dom. Il p. E. 19/1 18/1* 16/1

Dom. Il p. E. 26/1 - 23/1

Dom. IV p. E. - - 30/1

107



[6/2V p.E.]
LXX 2/2 25/1 13/2
LX 9/2 1/2%* 20/2
Conversio S. Pauli (25/1)
Purificatio Marie (2/2)

L 16/2 8/2 27/2
Invocavit (Dom. | in XL) 23/2 15/2* 6/3
Reminiscere (Dom. Il in XL) 2/3 22/2* 13/3
Oculi (Dom. Il in XL) 9/3 29/2* 20/3
Laetare (Dom. IV in XL) 16/3 7/3* 2713
Judica (Dom. V in XL) 23/3 14/3* 3/4
Palmarum 30/3 21/3* 10/4
Pascha 6/4 28/3* 17/4
Quasimodo (Dom. | post Pascha) 13/4 4/4* 24/4
Misericordia Domini (Dom. Il p.P)20/4 11/4* 1/5
Jubilate (Dom. Il p.P.) 2714 18/4 8/5

S. Adalbertus et Georgius (23/4)

Cantate (Dom. IV p.P) 4/5 25/4 15/5

S. Marcus (25/4)
S. Philippus et Jacobus (1/5)
Inventio S. Crucis (3/5)

Rogationum 11/5 2/5** 22/5

(Pars 1I)

Ascensio Domini 15/5* 6/5 26/5 31/5
Exaudi (Dom. post Asc.) 18/5* 9/5 29/5 3/6
Pentecoste 25/5* 16/5 5/6 10/6
Trinitatis 1/6* 23/5 12/6 17/6

I p.T. 8/6* 30/5 19/6 24/6
Ilp.T. 15/6 6/6 26/6 1/7

S. Vitus (15/6)
S. Johannes Baptista (24/6)

p.T. 22/6** 13/6 3/7 8/7
S. Petrus et Paulus (29/6)

IV p.T 29/6 20/6 10/7 15/7
S. Procopius (4/7)

Vp.T. 6/7 27/6 1717 2217

S. Margaretha (13/7)
Divisio apostolorum (15/7)

VIp.T. 13/7** a/7 24/7 29/7
S. Maria Magdalena (22/7)

VIl p.T. 20/7 11/7 31/7 5/8
S. Jacobus (25/7)

VI p.T. 2717 18/7 718 12/8
S. Martha (29/7)

IX p.T. 3/8 25/7 14/8 19/8
S. Laurentius (10/8)

Xp.T. 10/8 1/8 21/8 26/8
Assumptio Marie (15/8)

Xl p.T. 17/8 8/8 28/8 2/9
S. Bartholomeus (24/8)

Xl p.T. 24/8 15/8 4/9 9/9

S. Augustinus (28/8)

Decollatio Johannis B. (29/8)

Xl p.T. 31/8 22/8 11/9 16/9
S. Egidius (1/9)

Nativitas Marie (8/9)

XIV p.T. 7/9** 29/8 18/9 23/9
Exaltatio S. Crucis (14/9)
XV p.T. 14/9 5/9 25/9 30/9
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S. Ludmilla (16/9)

S. Mattheus (21/9)
XVIp.T.

S. Wenceslaus (28/9)
Archang. Michael (29/9)
S. Jeronymus (30/9)

XVII p.T.

XVII p.T.

S. Simon et Judas (28/10)
XIX p.T.

Omnes sancti (1/11)
Commem. animarum (2/11)
XX p.T.

S. Martinus (11/11)

XXI p.T.

XX p.T.

S. Elizabeth (19/11)

XX p.T.

S. Catharina (25/11)
XXIV p.T.

21/9

28/9**
5/10

12/10

19/10

26/10
2/11

9/11

16/11
[Sunday 25]

12/9

19/9
26/9

3/10

10/10

17/10
24/10

31/10

7/11

2/10

9/10
16/10

23/10

30/10

6/11
13/11

20/11

[Sundays 25and 26]
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THE PROBLEM: CHURCH AND SOCIETY ON THE BRINK OF COL LAPSE

In order to get a better understanding of the idéadilicius de Chremsir, 27 sermons were
chosen for more thorough study on the basis obbajlinventory oAbortivusandGratiae
Dei.

In the first place, sermons that appeared to cors@amne references to apocalypticism or
Antichrist were selected. Secondly, the selectmmia@ins some sermons that present ideas
about issues of the church and society. To thisrskgroup belong sermons on the hierarchy
of the church and the poverty of the clergy.

The third group contains sermons about the Bohesaarts which were selected because
here we might find Milicius’ most concrete ideawabhis own society. In general, local
saints had a more concrete appearance and sigwiéicavoking more personal interest and
engagement than other, less well-known saints.€Fbiex, sermons on these saints were
written with a greater sensitivity to contemporaimgumstances.

The final selection for this study includie following sermons:

from Abortivus(A), ms. | D 37 from the Czech National Library:
Kathedra St. Petri, fol. 57 ra - 59 ra,

St. Adalbert, fol. 103 ra - 104 vb,

St. Vitus, fol. 141 va - 143 ra,

Dominica V post Trinitatis, fol. 153 ra - 156 va,

St. Procopius, fol. 156 va - 157 vb,

Dominica X p.T., fol. 177 rb - 180 ra,

St. Wenceslaus, fol. 213 ra - 215 rb,

Dominica Xl p.T., fol. 233 ra - 235 ra,

Omnes sancti, fol. 237 vb - 240 rb;

from Gratiae Dei(GD), pars hiemalis, ms. XIV D 5:
Dominica Il in Advent, fol. 8v - 12,

Dominica lll in Advent, fol. 13 v - 16 v,
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St. Nicolaus, fol. 12 r - 13 v,

Sabato in quattuor temporibus, fol. 24 v - 27 r,
Dominica in L, fol. 82 v - 84 v,

FerialVinL, fol. 86 v-88r,

FeriaVinL, fol. 88r-91r,

Dominica | in XL, fol. 92 r - 94 r,

Feria lll post Dom. I in XL, fol. 96 v - 98 r,
Dominica lll in XL, fol. 118 r - 120 v,

St. Adalbertus, fol. 189 v -191r,

Dominica IV post Paschalis, fol. 191 r- 193 r;

pars aestivalis (ms. XII D 1):

St. Vitus, fol. 30 r- 31 v,

St. Petrus, fol. 39r-42 v,

St. Procopius, fol. 50 r - 52 v,

St. Ludmilla, fol. 117 r - 118 r,

St. Wenceslaus, fol. 121 v - 124,
Omnes sancti, fol. 140 v - 148 r.

These sermons express many worries about theisitwatchurch and society. In Milicius’

eyes the presence of corruption and decay in theckhiwas a sign of the threatening collapse

of the world. Therefore, the age has an eschat@bgharacter, because everyone has now to

decide on which side he stands. Its a decisive mbmehe struggle between good and evil.

This chapter will analyse Milicius’ understandinigtiois situation, while chapter 5 will

concentrate on his ideas how to change it.
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1. The Church: a Threatened Unity of Salvation

In Milicius’s eyes, the church is a holy body, whitas to be sanctified and purified from the
dirt that evil brings to it. Very often the shadower the church that prevents it from shining
is cast by those who are supposed to lead and thedeelievers to a holy life. Therefore,
clerics and prelates are looked upon in an ambigway. However, there is no sign of doubt
in Milicius’ words about the church and its hietaycThe church structure headed by the
pope has in no way lost its meaning and importanie.pope is the one who has to initiate
reform in the church, freeing it from evil. It i®surprising that in this process of purification
the preacher is seen to play an important role.

Two sermons have to be considered the main soafddsicius’ ideas about the church and
its leadership. The first one is tBermo de kathedra st. Petrom Abortivus This is an
extensive sermon on the qualifications of those sihon acathedra an official seat or see.
The second sermon is froBratiae Deifor St. Peter’'s Day. This homily is an elaboratam
Mt. 16,18 (“You are Peter and on this rock | willildl my church”) and is more about the
foundations of the church. Both sermons do, howesamtain many references to the actual
situation and have to be understood as commentirigeoactual leadership of the church.
Many sermons from both postils contain some remarnkthe church as well. Most explicitly
this is true of the sermons on All Saint’'s Daygbneral, we can say that the focus of
Milicius’ work as a preacher is the church. Hisfficoncern is its well-being and its purity
since it is God’s community. He recognizes thatdherch is a mixed community, which
brings together many different groups of peoplerafore containing both good and evil. The
church is gathered from all corners of the worlehr the confusion of Babylon — the place
of sin and lust — the church is brought togetheat psaceful Jerusalem upheld by the love of
God.

From many nations and the errors of the Jews thechhs gathered, from the
Babylonian confusion to the peace of the recorgiiision, which is signified by
Jerusalem. This congregation is especially fourimeithe love of God, just as the

dispersion from the church takes place becausdasfesof the world or cupidity?>

185 Ex multis gentilibus et iudaicis erroribus est lesia congregata, de confusione babilonica ad patsionis
pacifice que per Jherusalem designatur. Maximeraptr amorem Dei hec congregatio fieri solet, sicud
dispersio ab ecclesia per amorem mundi vel cupétiesse solet.” Omnes sancti, A, | D 37, fol. &89
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In the same sermon, Milicius points out the diwgrsf the church. Many saints were once
great sinners but then delivered by the blood af<EH® In that the church has a firm and
unifying base, since martyrs poured out their blfmydhe love of Christ.

Diversity within the church is not the only thirgat can endanger its unity. Milicius knows
that the church is a mixed community where goodearildive together. It is this division
between good and evil that is the most dangeroesof separation in the church. Many times
Milicius warns against this division, urging peopidelive “on the right side.” At the same,
time he accepts it as a fact that the existentei®tivision is inevitable for the church on
earth. Preachers have the task to unveil evil ithierhidden. They have to recognize where
the borderline between good and evil in the chliesh The definitive separation, however,
will take place on Judgment Day when the evil Wwédlcondemned. In a sermon on fishing (of

men) Milicius says:

Then angels will go out and like fishermen will oeto the shore of the heavenly
homeland. Taking the good together with the ekytwill select the good in their
vases, but the evil they throw out. For they ,wlparate the evil from the righteous,
and throw them into the furnace of fire; there mélhweep and gnash their teeth.” [Mt.
13,49-50] Who else are those evil fish than membgtise devil, whom Job chapter 40

signifies as the Leviathan or the sea mon&tér?

The unity of the church is of great concern to Mils. Sometimes he seems to anticipate the
coming schism, which became reality only a few gedter his death. He speaks about
hypocrites who pretend to be good leaders butpeagle in a wrong direction. They are even
more dangerous than heretics, who everybody kn@wstirespect the church and its divine
law. Hypocrites mislead believers on purpose, evieen they themselves know what the
truth is. Milicius describes them as the “abomiomatinat makes desolate, and like idols they

occupy the temple and stand in the holy place wtierg should not be. Usurers and proud

186 Ecce unitas ecclesie per Christi sanguinem corsgeedQuanti adulteri latrones et fures heretigiesfidi ac

diversis erroribus involuti, penitentiam agentesa@tversi facti sunt sancti.“ Omnes sancti, A, 31D fol. 239
va.

187 Tunc exibunt angeli et velud piscatores in littoedestis patrie. Pisces bonos cum malis educefitemnt
bonos in vasa sua, malos autem foras miseruntat@bpnt enim malo de medio iustorum et mittentieos
caminum ignis, ibi erit fletus et stridor dentiufivit. 13,49-50]. Qui autem sunt illi mali piscesinisembra

dyaboli, qui Leviathan sive cetus Job 40 cap. npatuwr.” Dominica V p.T., Abortivus, | D 37, fol. 45/b.
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women, who to the shame of the death of Christyanerated like idols in the temp&*®
Milicius does not use the expressigsolatio abhominationi§rom Dan. 12) very often. The
phrase has a strong apocalyptic connotation andlyrappears in the sections of his work
that have such a context. Even then, this termappwainly in quotations from patristic
literature, especially from St. Ambrose. The horfallythe Tuesday in Lent fro@ratiae Dei
speaks about Jesus driving out of the temple all wére selling and buying (Mt. 21,12),
which is by no means a eschatological theme. Nttrissday a special occasion for
sermonizing in such terms and words. Milicius matkes reference simply as a warning to
clerics who work in the church, themplum DeiThose clerics who are becoming rich at the
expense of the church and the poor are just ligertbneychangers, whose tables Christ
overturned. The same is true for the bishops whoad@ct according to their mission. Such
people change the temple of God into a “cave adbeoh” Every preacher and prelate has to
critically inspect his own thoughts and deeds, gmeistion himself whether he is really acting
to drive hypocrites out of the church or whethershieehaving as one himself. He could
himself be driven out and exterminated: “Let theveyors of the church, prelates and
preachers, cry out against those who practice siragainst those who collect property and
against the avaricious, that they may not extertaittee garden of the holy church. Let them
not be exterminated with the exterminaté®.”

Hypocrites are not the only threat to the unityhaf church. Differences of opinion,
disagreements and arguments are more than aptfcaubke church to disintegrate. In a
homily on Lc. 11,14 ff. Milicius comments that aises division always means the fall of a
specific body. This can also be the case of thecthibecause Christianity is divided. Division
is the work of Satan, who sendisractoresand hypocrites to mislead Christians and to bring
them into his power. Milicius seems to be alarmgdhe struggle over influence and power
that was going on in the church. The rivalry he $ethexperienced with the mendicants,
various factions in the church, the leadershipwigAon and during the papacy’s struggle for

greater independence from France all are echoled sermon on Lc. 11,14:

As is said by Hosea 10,2: ,Their heart is falseyioey must bear their guilt.” If the

188 Qui sunt desolatio abhominationis, et quasi ydmaupant templum et stant in loco sancto, ubi refvedt,

utinam et usurarios et superbas mulieres, quepnotppium mortis Christi tamquam ydola colunturémiplo.”
Feria 11l post Dom. | in XL, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 97.r
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princes of a kingdom do not agree among themsetlvesingdom is dissolved. If
inhabitants of one house are divided against inaats of another house, the city is
ruined. If members of a religious order discord amthemselves, the order perishes. If
masters discord among themselves, science perisi@gistians are divided among
themselves, Christianity perishes, not in the gatidious orders and masters but in the

evil. The kingdom of good Christians, however, dalways and remains for evé?.

To Milicius, reform of the church did not mean ademization or modification of it. There is
no sign of ,aggiornamento® in his words, but rathgéendency towards conservatism. It is not
the church and its structures or activities thakeha change, but the people in it. All kinds of
failures, deformations and deviations have to liefftand the original shape must be
restored. The church has to return to the prewstate in which it was a true and unified
church. In this church the hierarchic structurefigreat importance, together with obedience

to those who lead it.

The two sermons on St. Peter are clear exampliggsodonservatism. The first one, from
Abortivus is meant for the feast of tizathedra st. Petron 22 February. The sermon
contains the openingxt from Job 29,7 (“When | went out to the gatehaf city, when |
prepared my seat in the square.”) Elaborating mréference to the “seat” -eathedrain the
Vulgate — Milicius concentrates his thoughts onbsition of Peter. He is the rock on
which the church is built, states thethema This rock is very solid and reliable even in

times of great danger and evil. It is a guaranfeeuth and faith against all hypocrites:

Yet in many dangers and plagues he [i.e. the rbak]proclaimed this with all his
power till death, teaching us to keep to our fditie, unchanging confession, not only by
words, but also by works and truth, even if tyrami® take us away from the faith, are

not present. Present are, however, hypocrites, demwad tyrants, who undermine us by

189 Clament ergo speculatores ecclesie, prelati efipatores, contra symoniacos, proprietarios etasyare

amplius exterminent ortum ecclesie sancte. Nesttigm exterminatis exterminentur.” Feria Il p&im. | in
XL, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 97 r.

19 Sicut dicitur Osee decimo (v. 2): ‘Divisum est amrum, nunc interibunt’ [Note the difference betwehe
Vulgate and the RSV]. Si principes regni disserititegnum dissoluitur. Si habitatores unius domusidsunt
contra habitatores alterius domus, civitas desol&iureligiosi inter se discordant, perit religtas. Si magistri
inter se discordant, perit scientia. Si christiatér se divisi sunt, perit christianitas. Non wnis religiosis et
magistris sed malis, bonorum enim christianorunmoeg semper stat et manet in eternum.” Dom. Il in &D,
XIV D5, fol. 119,
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drawing us to sin away from truth and justice, thiaf by sinning, deny Christ the

Lord.*®*

Then the sermon continues by distinguishing betwieenhree kinds of seats or offices that
Peter prepared for himself in the church: ¢héhedra predicationigthe authority on
preaching), theathedra prelationigthe authority over the clergy) and tteghedra
subiectionigthe authority over everyone). Every office ikkal to different texts and persons
from the Old Testament. The first one is the throh8olomon (I Kings 10), which was
flanked by two lions. Those lions also guided &telPwhen he preached in many languages
on Pentecost Day. Theathedrais conditioned by six grades differentia which make clear
whether a person has the qualities necessary &alpr&hose grades are fully in the
jurisdiction of Peter, in whose place the pope nagstoday. He must decide whether a
person is able to take up the seat of preachindaradpreacher. In the first place, he has to
make a decision what is permitted and what is erainfited to preach. Secondly, he has to
consider what is beneficial to say. Thirdly, ithis authority to fix what is ordained or not
ordained to speak about in a sermon, and fount¥tiat is opportune to discuss. In the fifth
place, the pope must take into consideration wieagppropriate moderate or immoderate
means of convincing a person to join the side efghod. Sixthly, he has to discern what is
useful to say when giving advice to peopfe.

In the church, preachers are responsible to justaothority — the pope. This highest
authority occupies the Holy See and is the succedsst. Peter. This image of the pope’s
authoritative jurisdiction corresponds with someaid from the two writings Milicius
addressed to the pope and his cardinals at thefdnd life. In both the.ibellus de
Antichristoand his letter to Urban V, he appealed to the pomend preachecaim tuba

predicationis et voce magnawith the trumpet of preaching and a great voicetrder to

191 Tamen eam postea in multis periculis et plagisuesad mortem viriliter est confessus, nos instruens

teneamus fidei nostre, confessionem indeclinabiten,solum lingua, sed etiam opere et veritate, eiasn
desunt tiranni, qui nos a fide avertant. Non taahesunt ypocrite demones et tyranni, qui nos adgtacc
trahentes a veritate et iustitia deflectere molignit peccando Christum Dominum abnegemus.” Kathed
Petri, A, 1 D 37, fol. 57 rb.

192 per gradus differentione designatur que fuit itreCum recte differeret quod cui et qualiter praddum,
istos enim sex gradus differentionis habit. Pridigisit in eo quasi quod foret licitum et quodditum
predicabat. Secundo, deliberat cum quod foret egpedet quod non expediens perolabat. Tercio,jire et
dispositio dum quod ordinatum et quod inordinateset dicebat. Quarto, erat in eo dispositio dundquo
opportunum et quod inportunum esset distinguebant® erat in eo modificatio dum quod moderatum et
immoderatum foret persuadebat. Sexta erat is ¢inatis dum quod utile et quod inutile esset holmirs
consulebat.” Kathedra s. Petri, A, | D 37, fol \&¥
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bring the church back istatum salutis,the state of salvation-** The pope is the initiator

and authority who is able to decide on who willdpeachers and what they will preach.
Everyone has to obey him. A second conclusion filtspart of the sermon on tKathedra
St. Petriis even more surprising and provocative: Milicinehcept of the church provides
preachers with a separate status. They are andndept power next to the clerty.

The second seat, tleathedra prelationiss compared to the throne of David. This one is
occupied by wise men, who are divided into threkes of wisdom and salvatiomcipientes
perficientesandperfecti(beginners, those who are becoming perfect, angéhfect). The
opposite of this position is treathedra pestilentighe seat of pestilence in which sit scribes
and Pharisees, who are like the sons of Eli (I Sai2ff). Both offices are that of priests, but
the latter have “no regard for the Lord.”

The sermon associates the treedhedra subiectioni® the throne on which God himself sits,
as is stated in Is. 6. It is the same throne tha®&er sits on to preside over the Holy Church.
He became “the vicar of Christ and his successtitanathedraor throne to preside the holy
church, where he reigns the angelic spirits wtitting on earth.** To this office everyone,
whether preacher, clergyman or lay person, owediebee.

With this threefold division of seats Milicius iseating a division in the church along the
lines of vocation. He distinguishes between theggleobedient to theathedra prelationis

and the office of preaching, belonging to da¢hedra predicationisin this case theathedra
subiectionids the authority above everyone. St. Peter, araigh him the pope, is the head
of every part of the church and evstgtusis obliged to obey and honor him. He is the key-
bearer and deserves every respect. Moreover, itti@ranity of the church is rooted and
symbolized. He is the rock on which the churchdsa®beying the Holy See means being a
part of the Holy Church and being a part of Chsis€presentation on earth. In consequence,
everyone who doubts the pope’s authority doubtss€Chimself or even denies him. Such a
person is by definition a hypocrite and an allysatan. He belongs to those who are a
pestilentiato the church, like those who desecrated the temfpGod by trading there or by

treating offerings to the Lord with contempt as tiid sons of Eli. They deceive the church

193 postremo incepi attendere, quomodo esset de etamiute Christianorum. Et stans in hoc stupesatuivi
spiritum in me sic loquentem in corde: ‘Vade, & slimmo pontifici, qui ab hoc Spiritu sancto elsatst, ut
reducat ecclesiam in statum salutis, ut mittat bosggive praedicatores cum tuba praedicationi®e¢ vnagna.
Libellus de Antichristo, edited by Ferdinand Méq Mili ¢ a dva jeho spisy [Milicius and two of his writifgs
in:Vestnik Kralovské'eské spoknosti nauk Praha 1890, p. 334.

¥More about this is discussed in the chapter 5ps&&8.
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from the inside, shattering its unity.

This is not the only instance where Milicius dravesy sharp lines between the good and the
bad. Almost all topics he preaches about outlig gkearly in black and white what he
considers good and bad. Milicius is not a man feamvith doubt and insecurity, for he is
very confident about what the right choice is. is éyes the very bright spotlights of the
messages of the Scriptures reveal every stainciMsli view and criticism of the affairs in the
church come from a background of conservatisms akear from the first part of the sermon
on theKathedra St. PetriAccording to him the sacred structure of the chuwhich was
handed down by Christ himself to St. Peter, museb®red.

The second part of the sermamguibus verbisopens with a second aspect of St. Peter’s
image. He is the holder of the key to the City aldGThe sermon gives a description of six
gates that lead into the city. This city represéwth the church and also the Kingdom of God.
They are the gates of grace, Scripture, truthjmlise, dignity and love of Christ. The last
gate is for the flock that St. Peter feeds. Pedsrthe key to the gates, which is a symbol of
hope because it reassures us that the reign ofiessks over. Keys are the symbol “by which
the darkness of the devil is pushed backwards thiesight of Christ may comée®

The second part of this division tells the stonsbfPeter’s life, his visit to Antiochia and his
death in Rome, which was in the spiritual senseo8odr Egypt because of the rule of
Emperor Nero. In this time thremathedrain Jerusalem was occupied by priests, the sermon
says, referring to Acts 11. In the conclusion tis tfuotation Milicius takes some very
interesting and remarkable quotations from Pseudysdstomus, which emphasize the
moral imperative on the clergy. “Not the seat makespriest, but the priest the seat, it is not
the place that sanctifies the person, but the pdisoplace. Not every priest is holy, but every
holy is a priest**” The same quotation also appears in the so-cajleddical Sermons.

According to the editors of the Synodical Sermdndicius was the first to fix this moral

195 ..Petrus cum fuerit vicarius Christi et successarathedra sive trono, ut presideret ecclesietsanbi
sedens in terris etiam angelicis spiritibus impat&Kathedra s. Petri, A, | D 37, fol. 57 vb.

19 ..per que referantur dyaboli tenebre ut lux Ghdslveniat.“ Kathedra st. Petri, A, | D 37, foB 8.

197 Videte ergo quomodo sedeatis super cathedram. Quiaathedra fecit sacerdotem, sed sacerdos cathed
non locus sanctificat hominem, sed homo sanctif@aim. Non omnis sacerdos sanctus est, sed oBmisUs
sacerdos. Qui bene sederit super cathedram, horam@piet ab illa. Qui male sederit, iniuriam facadthedre.
Ideoque malus sacerdos de sacerdotio suo crimeriridcgon dignitatem.| In iudicio enim sedensggidem
bene vixeris et bene docueris, omni iudex erigue@m bene docueris et male vixeris, tui soliugxueris. Nam
bene vivendo et bene docendo populum instruis qdondebeat vivere. Bene autem docendo et male vivend
Deum instruit quomodo debeas condempnari. Hec §tdswus. Videant ergo prelati ut bene viventes iuste
iudicent et iniquitatem dampnent.” Kathedra striPét | D 37, fol. 58 rb - 58 va. The quotationfiem Pseudo-
ChrysostomusQpus imperfectum in Matthaeyiomilia 43, PG 56, c. 876.
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criterion, which would play a key role in the Hussinovement some 30 years |df&in any
case Milicius seems to aifar a more differentiated approach towards thebdisteed
theological position known ax opere operatorhis says that the value of the work of a
cleric is not dependent on his moral behavior,dnly on his ordination and , professional”
authority. Milicius does not doubt this claim, lwriderlines the implications the moral
behavior of a priest can have on his office. Acoaydo his opinion, the value of the see
occupied by the priest is dependent on the persunpessesses it. The moral behavior of this
individual can bring discredit to the office, besawa man determines the character of the
position. The focus is principally on the persod &rs behavior. Milicius’ approach is
fundamentally suspicious of hierarchy and statupefson is not what his profession declares
him to be nor what the titles and honors he hasiesd) claim he is. A man is what he does.
This strong moral principle is of course not totallrprising when we take into consideration
Milicius’ way of thinking. In every sermon he vemyuch stresses the moral question. The
virtues of all believers, clergy or laity have te jproven. The church has to return to the holy
life of the predecessors of the faith. It is thesion of preachers, who are sent by the pope, to
lead and monitor this process of sanctificationc@ding to the moral standards Milicius
proclaimed, everybody is equal whether he be aopisin a beggar. As a result, also the
actions a person carries out in the name of hifepstmon are to be judged by the same moral
standards. It is not an individual’s office thasfjfies his actions, but his actions, done in
accordance with correct moral standards, thatfyuisis position.

It is this profoundly moral and democratic apprqaghichproclaims everyone to be morally
eqgual, that made Milicius’ relationship with sométeorities of the church tense. According

to them, the value and authority of a clergymattei'ermined by the hierarchy, the backbone
of the church. In none of his sermons does Milidpsnly doubt this position. On the
contrary, as we will see in the second sermoneeélad Peter, the homily fro@ratiae Dej

he even defends this idea. Nevertheless, in tmeaefromAbortivushe very strongly
suggests that a priest living in an immoral wayuti@ask himself whether he still can be
priest. In the quotation of Pseudo-Chrysostom ev@yliving a holy and sanctified life is a
priest. Priesthood is not seen here as a statexdetz primarily by hierarchy, but by virtue

and morality. Hierarchy tends here to be an emptlyiaconspicuous quality, which gains

19%8yilém Herold, Milan Mraz (ed.)lohannis Milicii de Cremsir Tres sermones synodafaha 1974, p. 22. The
guotation of Pseudo-Chrysostomus appears at tharbieg of the first Synodical Sermon (line 111, blerp.
54) and at the end of the second (line 696, HgroRkDP).
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significance and meaning only from the perspeativeoral behavior. This is only one small
step away from making morality a precondition t@'srplace in the hierarchy; however, this
is a step that Milicius does not take.

The last part of the sermon &athedra St. Petriells how Christ appointed St. Peter as the
foundation of the church. He is from this momenhathead of the church. St. Peter,
however, had to do penitence and to fight agawisbad sin. The sermon closes with St.
Peter weeping after his denial of Christ. The tefiSt. Peter were even stronger and more
effective than a sermon, because by their substhegaouched the listeners completely, not
only in their thoughts but also in their feelingérough this weeping then, St. Peter proved

himself to be a good pastor and ruler of the church

The homily inGratiae Deiis titled “De S. Petro”, but in the upper marginoofr manuscript
“Petri et Pauli” is written in a later hand. Unlikee sermon fromAbortivus the homily is not
explicitly about the Holy See and St. Peter’s digance to it.Gratiae Deidoes not include a
sermon for the Feast of the Holy See.

Nevertheless the homily is on Mt. 16,18, the mogiartant text about St. Peter’s authority,
declaring it to be the rock on which the churchudt. The sermon opens in its protheme with
the idea that just as Peter received his name @bnst and was thus amitator of his Lord,

so he followed Christ in his work, life, preachiagd crucifixion. Many were and are unable
to do as Peter did. They seem to be friends ofsGHut are really enemies since the do not
possess the real love, but the false love of #ehflMilicius appeals therefore to his audience
— obviously preachers — to stay in the true lov€hbfist by preaching to His sheéhet us
abandon carnal love and adhere to the divine loregching to the sheep of Christ and
providing a meadow in unfeigned lov&®

The sermon, being a homily, follows and commentgherpericope of Mt. 16 about St.

Peter’s confession that Jesus is the Christ, timeo$Sthe living God. In verse 17 Christ
blesses Peter because of this confession. Milamatyzes seven reasons for this praise, which
seems to be not only meant for Peter personallalsotfor his successors. That at least is the
suggestion of the sermon, which is based on theuptption that St. Peter presides over the

church through the papacy. The seven reasons fustStblessing are:

199 Relinquamus amorem carnalem et adhereamus catitatie predicantes ovibus Christi et pascua vite
ministrantes in caritate non ficta." De s. Petr@®, &Il D 1, fol. 39 v.
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First, to encourage people more to perseverancéaadf faith. Secondly, to greatly
encourage within the declared confession. Thitdlyshow the excellence of the clear
faith of his confession and to show how it pleaSksast. Fourthly, to give a greater
manifestation and an appropriate commendationeofdith of Peter. Fifthly, to show
how Christ before the Father in heaven gives wi#neshose who constantly give
witness to him. Sixthly, to show that just as ook his mind toward God, likewise
God does toward him. Therefore, the more fervemtesme strives for God, the more
effective God unites Himself to him. And hence there he accepts and magnifies
Him, especially if one is elevated to a high positor office, like Peter was. Seventhly,
that the special primacy of Peter, placed ovemgalis its origin and promulgation from
the mouth of Christ®

These reasons give a clear idea why Milicius asciya pope as the highest authority in the
church. His analysis can be divided into threesstepwhich he briefly explains his “theology
of the papacy.” First he points out the unifyingyeo of Peter’s faith, whichas to be
maintained, accepted and acknowledged by everyoisea firm basis for the unity of the
church because it has the ability to bring peopiether. The reason for this is that this faith
pleases Christ and has his support and recommendati

The second step takes into account the hierarcthyeathurch. This is not only a physical
structure but also a spiritual one. Christ is vaithwho accept and remain in the faith of St.
Peter. A person who holds to this faith is remanmChrist. He is in the company of God.
This is especially the case of those who are iaffice, serving Christ and his church as
priests or clerics.

Finally, the presidency of St. Peter over everyisrestablish in order to enable the gospel to
be proclaimed. This presidency and its incumbdéet pope, are necessary to the church.
Without the existence of this office and its dawtithe church is no longer united. The
explanation on verse 18a (“You are Peter and @rtuk | will build my church”) has a

similar tenor. A true servant of the church ish& $ame time also the servant of Peter and of

20 primo, ad magis incitandum omnes ad constantiaameirem fidei. Secundo, ad maiorem confluationem
confessionis premisse (?). Tertio, ad ostendendeceflenciam fidei clare confessionis eius et adratendum
gua placens est Christo. Quarto, ad manifestatianaimrem et condignam commendationem fidei Petji. (
Quinto, ad ostendendum quomodo Christus coram Ratis confitetur eos, qui constanter confitempsum
[a reference to Mt. 10,32]. Sexto, ad ostendenduod gicut mens se habet ad Deum, sic Deus ad eaae. U
guanto ferventius quis tendit in Deum, tanto et efficacius se iugerit ei. Et tanto plus acceptahagnificat
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Christ. What is in St. Peter is consequently alsGhrist.

The second half of verse 18 (“The powers of del#tll ;ot prevail against it”) gives Milicius
again an opportunity to identify the enemies ofcharch. They are the “princes of malice and
errors” or “tyrants and arch-heretics,” who aregdither establishing the “college of the evil.”
They are the “gates of hell,” by which a man enteescommunity of Satan and his demons.
Those enemies have several tools with which tcefsmmeone to enter hell. In a reference to
Rabanus, Milicius warns that Satan will try to @#against the church and its true preachers
by persecution and by the acts and words of thaitinfdl.

Another group that is an instrument in the handSaifin for bringing people to his side
consists of “doctors of heresy and other pervessiamho deceive believers. “Like one enters
through the good teachers as through the gatemwftlse heavenly Jerusalem, likewise one is
allowed to enter the eternal confusion of hell tlgio the evil teachers, through the gates of
Babylon.”*

All those evil powers do not have the ability teeahrow the church, because it is in unity
with St. Peter. His confession and his presentledrhierarchy are a guarantee that the church
will stay untouched through all the attacks of ¢éimemy and his allies. Milicius uses a thought

from Cyril when he states:

The church of Peter stays immaculate from all seolicover all leaders and bishops
and primates of the church in their pontificated arlest faith and authority of Peter.
And while other churches are ashamed becauseiottiners, this one keeps the

stability, stopping all the mouths of heretf€s.

Obviously, the existence of the papacy is to Milsca guarantee of the unity of the church.
The pope is the symbol and instrument of the umgiypond of the church with Christ. He is
the guardian of the faith, of the church and itsnbers. Therefore, he has to be accepted and

obeyed as well. Lack of obedience is a sign ofdyeamd a threat to the church and its unity.

eum, et precipue si sit ad altum statum vel offitielevandus, sicut erat Petrus. Septimo, ut singydaesidentia
Petro super omnes danda ex ore Christi sumereheniget promulgationem.” St. Petrus, GD, XII D 1L #0 r.
201 sjcut enim per bonos doctores quasi per portas Sgocelestem Jherusalem intratur, sic per malowoks
tamquam per portas Babilonie ad confusionem eteinfami patet ingressus.” St. Petri, GD, XII Dftl. 40 v.
This warning we know also from Abortivus, wherddis almost the same wording: ,Sicud enim per bonos
doctores quasi per portas Syon ad celestem Jhenusabintratur, sicsic per portas Babylon([is], stifalsos

doctores, ad infernum patet ingressus.” Dominiga™, A, | D 37, fol. 155 va. See also p. 167.
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The pope has the authority, given by Christ to Ré&bddead the church in uncertain and evil
times. His authority over the church is total, Niilis says. It is the authority to “lead souls to
the eternal life.” This is a divine authority tadove sins, Milicius adds after having quoted
Pseudo-Chrysostom, which was given to St. Petehanslccessors. Here we can conclude
for the first time that Milicius is definitely nainly speaking about Peter and his authority, but

also about the pope and the church hierarchy.

Hear now that it belongs to God only to forgivessiny his own might. However, Christ
promised to give this property, which was his aJdodPeter and his successors, that
they also would forgive sins in their way. Not txeit own, but by divine authority. God

only, therefore, forgives authoritatively, but {gests ministerially®>

St. Peter, the church and its hierarchy are thencheough which God passes down his faith
and grace. Clerics have the authority to administersacraments, of which the sacrament of
forgiveness is the first. The others are e.g. Baptpenitence and the Eucharist. They have a
power, which can clean, forgive and free a perbothis context, Milicius is finally

defending the principlex opere operatovhich we discussed earlier. Because those powers
are not ours but given by God, the sacraments tmse their significance when a priest is
living in sin. “Therefore, merits are not ours, lane¢ given by God, because he only can work
them, even though they do not cease to be oursniviten priests execute something in an
ineffable way according to the power passed onrtg &od only works it in them and

through them and with thend®*

Even more than the sermon fr@khortivus the homily on St. Peter’s (and Paul’'s) Day from
Gratiae Deiis clearly an apology of the hierarchy with th@gey as its head. St. Peter and his
successors are a guarantee of the church’s urtity®¥irist. The hierarchy is the channel
through which faith, love and forgiveness flow awd poured out. Like in the sermon on the

Kathedra St. Petrirom Abortivus Milicius considers the hierarchy to be a defesgainst

202 Ecclesia Petri ab omni seductione immaculata mangér omnes prepositos et episcopos, et primates

ecclesiarum in suis pontificibus et plenissima gd@uctoritate Petri. Et cum alie ecclesie quoramerrore sint
verecundate, ista sempermanet stabilita omnia atsusra hereticorum.” St. Petrus, GD, XII D 1, #f.v.

203 Audi nunc quia licet proprium sit solius Dei, speopria potestate peccata dimittere. Tamen hoaeipsihi
proprium Christus Petro et suis successoribus glamisit, ut et ipsi suo modo peccata dimittantciduitate
non sua propria sed divina. Deus ergo auctoritales dimittit, sed sacerdotes ministerialitet.“Petrus, GD,

Xl D 1, fol. 42 v.
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heresy and division. Hypocrites and evil teachesgarnicious, because they try to destroy
the unity of the church.

There is no sign of doubt about the role and aitthof the pope. This is fully in accordance
with the known writings of Milicius — theibellusand the Letter to Urban. Also Milicius’
two visits to the pope, once in Rome and once ilg@an, emphasize the authority the pope
represented to the preacher. In a sermon on thétfhv@inday after Trinitatis on John 4,52
(“At the seventh hour the fever left him”), Miligusuggests going to the pope in order to get
advice and new strength. The most convincing eweeve have of his trust in the pope, the
vicar of Christ, is contained in the following qaotThe most fitting thing for us to do then is
to go to the lord of the earth, i.e. to Christ &mlvicar the pope or to someone else who is in
the unity and faith of the holy church, and recdreen him the grain that feeds the elect,
grain, | say, of the principal of God, that they c@me to the sevenfold reward™

Obviously, also members of the hierarchy can aésafproached to get the necessary means
for the fight against sin. They as well belonghe those “who are in the unity and faith of the
church.”

There is, however, also a substantial different¢eden the two sermons on Peter. The one
from Gratiae Deibarely speaks about the moral implications of ¢p@ircleric or priest. The
confirmation of theex opere operatprinciple at the end of the homily is thereforesupprise
and is a logical conclusioAbortivuson the other hand is far more lively and exploitthe
guestion of morality. Priests are supposed todiVige of high moral standards. Their
priesthood is empty when they live in sin and eMiley can remain a priest, Milicius does not
deny that, but the content of the position is undeed. The stress on the moral attitude of the
hierarchy brings Milicius to state guoting of Pseudo-Chrysostomus, that everyone whs |

a holy life is a priest. IAbortivus Milicius proclaims that morality is primary, aitdseems
even to bring him into conflict with the hierarclpdnciple of the church. Everyone, whether
layman or priest, is judged on the same basisjstatcording to his morality.

It is significant that this implicit conflict of nrality and hierarchy is lacking i@ratiae Del

As we have seeGratiae Deiwas written at a later date and is the resultlohger period of

204 Sjc ergo merita nostra non sunt nisi dona Deiadpse solus ea facit, et tamen per hoc non desiase

merita nostra. Sic quidquid sacerdoces secunduffaliilem modum sibi tradite potestatis operantolus Deus
illa facit in eis et per eos et cum eis.” St. Peti@D, XII D 1, fol. 42 v.

205 Quid ergo faciendum nobis incumbit, nisi ire achdoum terre, id est Christum et eius vicarium papain
alium qui est in unitate et fide ecclesie sandtee@pere ab ipso frumenta, que electos nutrfamtyenta,
inguam, mandatorum Dei, ut sic possint venire @des@rium premiorum.” Dominica Xl p.T., A, | D 3fgl.

233 vb.
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working and preaching? It therefore has a balanced character of matarityconsideration.
Abortivusis the first work stemming from the beginning oiliMus’ career as a preacher. It is
determined by a period in which Milicius was fingihis way, when he was very alarmed by
the situation he encountered in the church. Hangtadvocacy of morality is the main feature
of his involvement. This postil is not as balanesratiae Dej but is sharper and more
urgent. The implicit conflict between morality atié hierarchy is an example of the

“unbalanced” character of this opus.

2%5ee p. 100 ff.
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2. Clergy as the Source of Unity and Decay

The sermons ikbortivusandGratiae Deido not elaborate extensively on the theme of
prelates, clergy or priests, as they do e.g. oaghers. The occasions on which they are
mentioned can be divided into two categories. éfifst group, the sermons refer to them in
conjunction with preachers. These references asitiyand describe the duties and
responsibilities not so much of the clergy in gahdyut of leaders of the Christian
community. In the other category the sermons adeesded directly to the clergy and the
image of them is utterly negative. Prelates arepdpariticized for their lifestyle and attitudes
that demonstrate their negligence toward theiromsibilities. It seems that Milicius in
general is profoundly distrustful of the clergy aese of their practical life, yet he accepts
them as a necessary aspect of the church.

Milicius utilizes all possible terms that denotesk who have an office in the church. At one
point he will speak abougrelati, then later aboutlerici and sometimes, but not often, about
sacerdoteslt is not easy to make a simple set of rulesfqlaining why he employs what
term when but in general we can see that when éaksppositively about church leaders he
more often uses the wopdlelatus while on occasions with a more negative implmathe
applies the ternalericus In one instance, which we will discuss, he defipeelates as
bishops.

The sermons that speak the most systematicallyt@abewvork of the leaders of the church
are those on St. Procopius, who is the great roléetrfor all preachers and prelaf@5Both
postils offer a sermon or homily about this safithough they do not differ in their general
tenor, these two sermons do vary in what they esipband in their degree of completeness.
The sermon fronAbortivusis explicitly addressed to preachers and descBibelBrocopius as
a rooster, which is the symbol for preachers infitisé place, but then also for clergymen.
Another image originates in the place where thetdaed and worked, that is on the bank of
the River Sazava. He was the great navigator ashipeof the church. Milicius compares the
work of the clergy to the way a cock carefully wags his surroundings and defends the hens
belonging to him. He is always looking at the skg ¢he earth for enemies, ready to sound a

warning and fight®® This is an excellent example foonfessores— those who hear

2’See p. 134 ffand p. 195 ff.
208 Gallus enim sic plurimus vigilanti non dum pastagurerit, unum oculum versus celum dirigit contra
tyrannem, dum aquile accipitis vel avis cuiuscumamatis, ut sue rigore custodie eos a se et imiggiropellat.
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confession — and especially prelates, Milicius shgsause they have to be rigid toward the
obstinate and gentle toward the humble. The sewnaonludes with some remarks about
poverty and working in the church. This subjectwii discuss later more extensively, but for
now we can say that Milicius is a clear advocatpaferty for the clergy.

The homily inGratiae Deispeaks from its outset clearly about both preached prelates.
Both are mentioned in thgrothemawhere they are urged to awaken their sleepinglpeo
and turn them into individuals who are eagerly aarg. It states that it is the task of both
preachers and prelates to comfort with the Wor@ad those who mourn. They have to be
incessantly awake, keeping others as well as tHeessEom sleeping, and they must counter
evil acts. When discussing the virtues of St. Ppaegy who rejected luxury and wealth,
Milicius enumerates some tools, which both preaxhed prelates need in their work.

Firstly, preachers and also prelates should havéght of education and doctrine, the ardor
of compassion and material suppOftMoreover, in the shining lamp there are four diesli
that ought to be in the life of a preacher or gegleelated to the vessel, the olil, the flame and
the light?*° Both should be aware of the fragility of the huneandition and should be full of
the the energy of the conscience. They have ttabeet of love and their light has to reveal
the sins and injustice of both themselves and thadience.

It should be noticed that Milicius does not mentibe prelate in the last three cases (olil,
flame and light), but speaks only about the preadbbviously, even when he speaks clearly
about the responsibilities of all people who warkhe church, his first interest is in the
preacher. To him, this is the most important andmregful worker in the church. Prelates
have their responsibilities as well but those aredifferent from the preacher’s. Milicius
looks at prelates as being — in the best case -achegs and identifies their work with some
of the tasks of a preacher. The prelate is maiplgistor, who guides his flock, comforts the
mourning, watches for enemies and exhorts in dalkeep sin at bay. A preacher’s tasks are,
however, more extensive and profound. He is anatsldyical worker because he sifts the
good from the evil. No such task is given to pean Milicius’ sermons. In the sermons on
St. Procopius’ Day about spiritual leadership,fhadate is depicted more or less as a

maintenance worker who takes care of the flocklea@aps away enemies.

Alium autem occulum in terram dirigit, ut una cumdlipis victum quirens eas blando tueatur affecgt.”
Procopius, A, | D 37, fol. 157 ra.

209 | umen eruditionis (..), id est doctrina lucen$, (ardor compassionis (..), subsidium materialé.‘P8ocopius,
GD, XlID 1, fol. 51 r.

#%ee p. 176.
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There is one other sermon, this time fralyortivus which mentions prelates in conjunction
with preachers. It is the sermon on the Twelfthdaymafter Trinitatis and it is full of an
awareness of the suffering and misery of the wdrkds suffering can only end when good is
separated from evil. Dividing between good and isvilecessary like in the days of Elijah
when the choice was between the Lord and Baal.lameps untouched by evil. Everywhere
good and evil are mixed, even among preachergJael and prelates. “As good prelates are
mixed with the bad, so are truly just people miweth the apparently just and the
hypocrites,** Milicius writes. This division in the church artaetworld has to be executed
through preaching. When the true Word of God isghed, the false prophets, the seven false
preachers and prelates will be killed or capturél ¥he sword of God’s word.

Not only do prelates belong to the negative grogieihfalse prophets according to this
sermon, but in a way that characterizes Miliciuabavalence toward prelates, he also states
that they will be the heralds of the end of theldiofhis positive role of the prelates is not
limited here to pastoral care, but they also haveszhatological mission. The seven angels
from Apocalypse 8,2 (“Then | saw the seven angéls stand before God, and seven
trumpets were given to them”) are preachers andtee “The angels are messengers, seven
preachers or prelates and seven trumpets are @iveem, i.e. the whole of the truth, in order
to announce the end of the world and the comingreht of God '

It is surprising that in this sermon Milicius erdts prelates with the same responsibility as a
preacher. Yet preaching is to him very much fordbeisive moment, that is urging people to
immediately choose good and separate themselvesdvd. Does the clergy have the same
task and is there no difference between a preacitethe clergy? We should not forget that
the sermon on the Twelfth Sunday after Trinitatimes fromAbortivus which is the postil
Milicius compiled at the beginning of his careeragsreacher and which was written in
somewhat of a haste. The well-balanced charactid#reaecond postratiae Deiis not
equaled imAbortivus Therefore, we must first ask ourselves whatesatim of this sermon
from Abortivus It tells us about the power to divide betweendyand evil and about the
importance of preaching in this process. When Misanakes some remarks about prelates,

he places them always in the context of preachumg;h has the power to reveal evil and

21 Sjcud ergo commixti sunt prelati boni cum malis, st iusti veraces commixti sunt cum iustis apptbels et

ypocritis.“ Dominica Xl p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 238a.
212 Angeli sunt nuncii i.e. predicatores seu prelaff éube date sunt eis i.e. universitas veritatisantiandum

finem mundi et iudicium venturum Dei.” Dominica XL T., A, | D 37, fol. 234 rb.
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separate it from goodness. This sermon deals ifirftg@lace with the turbulent state of the
world, which can be changed only through the prieacof preachers and prelates. In other
words, in this sermon Milicius is viewing prelatésough the act of preaching. Prelates are
just a kind of preacher. In this way, the sermomasgnore than another confirmation of the
primary importance of preaching due to its decigigever to change people.

Also Gratiae Deihas some — though more critical — remarks abacelafes in relation to
the end of the world. This sermon is designatediferSecond Sunday in Advent and its
theme is the Last Judgment. Not surprisingly tersr®n also regards preaching as the
instrument for gathering the elect from the foulesi of the world. Judgment Day will be
preceded by several signs from heaven, as issdidkie 21 which the sermon is based on.
Milicius distinguishes four signs: the sun, modays and earth. They respectively symbolize
prelates, the church, the clergy and lay people.t€hor of this message is that sins and
oppression in the church and throughout the wardicate the coming end of timi&

At this point we can learn something about theti@iahip between prelates and rulers in
Milicius’ view. Quoting from | Maccabees, Miliciusakes some statements that define a

prelate’s position in the world.

The sun is the prelate who has to be the sprirdl @farmth and light. As is said in |
Mcc. VI (39): “Now when the sun shone upon the Elsi®f gold and brass”, i.e. the
prelate upon the priests, “and the hills were ablaizh them”, i.e. secular rulers who
are indeed ablaze when the sun shines and thelslaied gold. The moon is the church,

the stars are the clerics, the earth are the laglp&"*

It is clear that to Milicius the significance ofetlprelate in the world is greater than that of a
sovereign. The ruler receives his shine from tie¢ape and is dependent on him. The first
position in the world is occupied by spiritual pow® which secular power is subjected. It is
remarkable that Milicius does not speak in genglalut the church being superior over the
world, but specifically about prelates, who arecdiéed as being as bright as the sun.

The other surprise is that the church is in thsseaampared to the moon, surely lower in the

35ee p. 154.

214 5ol enim est prelatus qui debet esse fons to@ilsris et luminis. Sicut dicitur primo Mach. VI (B9Refulsit

sol in clypeos aureos,’ id est prelatus in presbite'et resplenduerunt montes ab eis,’ id estopes seculares,
qui revera resplenderent si sol luceret et cligseat aurei. Luna est ecclesia, stelle sunt cléeidia sunt layci.”
Dominica Il in Advent, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 10 v.
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hierarchy of existence than the sun. Is Miliciupiying that prelates have a greater
importance than the church itself? In our survelldicius’ view of the church it was made
obvious that to him the church hierarchy is indisgable as far as the existence of the church
is concerned. In this sermon Milicius seems tosstthis idea with a very unexpected
example. Prelates are presiding over the churshagithe sun is in a sense “leading” the
moon. Without their “light” there would be only atgand injustice, is the suggestion. That is
at least the implication of the lines followingghguotation. Milicius speaks about the sign of
the blood on the moon (the church), which he idiestiwith the carnal love of consanguinity
Together with other signs of decay among both gesland clergy — the sun and the stars —
it signifies the total breakdown of all structueesl the end of the worfd® Through this
complicated metaphor Milicius confirms the indisgle importance of prelates and clerics to
the church. At the same time though, he uses thgeno criticize them by identifying the
corruption among them as the main reason for theps® of law and order. More in general,
Milicius concentrates on the idea that the failwwEthe clergy result in them losing their
credibility. They destroy the work of preachinghgy do not take seriously their work in the
church. They tear the net of preaching, which lisdiufish, into pieces and do not cooperate
with the Holy Spirit. God does not choose such petapbe his fishermen of men, because

whenever they do something praiseworthy, they bsdtito their own virtue§'®

Much of the more concrete criticism Milicius malafghe clergy is connected to the issue of
poverty. In the discussion of whether or not livingpoverty is valuable and closer to the life
of Christ, an issue which in one way characteribedfourteenth century, Milicius has an
unambiguous position. Thata apostolicas the ideal for all who live a religious life, &s

was for the saints. In the sermon on St. Procapiddortivuswhich focuses on the act of
preaching, Milicius argues in favor of a life ofyasty using the circumstances of the early
church as his defense: “So was the Holy Churcltbbskeed in early times, that saints adhered
to a life of restraint, loving poverty and leavibehind riches®” The sermon concludes that
the need to possess material goods alienates @eosn the “eternal prize” and from
Christ’s patrimony.

It is not surprising that Milicius links preachiagd poverty in the sermon on St. Procopius. In

°See p. 157.

Z%See p. 163.

27 Sicsic ecclesia sancta primitiva tempore plantabatt sancti paupertatem amantes et diviciasqeéntes,
vite continentiam conservarent.” St. Procopius| B,37, fol. 157 vb.
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the twelfth and thirteenth centuries the churchethanany of the same views about apostolic
life held by the Franciscan order. The pope eveneaglithem in his bulls. However, in the

first quarter of the fourteenth century the attétwd the church towards poverty chang&d.

The year 1323 was in this regard a turning pomthé bullCum inter nonnulloshe pope to
some degree distanced himself from the issue ofnppas he did not consider it to be the
highest goal of apostolic life. From this pointjumatary poverty became suspect. The official
church spoke about spiritual poverty and real, Nty poverty was no longer a manifestation
of sanctity. The general of the Dominicans, Hergddatalis, formulated this restraint in the
following way: “The poor are called the blessed Inetause of their poverty being in itself
sanctity, but because it predisposes to sanctitydnrmeasure in which the good temporal
things constitute obstacles to the love of GOdProperty is not regarded as negative, but has
simply a tendency to keep one away from God. Ttterlen which Herveaus wrote this was
addressed to Pope John XXII and must have bearppost of the bulCum inter nonnullos
issued by this pope. No wonder that John XXIl walted by some Franciscans and lay people
the great whore of Babylon.

To Milicius, property is always negative as fatfas church and its hierarchy is concerned.
Clerics who do not handle church money well andbexrich off the gifts of the poor are

like those who changed money in the temple, he isagsermon fronGratiae Deiabout this
story?*® The same is the case with bishops who “hand dwarcbes.” They have the power to
administer sacraments or execute a holy office@onal or financial reasons. Their tables will
be overturned as Christ did in the temple to thedees and money-changers.

The most extensive discussion on the questionwénppis in Milicius’ homily on All Saints’
Day fromGratiae Dei.The sermon is a kind of commentary on every bhgsgiven by Christ
during his Sermon on the Mount. Speaking aboubtégsing of the poor, Milicius makes a
distinction between three kinds of poverty. Thetftype of poverty is involuntary and is
unfortunate because it simply makes life difficilhe second is spiritual and is fed by
humility. The third one is voluntary and adlligiosi, canons and monks should be devoted to
it.

Those who take a vow of poverty, so that they hravpersonal property, can have it in

Z8André Vauchezl.a Sainteté en Occident aux derniers siecles dued@ge Roma 1981, p. 457 ff.
Z%uoted from Vauchez, p. 460.
2%Feria Ill post Dom. | in XL, GD, XII D 5. fol. 97.r
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common. Every order is based on this, that whatenesr own, belongs to the
community, so that nobody can say that somethihgsiand nobody among them be in

need, as is written in Acts?4!

If members of the clergy do not obey these rulesy tare robbers and thieves, Milicius says.
He describes in detail the attitude the religioagento sustain in order to be poor. It is not
enough just to declare oneself poor, but povertgtrha practised in every way. E.g. when a
religious needs a book, he has to ask his sup&iarything which is beyond that which the
others have, requires permission from the supeBuatralso the superior has to be just because
his decisions can turn a person into a violatahefideal of poverty. When a community
acquires more property than it needs, it violatagepty. Poverty is meaningless when it is
feigned. It becomes hypocrisy and obscures sin.pboe should not be obsessed with wealth;
although they are disregarded in the world, theyukhconcentrate on the richness of good,
spiritual poverty.

It seems that in this sermon Milicius is giving b@mmunity of preachers some concrete
rules. The detailed nature of the regulationsef@mple when he speaks about having books
or even a special diet, suggests that these abéepne he encountered in his community. In
another section of this study, we pointed out émeléncy of Milicius to regard preachers as a
third entity within the church, apart from the ggrand the laity?* But poverty is not only
limited to preachers. It is the most important ficad characteristic of all people who have
some leading position in the church. Violating ptyéherefore means violating the sacred
life of the church and is an attack on the credibdf the institution.

Clergy and prelates along with preachers bearatgansibility for teaching believers how to
live. They have to behave holier than in an avelifgieas the canonist Hostiensis wrote in his
Summa aureaf 1255°?* Hence, it is only one small step from declaringumeary poverty the
ideal for everyone in society. Sometimes Milicieems to take this step. At one point he
speaks about the relativity of all ownership argithportance of giving. The sermon is from
Gratiae Dej on the sixth day in Quinquagesima and contaios@elaboration on the theme

of giving alms. They have the power to purify, & Bee, to give shelter, to bless, to justify

221 Quidam autem si vovent paupertatem, ut nichil laatb@roprii in speciali | possunt tamen habere in

commune. Et in hoc fundatur omnis religio ut quididuabent, sit eis commune, ut nemo dicat aliquiths esse
et quod nemo sit inter eos egens, sicut scribitiudm quarto.” Omnes sancti, GD, XII D 5, fol. 14¢. See
also p. 177.

?25ee p. 178.
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and to save. Milicius concludes his homily withextihortation to be a good merchant. Giving
away your possessions is more lucrathan holding them for yourself, is his conclusion.
“When you want to be the best merchant, an exdelistrer, give away what you cannot hold
to receive what you cannot lose. Give a little god receive a hundred times more. Give your
temporary possessions to gain the eternal inhegt&A* To Milicius poverty is a virtue

which is definitely a necessity to preachers aedgyimen, but its significance transcends the

borders of communities bound by a vow only.

?Zgwanson, o.c., p. 104.
224 Sj ergo vis esse mercator optimus, fenerator égsega quod non potes (in marg. retinere), upiasj quod

non poteris amittere, da modicum et recipias céntnpDa temporalem possessionem ut consequaris here
ditatem eternam.” Feria VI in XL, GD, XII D 5, fod1 v.
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3. Sovereign or Tyrant: the Morality of Power

Milicius has concerns not only about the church iésdlergy, but also about secular power.
This theme is not without ambivalence in Milicis®rmons. He at times speaks about it in an
approving way, especially when he discusses thadhmore extensively. At the same time,
he frequently uses the word “tyrants” to address¢hwho commit wrong-doings themselves
or allow evil to be committed by others. There se¢obe a parallel with the theme of the
clergy: Milicius confirms the significance of thkeeryy in the church structure, but at the same
time sharply criticizes the practical lifestyleraEmbers of the clergy.

We find his approval of secular power expressedt miosctly in the two sermons on St.
Wenceslaus, in which he formulates the principkes good ruler. The sermons will be
discussed in this study’s section on saffitfut we will briefly describe some of Milicius’
ideas related specifically to power, which we meehose sermons. The sermon presents
Wenceslaus as a king driven by a prophetical splatwas a good ruler because he “was
working in the Word of God,” comments the protheshéhe sermon. Good rulers listen to
God’s word and propagate it during their rule.His tway, they are like preachers who
meditate on the Law of God and spread the gosp8bafs mercy?®

Milicius goes on to say that God gives some petiealignity of power, however, as an
instrument with which to do good works and to sestreers. This was the case of St.
Wenceslaus who was appointed by God and subjeoteskli to the Lord through his
obedience. This was reflected in his life: he wasble, poor, and refusing the woffd. The
good ruler is at the same time also a “ruler ofdherch or the Christian peopl&®bringing
good things to his subjects. He receives all hisigs from God and returns them to him by
ruling his people well. Milicius compares the gaater to Solomon, because he was an
obedient king, unlike Saul. The former grew in petion, whereas the latter lost himself in
the arrogance of his power. The good ruler has &dus side when realizing his politics.
Again St. Wenceslaus is the example of the piong Wiho dedicates himself to God. He
fasted, restrained himself from vengeance, andkasgehe frequently took part in silent

vigils, staying awake to meditate all through tighh St. Wenceslaus gave to the poor from

gee p. 182.
?2°See p. p. 168 and 184.
#2'See p. 185.
?%5ee p. 186.
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his own property whenever some evil sovereignsisoafed their scant possessi6fis.
However, good rulers like Wenceslaus have many e®menceslaus led a holy life like
Abel, who was killed by his brother Cain when Gaodepted the pious brother’s sacrifice. In
the same way, Wenceslaus — the purest sovereitjre dfoly church — was perfidiously
killed by his brother Boleslaif§’

The Wenceslaus homily i@ratiae Deialso paints an image of the good ruler, though the
homily is more generally about his piety. The samies are mentioned asAbortivus but
they are not related so specifically to rulers, toutveryone in general. Wenceslaus cared for
the poor, giving them his clothes, working with bign hands to prepare the wine for the altar
etc. The sermon stresses the relative value ofdehgoods and power compared to eternal
life, which is the reward for a holy life. Miliciusnain remark about rulers is made rather
reluctantly. After describing some of Wenceslaugues, he concludes: “He carried his cross
in the spiritual sense because he was humble g, glevoid of any vain glory, which is
among sovereigns very raréObviously, Milicius does not have high expectasidor the
average ruler of his day, since the good onesaéher rare. In praising Wenceslaus he is at
the same time sharply criticizing those who arpawer.

The good ruler in the eyes of Milicius is humblscetic and pious. He has certain prophetic
and sacerdotal characteristics and is certainlynbytthe ruler of the country, but of
Christendom. In his power he is a servant to tleglp@and the poor. Reigning over his
subjects who are obedient to him, he is himselfesutand obedient to God. It is not their
power or glory that Milicius is referring to whee Bpeaks about kings, but their obedience
and care. The bad ruler, on the other hand, isppesite according to Milicius. Like the
brother of Wenceslaus, the bad sovereign is onhghufor power and temporal possessions
and in being thus, he becomes a servant of SatdeslBus was only interested in obtaining
power, not as an instrument for doing good butwaayto gain temporal glory through use of
weaponry and horses. His reign turned out to beimgtother than robbery and oppression.

Milicius concludes that such evil rulers shouldchdled tyrants.

229 carnem terens inedia sive fame procul existenisias et sub veste regia utendo silitiis, sacrafientans

limina, nocte surgens media, cruentans nudis pedibstigia, in hyeme nunc lingua egenis defertcmatutinis
interest, nunc autem pauperes a principibus spaliaguibus beatus Wenseslaus propria condonabat.”
Wenceslaus, A, | D 37, fol. 214 ra-rb. Miliciusparaphrasing a strophe from the stgnceslaus, dux gragie
which was frequently used in the liturgy on St. Wedaus’ Day: “Sacra frequentat limina, nocte susg@aedia,
callis ferens gravamina, cruentat vestigia.” Seel,Qr. 441 or p. 391, 400, 434 ff,

#05ee p. 186.

%1 Etiam in mente crucem portabat quia humilis inriglduit, expers inanis glorie, quod est intra pijres valde
rarum.” St. Wenceslaus, GD, XII D 1, fol. 122 r.
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Tyrants are a frequent theme in the sermons otMsi The evil ruler always finds himself in
company with other terrible sinners like the hypesrand the proud. He is dominated by
seven evil spirits, Milicius says in his sermontba Twelfth Sunday after Trinitatis from
Abortivus Those spirits are similar to those Christ ideesiin Mt. 12,43-44 (,When the
unclean spirit has gone out of a man, he passesghrwaterless places seeking rest, but finds
none. Then he says: ‘I will return to the houserfrwhich | came’. And he finds the house
empty, swept clean.”). “What else can | say abbetdondemned and what else about the
tyrants of the modern times than that they are ety the seven spirit$ The seven

spirits are here the evil counterparts to the sewgels or preachers to whom are given the
seven trumpets for announcing the end of time had_ast Judgment.

In the sermon on St. Vitus’ Day from the same postilicius puts tyrants again in the
contraposition, this time opposite holy martyrs ovguffer all kinds of torture and pain. This
is the world dominated by “evil spirits.” Those f8fs, who possess hypocrites, tyrants and
heretics opposed to the truth, are multiplied enthseeing the end of the world or the defeat
of the army of the world?®**

In the homily on the Third Sunday in Lent, Milicigszes a small list of weapons that the

devil uses to divide the church and to rule theldvor

(Mg. Sinners are the army of the devil.) Is it tiwdt the luxurious are his breastplate
(..), the proud are his helmet and they are publaell as much as possible from the
front by the lance of the Word of the Lord (..)o$le who makes things ridiculous are his

bow (..), hypocrites are his shield (..), and tysare his sword?*

The faithful have to separate themselves from teggayrants. Milicius enumerates a long
list of the Lord’s enemies in the St. Vitus homityGratiae Dei The church has to remain
clean of those who are self-indulgent, avaricidul of errors and greed, just as St. Vitus
separated himself from such sinners. Milicius comtsi¢hat this is a good separation,

because it divides us from those who are the fE@idhe secular rather than of the eternal.

232 Quid ergo dicam de reprobis, quid de tyrannis nodEmporis nisi quod significati sint per septspiritus.*

Dominica Xl p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 233 vb.
233 |ta maligni spiritus qui possident tyrannos yptasiet hereticos adversarios veritatis in eis plidati sunt,
videns finem mundi sive stragem exercitus mundfa8it Vitus, A, | D 37, fol. 142 ra.

234 (Mg. Peccatores sunt arma dyaboli.) Nonne lorica sunt lusuriosi (..) galea eius sunt superhiytaxime
retunduntur hasta verbi Domini in fronte (..), a@&ius sunt detractores (..), scutum eius suntripgc.),

gladius eius sunt tyranni?* Dominica Ill in XL, GV D 5, fol. 119 v.
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He points out all the great of the world and tysadieclaring them condemn&d This
separation is a special instruction for preachehg must as powerless men in the worldly
sense bind mighty tyrants, just as the angels bdentbns. Preachers have the sword of the
Word of God with which they can divide sinners fr@atar° Milicius says in a sermon on
the Fifth Sunday after Trinity, which is especiallgdicated to the work of preachers.
Tyrants can be very powerful, but the faithful wikver succumb to therRossunt ergo
tyranni adversus bonos sedere sed prevalere nosupéy —“They can beleaguer the good,
but they cannot prevail”, is how the sermon orvV&nceslaus frombortivusconcludes. The
same message is stated more extensively in thdyhombt. Ludmilla — another Bohemian

saint, who was oppressed by her mother in law Draitzo

Behold how the New Gospel and the Old Testameniudfibed in this, because euvil
tyrants and proud women are sent like Drahomitheaven of fire, which the officers

or torturers of blessed Ludmilla indicate, becaisy have died several deaff¥.

This, of course, is in contrast to St. Ludmilao was lifted up to the glory of the Kingdom of
God. Tyrants will certainly be defeated and deptigétheir power. This is, however, the
vision of theeschatorwhen Christ will come to triumph over evil and &atin other words,
these illustrations make real the judgment of Goavyhich tyrants and their companions will
have no chance of salvation.

In general, we can say that Milicius approves af/@othat is executed in the way God meant
it to be. Those in power first and foremost musedar the poor. When this is the case, as
during the reign of the good ruler St. WenceslaiBcius does not hesitate to believe that
this power is given by God. His approval of powseconditional however on the way it is
used. Whenever a sovereign uses his power to gaiith @nd property for himself, he is
nothing more than a tyrant and oppressor. Takemdhof itself this conditional endorsement

of those in power is not original; however, Milisipurpose is distinct in that he uses this

23> Bona ergo est ista separatio, dum ab amicis mlibd&separamur. Unde si vides superbos sepatadisa

Noli dicere: Numquid omnis superbi dampnabuntur® Bde quia omnes gigantes mundi et tyranni, Pharao
Nero et alii perditi sunt.” St. Vitus, GD, XII D fgl. 31r.

238 Ut infirmi predicatores potentes tyrannos alligesitud angeli demones ligaverunt et quia predieatgladio
verbi Dei peccatores ab ipso dividunt et scindubbinica V p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 155 ra.

#7st, Wenceslaus, A, D 37, fol. 214 vb.

238 Ecce quomodo ewangelium novum et vetus testameitturoc impletum est, quia mali tyranni et superbe
mulieres ut Drahomirz missi sunt in caminum igisod significant lictores sive tortores beate Lutimguia

diversis mortibus sunt occisi.“ St. Ludmilla, GDLIXO 1, fol. 118 .
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conditionality to emphasize that most rulers aretlmyoof our distrustMilicius was often
openly critical of power probably because he sapitactical result of its use. He concluded
that many sovereigns do not care enough aboutategnd are not humble nor obedient to
God. The attitude of St. Wenceslaus is rare amolegs.

Another tendency in Milicius’ sermons confirms tdistrust of rulers. Only in the sermons on
St. Wenceslaus’ Day does Milicius speak in a pesivay about power — which means,
however, at the same time that he is limiting aefinthg “good power.” In all other
instances, his remarks about those in power allvays a negative tone. Milicius is familiar
with the misuse of power, as exemplified in theregpion of the saints and torturers of the
martyrs. Tyrants are the allies of Satan, whoyisigrto conquer the world and exterminate the
good.

In this sense, we can consider the sermons on Wlaniseas a critical review of the practice
of power. Realizing this, it is clear that the neggsof these sermons is above all meant for
the contemporary rulers of Milicius’ time, to whdme presents St. Wenceslaus as a role
model. Milicius tries to persuade the powerful xeeute their office according to the Law of
God and sharply criticizes the powerful who rejbeise norms. More radically, Milicius even
rejects all power that does not have the chara€t®t. Wenceslaus’ reign, claiming it comes
from Satan and that the possessors of such powlerentainly be sent to hell.

Finally, we notice that this image of power hag@qundly human character. Its primary aim
is to make the life of the poor more human, to éar¢he needs of those who are dependent.
Power is a way of spreading humanity. Milicius’wies again moral, as it is a manifestation
of his will to change and improve the world. Howeuhis change does not signify a
revolution from the existing structures, but ratheeturn to the “good old world”

characterized by obedience and piety.
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4. Sin: The Spiritual Battle and Eschatological Imgications

The complex issue of sin, its form and the struggté it is a subject that is present
everywhere in the sermons of Milicius of Chrem@iur approach, which is to select certain
themes from these sermons and to elaborate angkarthem, has a drawback when it comes
to the issue of sin. While it is easy to make aitation of quotations from the sermons
about other topics relevant to our study, e.g.qhees, prelates or the church, this is not so
much the case with the theme of sin and the emichef This issue is much larger, it is like a
thread throughout the sermons and is in fact tleeadvsubject of the sermons. It is sin against
which preachers and others have to fight. Sin 0aigis from Satan and hell and its nature
implies an end of timeCriticism of clerics is closely connected to aatgsion of the nature

of sin. The works of the great saints were all abtarized by a fight with Satan and his allies.
The mission of the church and its head, the pg®, éradicate sin and evil. Sermons are the
preacher’'s weapon against sin. Hence, the battlesin inspires the sermon making it
impossible to distinguish it frormther themes appearing in the sermons

With this in mind, however, we will elaborate ortissue of sin to give an idea of what
Milicius thought about its nature and appearante. hain reason for this is that the theme is
too important to his thinking to only link it toghpreachers or clergy. In a certain sense, we
can say that sin is the backdrop for all of Mil€iideas about the church and the world. His
fight against sin gets its identity and concretsrfesm the works of those who labor in these
two realms. Sin is a most important subject to &flis because his main aim is to search for

ways how to combat it.

Sin is an aspect of our sad, daily reality becausare constantly tempted by it. We must
therefore be open to correcting our ways, to cuomggelves from the “daily fever, because
we sin incessantly?®® as Milicius says in the sermon on Dominica XleafTrinitatis from
Abortivus He seems to be referring to Holy Communion amsimument against sin, which
otherwise rules us completely.

Milicius refers to these daily sins as ties, andlivedes them into two categories. There are

»the loins of the mind (mg. of affection), and afurse of the intellect from which come

239 Correctionem ergo accipiamus et medicamen coetreein cotidianam dum incessanter peccamus. Contra

febrem interpolatam quando intercise peccamus, hanam nunc malum faciendo. Contra tercianam quando
fidem et spem habendo, contra caritatem peccanmrgra&Cquartanam quando a quattuor cardinabilisititinis
deviamus ut sic sanati ad eternam salutem felicégaramus.” Dominica XII p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 238&.
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opinions and desires. (..) Likewise there are ¢ingslof the flesh, the seat of reproduction
which give birth to the carnal longing&*®

According to Milicius, knowledge is suspect becai®an easily distract one from the faith.
Those who teach possess a power which can be misusEad students to the devil instead
of to a better understanding of God and the faitlan Abortivussermon on the Fifth Sunday
after Trinitatis, Milicius describes the knowledglewise and learned people as “the head of
Leviathan,” or the dragon from the underworld. @bdoses the unlearned to be fishermen of
people, he say¥!

In his sermon on All Saints’ Day frodbortivus a whole list of those people who live in sin
and are Lucifer's associates is mentioned. Not exllyteachers belong in this category, but

also judges and sovereigns.

But we should shudder at the thought that heavamdyearthly things are associated
with the underworld. There are many who announcalsewil things to their fellow
creatures. Others teach big evil things to oth@tkers hinder the good by force. Others
are ruling or reigning in a evil way. Others ardging unjustly. Others are full of the
knowledge of perfidy and betrayal. Others aredfithe fire of luxury and carnal

love 242

According to Milicius, the angels will throw suckgple into hell together with Lucifer. Sin
associates a person with the devil, making himragiahe evil and malicious world. Sin is a
sign that someone is overwhelmed by evil. Therefirein itself is a mark of the end of time.
Sin makes visible the eschatological world, thagdte between good and evil — evil being
characterized by apocalyptic names such as Luaifeeviathan.

The devil has many methods of winning a person tivéis sideGratiae Deicontains a
sermon about the temptation of Christ in the degérich is in many ways a sermon about the
struggle against evil in the world. In his commentMt. 4,6a (“If you are the Son of God,

throw yourself down”), Milicius mentions the dewlability to deceive. “Behold the slyness

240 Sunt enim lumbi mentis (mg. affectus), sciliceirgelectus, ex quibus cogitationes et desideripltém sunt
lumbi carnis ubi est sedes generationis de quibustor carnales concupiscentie.” St. Procopius, &DD 1,
fol. 50 v.

215ee p. 167.

242 Sed horrendum est quod celestia et terrena infieusasociantur. Sunt enim multi qui mala parvaxiros
nuntiant. Alii magna mala alios docent. Alii potenbonos inpediunt. Alii male principantur seu doanitur.
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of the devil because he knows that many who aomgtat overcoming bigger sins such as
greed and lust, but do, in fact, in a subtle masirére for the fame of honour derived from
works of holiness especially in a holy plaé&He points out that the devil may be astute,
however, Christ is able to defeat the false wisadiime devil with the real light of the
Scriptures.

In a sermon (Feria quinta in L) based on anothdargidVatthew (8,5-13) which tells the story
of a Roman centurion requesting Christ to heatarsant, Milicius explains why the
centurion is said to be “unworthy.” Being a pagé#icer, he has many things in his house
which will offend Christ. He has to get rid of ey#ring that prevents him from inviting
Christ into his house, which symbolizes the houddaoheart. Milicius claims it is necessary
to throw all idols and female images and formsadwdur (men’s) hearts, as well as
knowledge and adulterous love. Then we can inuitiaé chaste groom Christ. This according
to Milicius is real humility and does not offendethye of the Lord*

Such idols and images are the work of men, accgridirthe sermon on the Third Sunday of
Advent, referring to unholy things that can drapeason away from Christ. Those who will
not take offense at Christ's demands are blessgithBre are also evil people who dress up
women in order to distract others from the peadglufist. Obviously, Milicius is referring to

prostitution and especially to those people whdl™semen. He says they are nothing but
demons because they lead others away from God'syrteiuxury and sin: “So are evil men
or demons who decorate women and send them or fhlesewhere they deceive men,
leading them into luxury and sinning against Gad&rcy.” Milicius urges his audience to
strive for the peace of Christ and stop sinningl tim¢ time when the Lord will come to fight
against evil with the sword of the Word. “So on dgonént Day a double-edged sword will
come out of the mouth of Christ, killing the sontabody of the damned. Woe to the man

through whom scandal come$1t is not the outer ornamentation which designétiesride

Alii iniuste iudicant. Alii pleni sunt scientia pftie et fallaciarum. Alii pleni igne luxurie et ozalis amoris.”
Omnes sancti, A, | D 37, fol. 238 va.

243 Ecce astutia dyaboli, quia scit multos fortes @atendum grossiora peccata videlicet gulam et liaxay sed
subtiliter honoris gloriam appetere de operibusstatis precipue in loco sancto.” Dominica | in XGD, XIV
D 5, fol. 93 r.

244 Forte habebat ydola in domo et ideo timebat ocdlbssti offendere. Sic et tu stude prius omnialgk
mulierum ymagines et formas et omnium peccatornigtationes et adulterinos amores de domo corderejc
dum castum spondum invitas. Ne offendatur in tduscdivine maiestatis. Intendite carissimi, quaggavirtus
humilitas.” Feria quinta in L, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 8i

24 Sic sunt maligni homines vel demones, qui mulievesant et mittunt vel statuunt ad decipiendos e ad
luxuriam trahentes et super misericordiam Dei peissa Et ut pacem Christi recipiant sperantes, naimg
tantum peccare cessantes, donec veniat Dominus) grefato capittulo talibus minatur, dicens: Vamiet

pugnabo cum illis gladio oris mei. Dum in die iudi&xibit de ore Christi gladius bis acutus. Iteeficet
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of Christ, but an inner decoration, such as in JblkrBaptist's heart. The sermon on this
Sunday presents St. John as an example of virtueywvthe true follower of Christ should
imitate. John the Baptist was a virgin, withoupatsor wrinkle (Eph.5,27). John was adorned
on the inside, ready to receive his groom at hising — a condition which all other prophets
met as welf*°

In Milicius’ postils, sermons about saints ofteruds on the particular virtues that the saint
represents. The saint then serves as a shiningpdgaithe rejection of sin and of fierce
opposition to the devil. The sermon on St. Nichdlzey from Gratiae Deigives an excellent
example of this approach. The homily is based arllP¢35 (“Let your loins be girded and
your lamps be burning”). In the protheme — whiclexseptionally not about preachers —
Milicius contrasts lightness to darkness, the lateng the dwelling place of evil. Light
enables the soul to see the Lord. “The man whoa# Isewith the Lord, his eyes are full of
light and his spiritual mind is puré* The homily refers to the blessed of Mt. 5,8 whe ar
pure of heart and will see God. The opposite iddte of the one whgraves oculos habget
“has heavy eyes”, because he can see only in d&arksg Such people are unable to see
anything in sunlight, as they are only used tolitite of a candle. Then, Milicius explains his

metaphor in moralistic terms:

Thus a man of the world who has his eye i.e. higdndirty and confused by earthly
desires, when you place him in worldly mattersish@ise and smart. But when you turn
him to spiritual matterd)is eye becomes obscure to him because his moutngpt

with earthly desires. He does not sense the goagsti€e. He does not sense it, | say. |
say he knows it very well, he knows it but doessw®rise the good of justice, because he

does not take delight in Him. He has his heart grepied with earthly sorrowf§®

maledicti animam et corpus occidens. Ve ergo hopeniquem scandalum venit.“ Dominica Il in Adve@D,
XIV D5, fol. 15 .

246 Cum ergo Johannes virginem non habentem maculameneigam Christo venerit adaptare recte intugirves
non debuit, sed ab intra decorari ad suscipiencagnsim in eius adventu, quem ipse cercius omnilias a
prophetis demonstravit.“ Dominica Ill in Advent, GOV D 5, fol. 16 .

247 Qui ergo cor habet ad Dominum, illius oculus lugicest, id est illius mens spiritualis munda e8btinica
Il in Advent, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 12 r.

248 Sjc et homo mundialis qui oculum i.e. mentem teisalesideriis sordidam habet et turbulentam, sap@um
in rebus mundialibus, sapit et astutus est. Sinatitehis eum ad res spirituales, obtenebrescig, ongns illius
corrupta terrenis desideriis. lustitie bonum nomtisenon sentit dico, non (in marg.: dico) igngratit enim sed
non sentit bonum iustitie, quia nec delectaturanRreoccupatum enim habet cor circa occupatioperartam.”

Dominica Il in Advent, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 12 .
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Saint Nicholas is presented as an example of awharhad the Word of God to light his
path. He was the example of humility, a man whdx tcare of everyone and fled the comfort
of women. Through speech, he fought his battlersg@in and exhorted the sinful and
liberated those endangered by ¥ihSaints offer the perfect contrast to men of theldyavho
are unable to orient themselves in spiritual matter

It is necessary to dissociate oneself from thisigrof sinners because they are evil. Another
saint, Vitus, is an example of the necessity toaierseparated from evil. Milicius’ homily on
him in Gratiae Deiis full of references to battles and wars agaimstdevil and his forces.
Preachers especially are said to have a missidis$olve the false contentment the devil
offers. Milicius mentions the seven mortal sinsathihe faithful have to avofd’

Milicius does not simply threaten and condemn &k ones.” In the sermon on Ash
Wednesday fronGratiae Deiwhich we have already mentioned, he speaks abogivéness
and purification as ways of becoming acceptabltbded_ord. In this homily, he recommends
saying the following prayer if one wants to inv@érist into his heart. The prayer gives a

strong impression of Milicius’ humble piety:

Lord, I am a sinner and you are righteous. | amuirea@nd you are so pure that even the
stars are not pure in your sight. You are the $awargin. And | am lascivious, or a
prostitute or an adulterer or a sodomite, fullazfthsomeness. How such an odoriferous
chastity enters under the roof of such an evil-ngebody? You, Lord, were killed for
me and | am a murderer, Killing by tongue, scoffimgonspiring by will, or killing by
sword. Your mansion is heaven, though you comermtdeart which is an awful
dunghill. As light is to darkness, so is my impwytid your chastity. Who can, therefore,
make something which is conceived by seed pure ingpurity but you, who alone are
pure. Yours is pure purity. Let my heart also rapglloathsomeness of scent and

sanctify the dwelling of my heart for yget

249 Unde et in vigilia cum iret ad matutinum, elecest in episcopum humilitatem et morum gravitatem, i

omnibus sectabatur, mulierum consortia fugiebanilisierat, in omnes suscipiendo, efficax in looqdenalacer
in exhortando, pia gestans, viscera peccatoreasugtgues a fame anime et corporis liberando, ehtriu
innocentum vitam tendentium colla, subiugulo dertirorum manibus liberando et in tempestate matissa
subveniendo.” Dominica Il in Advent, GD, XIV D 5l. 13 v.

20st. Vitus, GD, XII D 1, fol. 31 r - 31v. See alsol94.

%1 Domine, peccator sum, et tu iustus. Inmundus trty tam mundus, ut etiam astra non sunt, munda in
conspectu tuo. Tu filius virginis, et ego luxurissaut meretrix, aut adulterans, aut sodomita, jgléetore. Et
guomodo tam odorifera castitas tua intrabit sututadam fetentis corporis mei? Tu, Domine, ocCEBsIPro me
et ego homicida sum, aut ligwa occidendo detraetiant voluntate consentiendo, aut gladio percdtien
Mansio tua celum est et quomodo venies in cor mewod turpius est sterquilinio. Que conventio luads
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Milicius was obviously familiar with human fragiiand weakness, which he may understand
as belonging to our human condition; however, hetgrepared to accept it as unavoidable.
He believed that with the help of the Lord a persan cleanse his heart of sin, that we must
always strive for this aim, because he who consirsiening is an ally of the devil. Milicius
believed that the division between good and evstex in everyone, and therefore we must
all fight against the evil in ourselves. Evil inIMius’ eyes is not primarily something that
exists independently in the world or cosmos. Theld8atan or Leviathan are just some of
the names which he uses to define evil, but thered@ image or presence of evil is always
personal — people are doing evil, people are aagrevil in their hearts. Milicius did not
write about an external evil force that is outgi@®ple’s hearts but gives evil a name and a
concrete, human face.

It is important to note this in order to understaiticius’ eschatology. Evil and sin represent
the end of time in the sense that they ban us thenineavenly kingdom which is eternal. A
battle has to be fought against sin and evil agogrtb Milicius who uses words from an
apocalyptic background. He speaks aboub#lkim spiritualeor “spiritual war” and the
pugnaor “battle” against the devil. In a truly apocaigpcontext, those words refer to the
final battle between good and evil before the heveingdom can come. Milicius never
speaks about a final battle as a cosmic eventvingpbingels and demons. His spiritual battle
is a personal one, to be fought by every faithiidividual within himself. We could,

therefore, characterize Milicius’ eschatology geeesonal one. The battle of tearing oneself
away from sin is something every believer has wage in during his lifetime, and this only
has an apocalyptic character insofar as it reptedgka coming of the Kingdom of God into
one’s own life. Milicius’ eschatology is an everydavent, immanent in the life of every
individual.

The sermon that most openly uses the teeftumor bellum spiritualein the context of sin is
the one on St. Vitus’ Day from Abortivus. The pretha addresses preachers who have the
gladium acutunor “sharp sword“ with which to announce and explhie truth. Preaching is
presented in terms of war, as something that camph over both secular and spiritual

matters fnundalia et spiritualia The words in Mt. 10,38 are relevant to preachérs

tenebras, que comparatio mee inmunditie ad tuatitatas. Quis ergo pottest facere mundum de immundo
conceptum semine nisi tu, qui solus es mundus.efg@a munditia munda, cor meum et odoris fetoremmmeu
repelle et sanctifica tibi habitaculum cordis méieria quinta in L, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 87 v.
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neglect this mission: “He who does not take hissr@and follow me is not worthy of me.”
.Let us take up in the spiritual war the bannethaf cross and clean off the mud of pleasure.
Let us take it up in his name, work and preachrdegftoings and sovereigns and sons of

men. 2>

The sermon makes a distinction between three lohbattles: those of the flesh, of the world
and finally, of the devil. In a battle against ftesh, one faces three enemies — the devil,
tyrants and seductive women. This was St. VitutldaaDemons attacked him and tyrants
tortured him, then finally, when time came to retie lasciviousness of women, he received
help from seven angels as this temptation was iéob him to fight aloné>* In a battle

against the world on the other hand, the enemypsdritical tyrants and heretics obsessed by
a malign spirit. Martyrs are often the victims ath evil powers. In the third battle against the
devil, victory can be achieved when a believerfbas spiritual weapons — “magnanimity to
attack (..), prudence to advance (..), constanayamtain his position (..), courage to gain the
victory.”?**

In the second part of the sermon, the inner re&maihe spiritual battle is explained. Eternal
life can only be gained through a test of temptatMilicius writes®>® Every believer must
experience such battles and knows four reasongavéiybject himself to it — firstly to fight
for the faith; secondly for salvation or the spredgax hominibuso that the unjust will not
prevail over the just; thirdly to slay the prideroén; and finally, to exercise justit®.Again,

a saint is presented in the sermon as an exampisaéffort to fight evil. St. Vitus even had
to oppose his own father, which fulfilled Christigrning in Mt. 10,35 that he came to bring
division within families. This is also the expergenof the church, which suffers with those
who perish and rejoices with those who gain pedoenvit is in combat with people from
outside or inside its institutioaxis reached through battles, such as those whichi&o

engaged in, Milicius concludés’

22 Portemus in bello spirituali crucis vexillum etléas lutum putemus. Portemus inquam nomine &ipere et

sermone coram regibus et principibus et filiis houm.” St. Vitus, A, | D 37, fol. 141 va.
23 Cum enim a demonibus infestatur et a tyrannorumitputortoribus, tacetur de angelis, quomodo autem
mulierum lasciviis temptabatur tunc ei solempne afijelorum adiutorium destinatur.” St. Vitus, A) B7, fol.
141 vb.

%4 Magnanimitas in aggrediendo (..), prudentia ingraliendo (..), constantia in susteniendo (..)jtéao in
expungnando.” St. Vitus, A, | D 37, fol. 142 ra.

See p. 193.

¢ Quattuor enim cause sunt propter quas bellum pitaci (..) propter fidem (..), propter salutem),(.ut pax
hominibus procuretur, ne iniuriosi iustioribus doemtur (..), ut superbia hominum prosternatuy (t.justi
exerceantur.” St. Vitus, A, | D 37, fol. 142 ra.

®’See p. 193.
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The spiritual battle also brings personal changpeison who struggles has to learn patience
through suffering. He is purified in battle as Wi#l is trained for the sake of peat®.This
peace, which will fill the mind and soul of thetfdul, can be reached through God'’s spirit. It
is the peace of paradise “where the flesh doestnge against the spirit nor the spirit against
the soul.” This battle can only be won if one peeses; this perseverance leads apostles,
martyrs and other believers to victory, in otherdgoto the crown of the heavenly kingdom.
Gratiae Deicontains a homily that expresses Milicius’ opinabout the spiritual battle using
the same vocabulary. The homily on the First Sumaldent is based on the story of Christ
being “led by the Spirit into the wilderness totempted by the devil* (Mt. 4,1). These
temptations are linked to the experiences of betwvho have to fight against evil and sin.
Again the preacher is told to hold the sword of\therd when going into this battle. Also, the
devil is said to have several means of deceiviruplee which we mentioned earlier in this
analysis. At the end of the sermon, Milicius magesie conclusions about the character and
meaning of temptation in everyday life. Christ haged victory over the devil all by himself.
As is written in Mt. 4,11, the devil then left hiamd angels came to minister to him. All glory
therefore belongs to the Lord.

Milicius concludes this homily with some remark®abthe inner connection between the
suffering and victory of Christ and believers. Ghguffered for the faithful and was
victorious on their behalf, he remarks. That isrgson why we should rally around his
banner and be prepared to fight the same battieught. The spiritual battle does not just
involve the one who is struggling but also Christows the leader of the faithful. The believer
is not alone in his battle against evil, accordmdlilicius, because he receives help from
Christ who suffered in the same way as his follow&nus Christ, tempted on our behalf,
achieves victory for us and receives the crown.usestand under his banner in this sacred

time, so that he may fight for us, crowning ushia eternity.*°

Eschatology

The presence of evil and sin in the world is toidfils a sign of the transitoriness of time.

28 Bellum ergo sanctorum est ut sint pacifici et piap iniurias sufferant pacienter et se prius essnotus

supprimant, ut voluntas sempersit ad pacem, adrheibn nisi necessitas magna compellat.” St. Vif$,D
37, fol. 142 va.
29 Ergo Christus pro nobis temptatus, nobis vicit@tonam obtinuit. Stemus sub eius vexillo in haorsa

tempore ut ipse pro nobis pugnans, nos coronetdula seculorum.” Dominica | in XL, GD, XIV D 5, f®4 r.
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Evil is in many ways a kind of reference to the ehtime when there will be no more evil. In
Milicius’ opinion, the presence of evil forces ey@me to decide where he wants to belong —
on the side of God or on the side of evil. It is lressing nature of this decision which gives
Milicius’ sermons an eschatological flavor. In @n@alysis of his thinking about preaching and
preachers, we will see the special position andgionsthe preacher has during this time of
deciding where to belong. The preacher must makstiction between good and evil and
has to gather the followers of good for Judgment. BEschatology colors a preacher’s
activities because the end of time is immanenisrpheaching. A sermon is nothing less than
a presentation and representation of Judgment\Wagh urges a person to make up his
mind. Sermonizing has to reveal the difference betwgood and evil, whereas the distinction
is often vague. Therefore, we term Milicius’ esctagical ideas as immanent eschatology. In
this section, we will concentrate on this eschajpland the expectation of the end of time as
presented in the sermons of the two postils, witldeducing their character from other issues
in Milicius’ writings.

The sermon on the Twelfth Sunday after Trinitatmsrf Abortivus is full ofeschatological
allusions. The church is compared to Israel irtitine of the prophet Elijah who was
competing with the priests of the god Baal on MdDatmel. Elijah, the prophet of the
eschatological time, pressed the people of Istagldke a choice between Baal and the Lord.
The church and its members have to make the saoneecéind preachers have the same role
as Elijah.

The decisive character of time is made evidentelveal signs, all originating from the devil.
We read about tyrants, false prophets, i.e. falsaghers, prelates and enemies of the church
It is the time of the seventh misetgbulatio, or, elsewhere, the seventh generation which is
also the final one. Christ will soon come to liderhis church from this suffering.
~Everywhere in this seventh misery of the end efworld, the Son the Lord will free his
bride,?*® Milicius wrote. And just a few sentences laternh&kes this notion clearer and

more concrete:

Thus, now the church is being pushed through thergk and last generation in the

peace of Christ, carrying justice, walking with Qi@ Enoch and being zealous for the

280 Utique in hac septima tribulatione consumationisnai suam sponsam Dominus similiter liberabit.*
Dominica Xl p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 234 va.
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law of the Lord like Elijah, because the last hisunere and it is the end of the ag¥s.

Milicius did not hesitate to link two eschatolodifigures to the sufferings of the church.
Both Enoch and Elijah are supposed to appear artief time and announce the coming of
the Eternal Kingdom.

Milicius seems to expect the end of time to arggen. In these sermons, he was, however,
reluctant to set an exact time for the end as tee ¢ad in thelibellus de Antichristo
Nevertheless, the sermon on the Tenth Sunday&itatatis gives a certain idea of time and
its division. A contrast between expectation on baed and our lack of preparation for the
Judgment Day on the other characterizes the senmds.protheme, the sermon on Lc. 19,43
(“Your enemies will surround you”) again pointstt@ power of preaching as a means of
disassociating onesdlom heresy and abolishing it. Eschatological insalgee the spiritual
battle between Jerusalem and Babylon are mentionextensive quotations from St.
Bernard. The text also presents St. Ambrose’s idivisf time?° There are four eras in this
division, the first being from the beginning of twerld till the deluge calletempus

prudencie “the time of prudence.” The second era,tdmapus temperantiéthe time of
restraint,” spans from the deluge till Moses. Thiedtera between the lifetimes of Moses and
Christ is namedempus fortitudinis“the time of courage” when King David, King Solom
and the prophets did not despair. The fourth asidee is théempus iustici@r “the time of
justice” which began with the coming of Christ amidl end with the Judgment Day.

This division is more or less identical to that ma&adl the homily on St. Nicolas @ratiae
Dei.**® Here we find a threefold division of time basedL.en12,37-38. This text speaks
about three vigils during which servants wait fogit masters to return. Milicius understood
these vigils as three eras in time. The first omedlled thevigilia legis naturalis “the watch

of the natural law,” which ends with the comingloé law of Moses. Then the second period
begins, thevigilia legis MoysaycaThe third vigil is that of the gospel, thigilia legis
ewangelicawhich obviously begins with the coming of Chridulike the division described
in Abortivus the postilGratiae Deileaves out the Flood as an extra point of division

However,Gratiae Deiadds another qualification to the division becatispeaks about the

1 Ita nunc ecclesia septima et ultima generatiopéatar in pace Christi, tenens iustitiam, ambulems Deo
sicud Enoch et zelans pro lege Domini ut Heliag&a §iora novissima est et consumatio seculi.“ Docairxl|
p.T., A | D37, fol. 234 vb.

#2Dominica X p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 179 vb.

?%33t. Nicolaus, GD, XIVD 5, fol. 12 r- 13 v.
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eras of boyhood, youth and old &§é.

Both of these divisions are by no means apocalypti@ature. They are rather a division of
time that is common in Christian theology becabsy tare based on the structure of the Bible
and the eras in it. This division originated in thedter to the Hebrewand some writings of

St. Paul, which make a distinction between the b&Moses and the Law of Christ. This
division of time has an eschatological emphasisesindefines the present as a time of
waiting for the Judgment Day. It does not, howedetermine when this day is going to take
place. The faithful are waiting for it, knowing thacan happen any day.

Milicius’ understanding of ,the last era“ is badlgaschatological and by no means
apocalyptic, as is sometimes suggested in studlieis bibellus de AntichristoThe notion of
the end of time in the sermons is primarily a wagrénd exhortation to all people to take
their Christian duties seriously. An apocalypticision of time, on the other hand, is
characterized by its determining nature, which pinfs a particular moment when time will
end. Such a division is comparable to a moderniptiainsport timetable whose schedule is
met under any circumstances. Milicius’ divisionskahis concreteness.

In the sermon on the Tenth Sunday after Trinitatis find one of Milicius’ typical references
to the end of time. People lasciviously eat andidim order to simply achieve temporal
peace, Milicius writes. Believers should fear ttiet Lord might arrive unexpectedly,
stealthily as would a thief, and group them wita lypocrite$®® The same idea is conveyed
in the sermon on All Saints’ Day froAbortivus Firstly, Milicius explains that the church is a
mixed congregation of evil and good individuals #imak the two must be separated. Then he
guotes St. Augustine on the difference between Hetysalem and Babylon, both places
having an eschatological connotation. The main tipress whether we belong to Jerusalem
or to Babylon. ,And when someone finds himself &dbcitizen of Babylon, let him ban
cupidity, let him cultivate love. But when somedimels himself to be a citizen of Jerusalem,
let him bear captivity, let him hope for freedof™

It is certainly too extreme to call Milicius an agadyptic preacher who predicts the precise

end of time. His opinions and visions are tiedrmach to the context of his era to reach such

4 Beati qui in prima vigilia legis naturalis vigilavunt. Beati qui in secunda lege Moysayca vigilaxerEt

beati qui in tertia lege ewangelica vigilaverunel gic beati qui hac triplici lege, pueritie, iuvetis et senectutis
vigilaverunt.“ St. Nicolaus, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 13 r

%% Sed commedimus et bibimus lascivientes in dienooastl pacem temporalem. Timeo ne veniat Dominusisic
fur et ponat partem meam cum ypocritis et destimaratnaliter dampnabilis quam ludei.“ Dominica X p.A, |

D 37, fol. 179 vb.
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a conclusion. The use of eschatological imagessipteachings always has a moral aim and
works as an exhortation to break with sin and &skhatology has a moral tendency in
Milicius’ sermons because it confronts his audiewtth a question about the naturetio¢

Last Judgment and its relevancy to the present morirehis preaching where he presents
Judgment Day as a future event, he crystallizesshatpens the immediate situation of his
audience, clarifying the border between good arid leypocrisy and faith, tyranny or
ministry.

In the meantime, the opposite is also true. Thegiree of evil, hypocrisy and tyranny makes
it obvious to Milicius that ,this age* is endingh& increasing tendency toward evil is a sign
of the eschatological character of this time. Hgs is impregnated with evil which indicates
that it will soon end. On the second Sunday in Ad¥eom Gratiae DeiMilicius writes a
sermon about the structure of society (this passegeartly quoted when elaborating on the
prelates and clergy). He compares the celestiakbdd the different layers of society. The
sun symbolizes the prelates, the moon is the chtimehstars are the clergy and the earth
refers to the lay people. All of them are in aibder state of darkness, blood and oppression,
mutually attacking each other. The clergy are prilp#o blame since due to their lack of
leadership and example the laity live in sin aralence and even attack the leaders. The
clergy itself is the reason for the violence usgdist the church. This crisis and confusion is

an indication of the great battle that will occefdre the glorious victory:

The sign in the sun is darkness, in which the ieeepce of the prelates is pointed out.
The sign in the moon is blood, in which the catoaé of consanguinity is pointed out.
The sign in the stars is the fall on earth, in White avarice of clerics is signified. The
sign on earth is pressure, in which the mutual eggon of lay people is pointed out.
The first is the cause of the second, and the tifitde fourth, thus the fourth destroys
the third and the second the first. And becauss #ite great battle the glorious victory
will follow, it is added: “Now when these thingsdie to take place, look up and raise

your heads, because your redemption is drawing™i&ar

% Et si se invenerit civem Babilonie, exstirpet atipatem, plantet caritatem; si autem se invenérém

Jherusalem, tolleret captivitatem, speret libenet®©mnes sancti, A, | D 37, fol. 239 rb.
%7 Signum in sole est obscuratio, in hoc notatur intigeprelatorum. Signum in luna est sanguis, in hotatur
carnalis amor consanguineorum. Signum in stelti€@&sus in terram, in hoc significatur avaritiaricerum.
Signum in terra est pressura, in hoc notantur mojymessio laycorum. Primum est causa secunditetrte

quarti, ideo quartum destruit tertium et secunduimym, et quia post magnam pugnam sequitur gloriosa
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In the same sense, the homily on Saturday aftefhirel Sunday in Advent comments on the
horror of the times. The part after the introductiwiefly discusses the historical
circumstances under which Christ was born. Thasediwere bad because there were many
tyrants like Caiphas and Annas, who are also meation the context of Christ’s suffering.
Only John the Baptist zealously preached agaimsethl. By using the word Antichrist for

the very first and very last time in his postil,|idius reveals the true nature of those earlier
times. This section is also an introduction to atgtion from St. Ambrose about the

Antichrist:

For the current times are more dangerous thanvtieey then, since many who seem to
be Christians do more harm to the church than magard do many anti-Christian
abominations. Let us therefore take care as St.rAsebwarns us in his commentary on
Lucas, the tenth book, the sixth chapter: “The abation of desolation and of the

awful Antichrist has come?®®

In the following quotation, Ambrose distinguishesvieeen three Antichrists. Firstly,
Antichrist is compared to priests who are not segvsod. Secondly, those frauds who doubt
God are referred to as Antichrists; and finallsttarm is applied to heretics like Arius or
Sabellius who lead us away from the correct inttgiron of the Scripturetn tali ergo
tempore mali“in such bad times” Christ came on edfth.

Milicius is very worried about the nature of hissewhich according to him is full of lies,
impiety and evil. He could only understand the nireguof his era by using words from an
eschatological background. The times are so bad&eust speak about the Antichrist —
however, only when quoting others. It is significtrat the word Antichrist never appears in
Abortivusand only once in the postiratiae Deiwhere it does not originate from Milicius
himself, but from St. Ambrose. Moreover, this tasfiound in a homily during the time of

Advent — a period when it was usual to sermonizzuathe Judgment Day and the end of

victoria ideo subditur: ‘His autem fieri incipiehtis, respicite et levate capita vestra, quoniamaguipquat
redemptio vestra’ [Lc. 21,28].“ Dominica Il in Adeg GD, XIV D 5, fol. 11 r. See also p. 137.

268 periculosiora enim sunt tempora quam tunc fuercumtn multi qui videntur esse christiani, magis rate
ecclesie quam pagani, multas abhominationes aidtiigtmas facientes. Caveamus ergo nobis sicut cenlas
beatus Ambrosius super Lucam, libro decimo, capitelcundo, dicens: ‘Abhominatio desolationis et
exsecrabilis antichristi adventus est.™ Sabatquattuor temporibus, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 25 r. Ses@p.
(preacher in GD).
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time. During Advent, a remark about the Antichast his abomination is more or less
obligatory. Obviously, Antichrist was not an impant notion to Milicius when he wrote his
postils. For the first time at the end of his life devoted one sermon and thigellusto this
notion because he was experiencing hard and dedisies. InPAbortivusandGratiae Deithe

issue of the end of time is primarily a mirror bétage: ,For the times are more dangerous.*

#%sabato in quattuor temporibus, GD, XIV D 5, fol.\25
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THE ANSWER: THE WORD OF THE PREACHER AND THE EXAMPL E OF THE
SAINTS

Milicius not only gave his analysis of the probleam danger as he saw them, but also gave
an answer to them. According to him preachers weptay a key role in the decisive battle
with evil. This chapter takes a closer look atiiesas about the necessary change. Only the
preacher has the power to change the situatiothéobetter and to bring salvation. Milicius’
sermons on saints emphasize the responsabilityeny éndividual to the fate of church and

society.

1. The Preacher breaking the power of evil

1.1. Abortivus

The main source we have for knowing how the pédidrtivusviews the role of the preacher
are the so-callegrothemataor introductions to the sermons in the collectibneprothema
usually speaks about the preacher and his tasleinlturch or community. Very often it
relates the text of the sermon to the preachephyparing him to the main character of the
text. In the sermons for holy days the preacheompared to the saint to whom the particular
day is devoted.

In general, it is the preacher’s task to save getpm final punishment and hell. It is a sacred
task assigned by Christ himself. The preacher doesperate in his own name but in the
name of Jesus according to the first sentencesis¢ihmon on the Fifth Sunday after
Trinitatis. This sermon, based on Lc. 5,5 (“Masteg, toiled all night and took nothing”) and
which likens the preacher’s task of saving soulsatching fish, is entirely devoted to the
work of preaching and preachers. “Every preachebiged, not in his own name but in the

name of Christ Jesus, to urge, that is to pull peypm the waves of the sea, that is from the
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world to the shore of the eternal fatherlaf®.”

In a sermon on St. Procopius’ Day, the preacheonspared to the captain of a ship. St.
Procopius lived and preached on the bank of thev&éRiver, where many people came to
see him. He and his followers founded a monastemnch became of great importance to the
church in Bohemia. In this sense his work — andh\tithe preacher’s work in general — is

connected to the image of the church being likeip an the waves of the unquiet world.

Thus in order to be worthy of hearing the preachiegus enter the boat of Peter in
which yet, according to Jude, no storm can be evoRat when Christ and blessed
Procopius were preaching the sea, i.e. the woddaime placid and the boat of the

church became quiéf?

It is God himself who speaks through the mouttefggreacher. The preacher is God’s
instrument to correct sinful behavior, to offensdion and to save his flock from eternal
punishment. Preaching is a pedagogic activity thinonthich God acts as a father to his

children.

In one way God rebukes the ones who will be danamellin another the ones who will
be saved, the first by punishing them eternallg,dthers by admonishing them
physically and gently. As a father corrects hisngpson with a rod so as not to loose his

heir, so God acts by the word of preacfifg

The aim of preaching is thus to educate peoplltthem about the life of the faithful, the
children of God. Through sermons, people shouldgkhow the principles of the faith and
of the devout life. The preacher has to informéudience about God'’s law and rule, to urge
obedience and to warn against perpetrating thdss. flio be able to do this, the preacher
needs certain skills. The preacher cannot predemnstC‘the cornerstone”, to his people

without help from the Holy Spirit. The preacher Beif has to be educated first, to be

270 Omnis predicator non in suo sed in Christi Jhesmine debet instari, id est homines de fluctibusisnid

est mundi, trahere ad littus patrie sempiterne.fibica V p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 153 rb.

2 Ut ergo nos predicationem digni sumus audire, iPetviculam ascendamus, in qua iam propter ludam
tempestas nullatenus concitatur [a reference te ¥yad13]. Sed Christo et beato Procopio predicaates, id est
seculum, placatur et naviculam ecclesie quietaftr.Procopius, A, | D 37, fol. 156 va.
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reworked as is a piece of wood, or more precissys done with some raw material that

contains a highly valuable core. The sermon orfigiéng of men states:

Just as the Lord seeing them, does not electdienls but their hearts, so shall it be
with you if you are inept in the work of preachifidne Maker of everything, the Holy
Spirit, can model, smooth and round, and so byrgiggacompose you, so that you can
be of value like a precious stone or ornament,aahdttress of the church or to link
walls against sinners as an image of Christ, whbdsornerstone. And if you are not fit
to fish men, he will make you fit for him. Let userefore come together, humbly and
devoutly, that his word might catch us, that westbaught by it, catch others and that

we will be led together to the gate of the etesadvation®’

The education that a preacher has to provide ®péople is not just a matter of transmitting
certain knowledge. The motive of preaching is ghffithe war against evil, Satan and his
forces. A preacher is a fisherman, whose tasktd atch as many people as possible in the
net of God by his preaching. Satan however istaysag to catch fish with his own preachers,
who also have their nets. They are also capald¢tiaicting and fooling people by distorting

the truth so that they become lost to Christ.

The beast has become foolish along with everyorefallows him, because many are
those who widen the net as they are preachingutiigpand writing, making opinions
not for the sake of the truth, but for the vanityteeir pride, and so they catch souls not
for Christ, but for the devil and themsel\é$,

As is required in a proper scholastic sermon, @ ttype of fishing net is distinguished in

272 Aliter Deus corripit dampnandos et aliter salvasgdguia illos eternaliter puniendo, istos corpoealet

leviter admonendo. Sicud pater filium virga coftigie ille hereditatem perdat, sic Deus facit pgbum
predicationis.” Dominica X p.T., A, | D 37, fol. ZT#b.

273 Sjc et Dominus videns illos non opera illorum éliged corda, sic et tu si ad opus predicatiorépius es.
Artifex omnium, Spiritus Sanctus, postest te dglatenare, quadrare, et ita tonsionibus compongnelud
lapis preciosus aut ornamentum et sustentamental@séz vel ad coniungendum parietes adversantium
peccatorum ad instar Christi, qui est lapis anggjl@osset valere. Et sic si inhabilis es ad pidaemhomines, te
habilitabit ad illum. Ergo confugiamus humiliterdsvote, ut nos capiat verbo suo, ut sic captigmm alios
capiamus et deducamur pariter ad portum salutineteDominica V p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 153 va.

274 Bestia stulta factus est et omnes qui secuntumillquoniam multi sunt qui laxant hoc rethe, predio,
disputando, in scriptis dando, non pro veritatem®dsue superbie vanitate opiniones faciendacetagiunt non

Christo, sed dyabolo et sibi animas.“ Dominica V.pA, | D 37, fol. 153 vb.
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addition to those of Satan and God — that isr¢flee mundi“the net of the world,” which
Milicius identifies with the seduction of the world distracts people from God toward all
kinds of comfort. Here thdelicatio luxurie “the pleasure of lust,” is the factor which a
preacher must criticize and warn against. Thisityuat characteristic is a danger to one’s
salvation and must be dismissed.

God'’s net with which he gathers his people intoHlody Church is, of course, related to
preaching. In this part, Milicius has some rathegative opinions about clerics, he compares
them to pillars. Many in the church aselumpnehe says, but not all of them have the net of
preaching. In other words, those who are pillaesrecessary, but not all of them can preach
the Word of God. However, the same is true for mameachers, he says. They havertdtbe
scripture ,the net of the Word,“ but are not pillars soytteellapse under any small burden.
They are unable to support the building of the chur

But even those who have both the strength to @dythe net to catch are not necessarily
righteous. They can still be collaborators of tlegidrather than allies of the Lord. Many of
them are not trying to catch and hold the peoptecamne for their souls like good pastors do,

but are cutting the net and enabling the fish tmps from God.

But many are also pillars because they are straddiave a net, which is Scripture, and
nevertheless they do not decorate the Temple @nSwmi, but rather the Tower of
Babylon. How many are there in the church tearggrtet of the Scriptures while the
fish, i.e. the elect, escape. By no means arewloethy ofthe Holy Spirit holding onto

them?”®

Milicius has serious doubts about the ability offtpanembers of the clergy to contribute to
the well-being of the church. Many of them are urttwp of the work of preaching to the
people, because they do not do good deeds for tha salvation of men, but simply for
their own personal well-being. They only want tghlight their own virtues, which is not a
sufficient reason to be a fisherman of men. “Suoh& God does not elect to be fisherman of

men. They do nothing good and ascribe themselvasges,” is Milicius’ conclusion in the

27> Multi autem sunt et columpne quia fortes et rethbent, videlicet scripturam, et tamen non decorant

templum Salomonis, sed pocius turim babylonis. @aamque sint tales in ecclesie scindentes rethiptace
cum pisces, id est electi, excidere. Nequaquammt/&lgiritui Sancto eos tenente.” Dominica V p.T, |® 37,
fol. 154 ra.
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sermon about the net of preachfd.

In the sectionin quibus verbisthe sermon analyzes why a preacher is or isliletta convert
people with his words. The main cause of ineffecpveaching is when a preacher does his
work without God. In this case, his work is uselessconsumes a lot of energy. However,
when a preacher performs his service together @uati, his preaching brings the fruit of
salvation. The sermon distinguishes seven reasobsing the seven deadly sins — for
fruitless preaching without God:

1. Superbia “pride,” which disables both the preacher andeck to enter the Lord’'s
net in humility. It is a sign of the absence ofddsetween the preacher and his
audience.

2. Luxuria, “lust,” either in the preacher or his audience.

3. Avaricia, “covetousness,” which is a characteristic ofdib are “striving after
honors, practicing usury, simony, and gatheringerty.”

4. Invidia, “envy.”

5. Gula, “gluttony,” which is when one is in the devil'®thand thereby cannot be caught
in God'’s net.

6. Ira oriracundia “anger,” by which frogs rather than fish areatted to the Lord’s
supper.

7. Accidia, “sloth,” deprives one of God'’s grace which isdagdly as dry land to fisH’

All these obsessions distract both the preachehandudience from Christ and his church
and originate with Satan. He is the source of athln greed and hatred, which separates one
from God. Every preacher who is filled with theemporary desires is therefore fishing for
Satan, not for the Lord.

A preacher will be successful, however, when hesdoe work with God. His behavior is
characterized by the polar opposite of the obsessuilicius just described. The preacher and
audience have to empty themselves of everythingdis&racts them from God. Only then will

God's net catch them and bring them to eternal life

The word of God does not catch the proud, but thelile, not the angry, but the meek.

(..) Likewise the word of God does not catch thwbke hate, but those who love, not

27® Non tales elegit Deus piscatores homini. Ne quiddnoni facerent, sue virtuti ascriberent. Domani¢ p.T.
, A, 1 D 37, fol. 154 ra.
2"'Dominica V p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 154 rb.
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those who are distorted by the image of carnalghsien, as they are curly, slightly
undressed, chatting, tightened up, dressed inuh@gof beauty, not like God created
them, but like the devil deformed theff.

The third part of thén quibus verbidias an unusual structure that does not follovsthet
scholastic rules for a sermon. The subject ofttrigo part is the Last Judgment when the fish
will be divided into two groups: the good and tla@lbin this separation, the fishermen or
preachers will play a key role. They will be likegels, the helpers of God, and will have the
power to decide who will be savéd.

Milicius continues with an explanation erpassage about Leviathan, who is the symbol and
presence of Satan, from Job 40,20 - 41,25. Itigypa the style of a homily as it is
practically a commentary on the Job text and ismtiie thematic style of the scholastic
sermon. This is the only unusual change of styldke sermons containedAMortivus

The work of the preacher is viewed within the cahtd the battle between good and evil,
God and Satan, Leviathan and the angels. Preagbetbeir weapon of God’s Word to free
sinners from Satan and his power. By preaching, thiee people from the side of the devil
and bring them to God. “You understand that theeegervants, i.e. preachers as well as
angels, that weak preachers drive away potenttgrarst as angels bind demons, and
therefore preachers divide sinners from them astralethem by the sword of the Word of
God."

In another sermon on the Twelfth Sunday after Tatrg, Milicius states that it is the
preacher’s task to announce the end of the wotlits Jermon about John 4,52 (At the
seventh hour, the fever left him*) is full of thepectancy that the world will soon end, that
the judgment and condemnation of evil people —hig tontext primarily tyrants — will

soon occur. Preachers have to announce the ehd wifdrld, as angels do in the book
Apocalypse when they blow the seven trumpets ofrtith 2%*

The importance of preaching has an eschatologioasion: wherever preachers work, they

278 \/erbum enim Dei non capit superbos sed humiles,irecundos sed mansuetos.(..) ltem verbum Dei non

capit invidos sed caritativos (..), non distortes pmaginem carnalis lascivie, ut sunt crispatguiati, rostrati,
stricti, fuco pulchritudinis ornati, non sicud Dearss formavit, sed sicud dyabolus deformavit.” Duica V p.T.,
A, 1 D 37, fol. 154 va.

?%See p. 120.

280 subaudis ut ergo in servis, id est in predicatasibicud et in angelis, ut infirmi predicatoresgmes
tyrannos abigent, sicud angeli demones ligaverirguia predicatores gladio verbi Dei peccatorepst
dividunt et scindunt.” Dominica V p.T., A, | D 31gl. 155 ra.

#lgee p. 135.
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fulfill an eschatological task by announcing thenoog of the Judgment Day. The content of
their work itself is eschatological, no matter unabat circumstances they live and work. To
Milicius, the meaning of preaching is understandatsily in an eschatological context.
Preachers have to lead their listeners away freng#tes of Babylon and bring them to
Jerusalem. They have to bring them to eternal Batvan a way, the preacher himself
represents the Judgment Day by urging his audieng®ke a choice. His preaching has to
convey the full weight of the Final Judgment, commoeating this day of the definitive
decision. In his sermonizing the preacher has totne an immediate embodiment of the
Final Judgment. The preacher himself is an esabgit@l figure and his preaching an
eschatological act.

A preacher is therefore a liberator, freeing hisgde from the captivity of Babylon, the city of
Satan. He sets people free from the power of exdlthe devil, bringing them to Jerusaldin
should be noted that in these quotations cleriggeates do enjoy a better reputation than in

the sermon on the fishing of men.

Would that these prelates or preachers underuleeQyrus, Jesus Christ, together with
the faithful Israelites leave the captivity of Badoy or the devil in order to build a new
Jerusalem, a holy church, no matter how much thexg Windered by tyrants, because if

they perish because of them, they will rise ag&in.

Special attention should be paid to the relatigndl@tween preachers and the powerful of the
world. Those secular powers are understood to bemy those who rule but also those who
possess knowledge and are learned. For the mdstiparrelationship has negative
connotations, but not all the time. According te #ermon on the fishing of men, the
powerful and wise of the world are connected toidan. His collaborators are mighty
tyrants and clever philosophers full of the wisdointhis world. Milicius uses here a kind of
anti-intellectual argument against learned andwatpeople. The Lord does not need such
people, but chooses the simple to be preacherfsdmedmen. Preachers are not necessarily
educated in the institutiorts the world, but are the pupils of God, who teactieem how to
catch fish, i.e. how to lead people into the righly of living.

282 Utinam ergo ipsi prelati sive predicatores subovByrro Christo Jhesu una cum veris Israhelitiseexide

captivitate Babylonica | sive dyaboli ad edificamdaovam Jherusalem, ecclesiam videlicet sanctam,
guantumcumque a tyrannis fuerit impediti, quiai €osam eis ceciderint tamen resurgedminica XII p.T.,
A, 1 D 37, fol. 234 rb - 234 va.
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The head of it [i.e. of Leviathan] are the most pdwl and wise, the wise of the world
and the philosophers who are caught by the fisheiméheir own hovel, i.e. tow-net.

The Lord firstly collects the unlearned in ordegtin the philosophers after that. God
did not teach the fishermen through orators, buhbkyextraordinary power through the

fishermen he has subdued the oratbts.

These wise meare the false preachers, who are in the serviSatsin and lead people into
hell. Through thessapiented eviathan is able to draw many souls to himselinore
precisely to the horrible place of Babylon. “Justsameone may enter through the good
teachers as through the gates of Sion, the heavenkgalem, likewise he may gain entrance
to hell through the gates of Babylon, i.e. thedatachers®* Milicius’ words reveal a
tendency to distrust preachers who study somedikadowledge, which we can identify as
either philosophy or theology. Knowing the wisdofittee world or possessing eloquence are
not necessary for being a good preacher is whatilBlis trying to say. Only the preacher
who guides his audience to the gates of the Etderakalem is good.

The sermon on St. Wenceslaus is an exceptiongdehdency ibortivusto be wary of the
learned and powerful. Of course, this sermon isoirtgmt since it speaks about the main
patron of the Czechs, King Wenceslaus. In a seéheessermon and its theme transcend the
context of the postil by discussing Wenceslaus whse of a doubtless significance to
Milicius’ audience. This can be the reason forfaw that this sermon is the only one that
speaks in an unambiguous way about the powerfutf@dighty.

At any rate, the sermon presents King Wenceslaasale model for all good people no
matter what their station in life might be. Therefche is also an example to preachers
because his work was basically the same as tiireces are peophgui in verbo Dei

laborant “who work in the Word of God,” the sermon saykey arenot ashamed, nor do
they hesitate to preach God’s Word. The good ratés according to the Law of God and is
therefore at the same time a preacher, a prophlet aniest. He represents God’s kingdom on

earth, just as preachers do. St. Wenceslaus wgsealsexample of this type of model king.

83 Capud autem eius [i.e. Leviathan] sunt fortisssmpientes, huius mundi sapientes et philosophi quo
piscatores in suum gurgustium, id est sagenam ampdant. Primo namque Dominus collegit indoctqsost
modum lucraretur philosophos. Et non per oratooesiid piscatores, sed mira potentia per piscatsubgsgit
oratores.” Dominica V p.T., A, | D 37, fol. 155 rb.

#iSee p. 129.
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.Likewise every preacher should meditate on thengivaw, so as not to be confused when
face to face with kings, whoever accuses him afraec The Lord gives him the word to

evangelize many of virtue$®

28 Similiter omneli]s predicator meditetur in legevilia, ne confundatur in conspectu regum arguere

guoscumqgue hoc scelere. Dat enim Dominus verbumgaliaantibus virtute multa.” St. Wenceslaus, B 87,
fol. 213 rb. See also p. 141 and 184.
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1.2.Gratiae Dei

In Gratiae Deithe preacher is presented as practically the sa¥ite world. He is compared
to the apostles, to saints, and even to Christntfssion is to bring the Word of God into the
world, that is to be a soldier on behalf of ther&& Kingdom. More than prelates he is
capable of spreading the gospel of hope and logasfesponsible for the faithful, for

guiding the church, for separating his flock fromi,eand for criticizing and consoling them.
His tasks in fact are endless. It is clear thaidlis expects everything from a preacher,
whom he considers to be the last and only instraieGod for delivering the church from

sin and evil. In this sense, the preacher has@ra&sogical mission.

Milicius compares the preacher to whomever he éakimg about in his sermonge work

of the great forerunners of the faith can for theshpart be categorized as a preacher’s work.
The preacher is the actual embodiment of the lyigtbsalvation. There is no one from
biblical or ecclesiastical history to whom the miear cannot be compared. What began with
the apostles was a small spark that grew into &reigwhich is now spreading throughout the

world by preaching:

Let us therefore set each other afire, let onegiethe other into attending sermons,
that even if the priests do not want to preach, y@ertheless excite their will. From a
tiny spark a huge fire is born, and from a tinygut@ing a huge fire of divine love is lit
in many people. As through only twelve apostleswhele world is reached, let that be

fulfilled in us and in the whole worltf®

Preachers have to be like Peter, the “imitatohefrtame of Christ,” who in his life and work,
by preaching and carrying the cross followed Chligte Peter, the preacher has to give up
his carnal life and devote himself to Christ’s lo@mly in this way can we bring the church to
Christ: “Let us abandon the carnal love and adteetke divine love, preaching to the sheep

of Christ and providing a meadow in unpretende@ Jdkat we together with them could

286 Ut ergo et nos mutuo accendamur, unus alium prevad sermonem ambulare, ut etiam si sacerdotig nol
predicare, tamen et vos excitetis eorum voluntateaparva enim scintilla magnus ignis nascituexeparva
predicatione magnus ignis divini amoris in mult@p accenditur. Sicut per XlI solos apostolos sanundus
fuit accensus, quod ut in nobis et toto orbe temaimpleatur.” Omnes sancti, GD, XII D I, fol. 140
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happily reach the meadow of eternal life, togethién the sheep of Christ®

Elsewhere in one of his most lively sermons onShturday after the Third Sunday in
Advent, the preacher is compared to John the Baptie prepared the way for Jesus Christ.
Preachers are encouraged to do the same, prepiagimgay for Christ to come into people’s

hearts:

This veil John removed from our hearts that we Waatognize Christ by his revealed
face and see the profound mysteries of the Oldafeest, fulfilled in Christ. He
prepared rightly for us the way to Christ and oftveachers are exhorted to do the

same, that the divine word may have a free wapioecinto our heart$?

Martyrs have been oppressed and killed, becaugedhealed the evil of the enemies of the
truth, who pose as true believers. Like those Ffaigrunners, preachers are also sent to reveal
the hypocrites. It belongs to the fate of the fnil®wers of Christ to be prosecuted, especially
by those who say they are the church. Even whendsis are high and the resistance hard,
preachers have the holy duty to tell the truthardy to those who are receptive to it, but also
to those who refuse to listen. Preachers shoulMage of the reaction of their audience and

adapt their approach according to it.

Listen how any preacher must be meek towards treknaad rigid towards the
obstinate, towards the adversaries of the trutk,@hrist was meek to the apostles and
others to whom he was preaching, but rigid to th&tinate, especially to the Pharisees

who resisted him so much that he called them hyescisons of the dewif?

However, the preacher is warned that his work cebagostponed. His holy task is to sound

the trumpet by preaching against the sins of Babykince there is so much resistance to the

287 Relinquamus amorem carnalem et adhereamus catit@tie predicantes ovibus Christi et pascua vite
ministrantes in caritate non ficta, ut sic una @ismpossumus ad eterne vite pascua, una cum OSHissti
feliciter pervenire.” St. Petrus, GD, XII D 1, f@9 v.

28 Hoc velamen Johannes deposuit a corde nostreyetata facie Christum cognosceremus et profuntise
testamenti archana conspiceremus in Christo compReicte ergo viam nobis preparavit ad Christualies
predicatores exortatus est ad hoc ipsum faciendumerbum divinum expeditam viam habeat in cor mwst
veniendi." Sabato in quattuor temporibus (Saturafésr 111 Advent), GD, XIV D 5, fol. 24 v.

289 Audi qualiter quilibet predicator debet esse mitisitra mites, et rigidus contra obstinatos, coatheersarios
veritatis, sicut Christus mitis fuit, erga aposto#d alios, quibus predicavit, sed rigidus ergainatos, et
precipue pharizeos, qui sibi resistebant, ita atwvet eos ypocritas, filios dyaboli.“ Omnes sar@f), X1l D 1,

fol. 142 v.
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truth, it is all the more clear that the root akthesistance is the empire of evil. Even when it

seems that Satan has left, it is necessary toreamti

Most beloved sons, listen, that a short time agdtly prophet of the Lordel,
proclaimed the house of Christ and his faithfulewlne said to the preacherBlow
the trumpet in Zion“ [Joel 2,1]. Because the flu#iad the trumpeter of Babylon ceased,

therefore he ought to sound the trumpet of the vimtteir hearts even mofe’

Preaching in the eyes of Milicius is an eschataalgactivity. The preacher must stop evil by
revealing its character. Sins such as simony, gaeddll the others which Milicius accuses
many clerics of, are not just a failure or wrongpbut a denial of the very heart of the
church. Through such sins, they themselves becosteiments of Satan, who through them
gains power over the church. The situation is sernyous, according to Milicius, because
many clerics use their positions for their own peed advantage rather than for that of their
people. This is truly an apocalyptic sign of theds. The forces of sin and evil are intruding
into the Holy Church, even winning over some ohiksrarchy. It is for this reason that
Milicius does not expect clerics, but rather preasto offer hope to the church in these bad
times by preaching the mighty Word of God. Theytaeechurch’s last line of defense. It is
their task to stop the devil’s forces and to dieatessary. Thgrothemato a sermon on Mt.

4,1 relates this mission of the preacher to thekwbiSt. Paul:

So a preacher, seeing the army of the devil inthelasman beings, has to hurl himself
upon them with the sword of the Word of God andtham down from the right of
prosperity and from the left of adversity, eveit if necessary then to die, like Paul did
in the courts, in Jerusalem, in Rome, in Greece.ddurt did not hide from him, that

finally in the whole world preachers both fight anih.?*

To emphasize this apocalyptic context, Miliciussug®rds with an apocalyptic background,

29 carissimi filii, audistis, quia heri sanctus pregth Domini Johel curiam Christi et eius nuptiascfamavit,
cum dixit predicatoribus: Canite tuba in Syon [J®dl]. Quia videlicet fistulatores et tubicine Habhici
cessaverunt, ideo debet eo fortius in vestris boiltuba ewangelica insonare.” Feria quinta in D, &IV D 5,
fol. 86 v.

#1 Ita predicator videns arma dyaboli in hominibustimibus, debet gladio verbi Dei in eos irruera elextris
prosperitatis et a sinistris | adversitatis prosteg, et si necesse est etiam ibi mori, quod duPR&aciebat in
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however without indicating an imminent end of therld. This requires some explanation.

In Gratiae Deithe name Antichrist never appears in a direct wgyonly in quotations from

St. Ambrose. The only time the followers of Antictirare mentioned is in the sermon on Lc.

3, 1-6, which is referred to earlier on as welle®ermon’s place in the liturgical order is

more important here. It is designated for the Styiin the third week of Advent — Advent
being a period that seems to elicit referencesrtiicArist. Here, he is connected to heretics,
tyrants and hypocrites — a threefold indicatioreat forces, which often occurs in the
sermons. The preacher is bound to zealously pragainst these representatives of Satan, just
as John did:

Truly take note that John began to preach the @l@ngstice or that of Christ to those
evil rulers and to those who destroy the faith otiGSo do we have to zealously preach
the justice of Christ who is coming to judgmentruters, to many tyrants and heretics
and hypocrites, in the zeal of John and Elijalratiner of Christ. For the times are more
dangerous than they were then, when now many wéma $e be Christians, harm the

church more than pagans, doing many anti-Christimmination$®?

Many words in this quotation have an apocalypticradation. A keyword quoted from

Daniel 12 — the famous text which breaks historynip eras and discusses the coming end
of the world — isabhominatio.This same termplays a central role in tHabellus de
Antichrista Moreover, the text refers to Elijah — the esclugizal prophet who will return

at the end of time.

In spite of all these apocalyptic and eschatoldgmages, in hisGratia Deisermons Milicius
by no means proclaims the end of the world nor dheegdivide history into apocalyptic
periods. This is an important difference from thigellus which mentions even specifically
that the coming of Antichrist will occur in two pgble years (1365 or 1367). Gratia Dei

Milicius says no more than that the ,times are @aags.?® He uses apocalyptic images to

curiis, nunc lerusalem, nunc Rome, nunc in Gréti fuit curia que (mg. absconderet se) ab eagat i@ toto
mundo predicatores sic pugnantes, sic vincant.“iRma | in XL, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 92 r-v.

292 Notandum vero quod sicut istis malis regnantibuguesi omnem cultum Dei destruentibus, cepit Jogsn
iustitiam ewangelicam predicare sive Christi. Siao@s regnantibus, multis tyrannis et hereticigpetcritis
iustitiam Christi ad iudicium venturi zelo JohanatsHelie ymmo pocius (mg. Christi) zelanter predé
debemus. Periculosiora enim sunt tempora quamftgnant, cum multi qui videntur esse christiani,gisa
noceant ecclesie quam pagani, multas abhominatamesristianas facientes.” Sabato in quattuompieribus
(Saturday after 11l Advent), GD, XIV D 5, fol. 25 r

%3gee p. 154 ff.
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stress his message and the urgency of the preacbks’ The badness of times and the degree
of the clerics’ sinfulness can only be exposedrbgaocalyptic vocabulary. Evil in the church
and society has a very harsh and defined charactact that can only be understood when
seen in an apocalyptic light. But@ratia Dei Milicius does not take the next step: He is not
foreseeing or predicting the end of the world. &pecalypticism irGratia Deiis therefore
instrumental; in other words it reveals the realrelster of the present time and of a
preacher’s work.

The apocalyptic vocabulary places more stress @mtportance of preachers. Their struggle
is not just with sin among lay people and clerus, in fact with the devil, Leviathan, himself.
This cosmic, apocalyptic force is behind all eVihe preacher’s vocation in this sense is the

same as Christ's — to separate good people frordei

Christ, seeing many who disagree among each otigec@ntradict the common good,
many who sinned in time of peace just like roblvene have peace to rob the state,
came to separate and break the bad peace, be@hsrdelf was not the author of the
bad peace, neither the cause of their disagreefenso he made himself into their
enemy in order to make them friends. Like Job 38 sdout the devil and his members
under the name Leviathan: ,Will friends bargain okien? Will merchants divide him
up?* [Job 41,6]. Look, those are preachers who tietgdor the sacred words and buy
souls. They take the sword to divide the good ftbenbody of the devil, from evil, out

of friendship, to make friends from enemf&s.

The preacher is the last one who is consideredotapé defending the church and its faithful
members. In a sermon on the Second Sunday in Advelitius compares preachers — his
audience as it seems to be — to the angels in 41812 who will come with the sound of the
trumpet in order to gather the elect: “He will send his angels with a loud trumpet call, and
they will gather his elect from the four winds.”i$hs a text often used by Milicius to

characterize the importance of preaching and pezacAgain, a text that comes from a

2% Ita et Christus videns multos discordare et catitrere saluti communi, qui in pacem peccabant, tamy
latrones, qui pacem habent ad rempublicam spoliandanit separare et rumpere malam pacem, quia ipse
auctor male pacis non fuit, nec fuit causa eorwnaiiie. Sed ideo adversarium se fecit illorumast faceret
amicos. Unde Job XXXIX dicitur de dyabolo et mersl#ius sub nomine Leviathan: ‘Concident eum amici
divident eum negociatores’ [Job 40,25 (Vulgate}jc& predicatores qui pro verbis sacris negociattamunt
animas. Ad hoc accipiunt gladium ut dividant a @sgpdyaboli bonos a malis ex amicitia, ut ex iniswfaciant
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strongly eschatological context and is typicallgdisluring Advent is made relevant here to
preachers. Their role can only be understood iesghatological light — this is the reason for
Milicius’ approach. The urgent character of a phests work can only be conveyed by a
language that is connected to the expectation ahpending end of the world, like that in

Mt. 24.

But again, there is no explicit sign or word abitn end of time. After the quotation Milicius
simply states: “May this happen not only in resction by the angels, but already now by
preachers. Let angels, that is preachers withrtimegdet of the Scriptures, gather the elect in
the church from the four parts of the worfd>This message implies that the time of the
resurrection or theschatorhas not come yet, however the work of preachesgdhe
understood in terms of eschatological significaasgathering the faithful.

It cannot be emphasized enough, that to Milicieaphers have a much greater importance in
the dynamics of the church than priests or clefit® latter are only the managers of the
church®® Milicius does not consider their role to be thieducating believers or telling
people to repent. They are the rulers but haveomeepto really reform the church. The real
dynamic input for change and for cleansing the chaf unholy elements must come from
preachers. They are God’s moving force.

The preacher, therefore, has great power. His wandchange the lives of people and the life
of the church. Not only can the word of the preaduwerect people’s behavior, it can also
renew them. It revitalizes the church and its memh€dilicius compares this renewing ability
of the preacher to the prophet Isaiah, whose prmegctot only cured King Hezekiah, but even
increased his life spati’ This is the mighty power of the word, which theacher proclaims.

It contains a secret life-saving and life-givingaity, which the preacher transmits. The word,
uttered by his mouth, performs mighty things. Theagher has a certain charisma, which
gualifies him to preach. He has a particular digmrsthat enables him to mediate salvation
and eternal life, however not through his own peasonerits, but as a servant of God. His

word brings salvation and damnation, it distingesbetween good and evil. He not only

amicos." St. Vitus, GD, XII D 1, fol. 30 v. The trslation of Job 41,6 follows the Vulgate and igétiere
different from the Revised Standard Version.

29 Quod non solum fiet in resurectione ab angelid, eiam nunc a predicatoribus. Ut angeli id estjpatores
cum tuba ewangelii congregent electos in ecclesigmattuor partibus mundi.“ Dominica Il in Adve@®D, XIV
D5, fol.9r.

2%%gee p. 133.

297 Quando ergo nunc concordat tuba cum fletu etrmifs cum hiis, qui in nuptiis gratulantur, nisiatuba
predicationis que ad curiam Christi invitat nonusolinfirmos letificat, ymo vitam prolongat, sicutoa insonans

per os Ysaie addidit annos XV Ezechie.” Feria quintL, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 86 v.

167



explains the Word of God, but he is the chann&ad’s judgment. His sermon brings life
and death.

The preacher, therefore, has a huge responsifalityhe salvation of his audience. He has to
correct sinners, urge for repentance and criticigecs who misuse their position. If the word
of the preacher is not successful, then damnatitbioNow. Milicius says this even more
strongly: the preacher allows sinners to be damviezh he does not rectify their ways:
“Though the preacher has have peace with good pebelhas to produce the sword of the
Word of God against bad people. Because if he doesorrect them, he allows them to be
sent into damnation and gives the righteous thasion to sin.2%®

Once again, he characterizes the mission of theches in an eschatological sense without
declaring an imminent end of the world. Miliciugrviction that the preacher’'s sermon
brings with it life and death and divides betwea faithful and the hypocrites leads him to
compare the power of preaching to God’s judgmergaod and evil and even to identify who
they are. Milicius’ eschatological vision, or innse places apocalypticism, is not futuristic but
an immediate vision based on the historic circuntsta of his day. The core of his work —
preaching — is motivated by this immanesthatology. The nature of preaching is itself
eschatological.

However, this does not mean that every preacheg®od servant of God. There are many
who mislead and betray believers, drawing them &vwayg God. But they themselves will be
taken away from God and sent to hell. Good preaclogrthe other hand, use every means to
save their audience from the “outer darkness,” @tieren will weep and gnash their teeth.”

These preachers shout, cry and weep, only to sipaireaudience from hell:

So now some preachers preach flatteringly and finerelespise many who follow

them. To those, though, they say in the comingnuelg: ‘We piped to you, and you did
not dance’ up to heaven, but actors have pipeotcayd you danced into hell. Others
are preachers who grieve in the heart, weep, hat@ithemselves in ashes and
sackcloth, cry from the moaning of their heart gotetears and prevent the people from

going ,into the outer darkness, where men will waagd gnash their teeth®

298 Quamvis cum bonis pacem habere debeat predidatoen contra malos debet producere gladium verbi De

Quia si eos non corrigit, ipsos in dampnationemdir@ permittit et iustis dat occasionem peccari.Vitus,
GD, XlID 1, fol. 30 r.
2% Ita et nunc predicatores quidem blande predicabiqtia eos sequi multi contempnunt. Ideo eisndire

futuro iudicio: ‘Cecinimus vobis et non saltasfiglt. 11,17] suppra ad celum, sed cecinerunt vopgtriones et
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In a sermon about St. Procopius, Milicius outlimémt the character and behavior of a
preacher should be. A preacher’s task is not angnicourage repentance — though this is his
main and most frequently discussed task. A preaalsermust console people who are filled
with grief and sorrow. It is one of the things agcher has in common with prelates, who are
not mentioned in connection to the preaching oénggnce and reform. Both of them have to
provide consolation through the Word of G8§Preachers and prelates both must provide
pastoral care to their flock. Milicius states thrabrder to provide this care, a preacher must
fulfill four requirementsto be aware of the fragility of human existencehéca man of
conscience, to be burning with charity and to bedsbto himself and others. These he

compares to the qualities of an oil lamp:

There are four things in a lamp that should bé&alife of a preacher or a prelate. The
first is the vessel, i.e. the fragility of the humaondition, which he has to have
permanently before his eyes in order not to beghr@u The second is the oil, i.e. the
splendour of conscience, without which he can nbeea preacher who can console
others(..) The third is the fire of love, with which tieéhole preacher should glow. (..)
The fourth is the light that the preacher must tamity have so as not to seem righteous

to himself, while calling others sinnef¥.

We can therefore conclude that Milicius viewed dloeof consoling as more than just giving
relief and comfort, but also searching one’s owndrand conscience for sin. This again is the

central task of a preacher: to protect from andqamesin.

On the issue of property Milicius identifies thesgimn of a preacher with that of members of

a religious order. His answer is very clear.mdligiosusand no preacher is allowed to possess

saltastis ad infernum. Alii (mg. sunt) predicatogeslugent in corde, plorant occulis, in cinereiditio se
affligunt, rugiunt a gemitu cordis sui, predicamtiimas et precavent populo, ne eiciantur ‘in teaglexteriores,
ubi est fletus et stridor dentium’ [Mt. 8,12].“ Oemsancti, GD, XII D 1, fol. 143 v.

30 Ita prelatus sive predicator ut bonus comes iusgatiis, qui ambulantes in via huius miserie ambiristes,
et consoletur eos verbo Dei. Non dormitet in somplolovionis, nec alios dormitare permittat, surgaigilet,
malis actibus contradicat.” St. Procopius, GD, RIL, fol. 50 r.

301 Sunt autem quatuor in lucerna quem debet essidpredicatoris sive prelati. Primum est testaestfragili-
tas humane conditionis quam iugiter debet haber@gpulis ne superbiat. (..) (Mg. secundum est ojeithest
nitor conscientie sine quo numquam debet esseqatediqui debet alios consolari. (..) Tercium gsis cari-
tatis, quo totus debet ardere predicator. (..) @uoaest lumen quod debet habere iugiter predicsaibi iustus

videatur et alios reputet peccatores.” St. ProcgpBD, XII D 1, fol. 51 r. See also p. 134 and 198.
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private property. Individuals from these groups oaly hold property in common with their
fellow members. Anyone who has private propersinsing against God and his church in a
very serious way. He is depriving the dominion ofiSt of its property, thereby turning

himself into a thief and a looter.

Wherever members of a religious order call thenesetiae poor of Christ and
nevertheless have riches belonging to the commuthigy they usurp as their own, they
are robbers of the patrimony of Jesus Christ aiedéis and bandits. Let their superior
be on his guard not to allow them anything thathihggve them some property, some
income or special benefit or menu. In this caserettore, whatever they have in private,
is not theirs, but of the community. When, theref@omething is allowed to one,
without very good reason, it is an injustice toesthandthe vow and the oath is broken.
The only exception when someone deserves somdtiaimgthe community is when the
lector needs books. Let him have an allowance tadtas the use of the books on

behalf of the allowance. Similarly concerning thegzher®?

Being a monk or preacher means basically the shimg +— being fully dependent on Jesus
Christ, whom they serve. This makes them diffefearh other people who are dependent on
their property and therefore trust primarily inith@ossessions. Preachers aelijiosi trust
foremost in God and their property is always comatutmereby owned by Christ himself.

It is somehow surprising that on the issue of priyddilicius compares the position of a
preacher to that of ligiosus The latter is a member of a community, genei@hlyrder,
where he does not have to worry about his materetibeing. The community is the owner
of a small or even large amount of property andipies him with food and clothing. This
offers an economic guarantee to its members, whiehgly can still uphold the principles of
living in poverty and of not owning property. Theepcher on the other hand is not necessarily
a member of an established community. He canreégaosus but also an ordinary priest

who is allowed to own private property accordingamon law. There is no order or

302 Ubicumque ergo in religione pauperes Christi seart et tamen divitias habent videlicet quod conmenest

sibi proprium usurpantes sunt raptores patrimdresdl Christi et fures et latrones. Caveat etiarersoipeorum
ne eis aliquid indulgeat ut proprium habeant vizilicensum vel speciale comodum vel coquinam. Exchasa
quia quecumgque singuli habent non sunt eorum, @euinuinitatis. Cum ergo uni conceditur quod omni sine
summa causa aliis iniuria infertur, votum frangigiiuramentum. Nisi quis comunitati deserviretiegtor
indigens libris potest indultum (mg. habere), utmadibrorum habeat ex indulto. Similiter predicatddmnes
sancti, GD, XII D 1, fol. 141 v. See also p. 137 ff
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institution that defines the rights and duties pf@acher. Milicius himself was not a member
of a monastic order but just a preacher.

In other words, the fact that Milicius differs bet@nreligiosi andpredicatoressuggests that

to him preachers were a third group or communitghiarch and society addition to the
clergy and laity. Preachers only have some matguafantees when they belong to a separate
community. This hypothesis is then confirmed bydbmparison oprelati and preachers,
which Milicius made in the sermon on St. ProcopiDay about the question of pastoral care.
In addition to these two constitutive elementshie thurch that are both bound by a vow —
the religious orders and the secular clergy — tigeeethird group, the preachers, to whom
rules about celibacy and poverty should also bdicgige. When this is true, then it is no
surprise that Milicius asked Pope Urban V in aletd send preachers into the world to save
the church from sin and dec&y.Neither the clergy nor theligiosi would be able to fulfill

this task, but only preachers because they caerintmanent eschatological power of God’s
Word.

In Abortivuswe have seen similar ideas about the preachbeisdrmon on thi€athedra St.
Petri.*® There Milicius distinguishes between three autfesithat St. Peter’s office has: one
general over all people, one over the clergy aredawer preachers. Preachers are again
presented separately from the clergy. Preachenrgspensible directly to the highest authority
in the church, the pope.

It is striking that Milicius’ opponents used preglisthis point, that preachers are an
independent group, against him in the letter thegtevto the pope. They professed that
Milicius was founding a religious order in his comnity since its members were not allowed
to possess private property. Three out of the i@es in their accusation they wrote to the
pope focused on this poitft It looks as if they were not totally wrong. In lsisrmons in
Gratiae DeiMilicius elevates the preacher to the same lesa eleric or monk. He defines a
preacher as having several characteristics in camitl the other two groups. In addition,

the preacher has his own mission, which is diffefiemm that of the cleric or the monk — he

303Epistola ad Papam Urbanum V, edited by FerdinandcfkgMili ¢ a dva jeho spisy z r. 1367 [Milicius and
Two of His Writings from the Year 1367], iNgstnik Kralovske'eské spoknosti nauk Praha 1890, p. 318-325.
3see p. 122.

3%Articles six to eight from the accusation deal wififs issue. According to the sixth the community o
Jerusalem had grown into an unofficial order wjtkaal habits; the seventh said that Milicius hpglied for
permission to found a parish and order in Jerusabeinwhen the Prague authorities refused his malpbe
abused the pope, cardinals and every other chutblordty; the eighth article stated that when he tedd that

he could be excommunicated for founding a new ondérout permission, he said that the emperor would
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has to convert sinners and divide between the gaddhe evil. The central message of
Milicius’ immanent eschatology is the element whitistinguishes the preacher’s role from
clergy and religious orders.

The views in botAbortivusandGratiae Deion the role and significance of the preacher are
very similar. Both see the preacher as a repredenta the eschatological age, even when
there is no sign of an immediate end of tiGeatiae Deiis working out this idea to an extent.
Abortivusindicates in the sermon on St. Peter’s seat tie@ghers are an independent element
equal to the clergy and religious orders. It is ntikely that the experiences he had in the
community Jerusalem brought Milicius to formulate ldeas on this point. This is again a
confirmation of our general impression of both pestnd the differences between them.

Compared tdA\bortivus, Gratiae Deis the ripe fruit of a long period of work and pagation.

defend him. The twelve articles are published nEgek PalackyJber Formelbiicher zunéchst in Bezug auf
bdhmische Geschichtlh, Praha 1847, p. 183-184. See also p. 71 efshidy.
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2. Saints as Models of the Evangelical Life

In both his postils, Milicius gives 31 sermons floe days of particular saints. As we have
seen in the investigation of the dating of the im3%° there are significant differences
between them. The first postil, compiled by MilisiantitledAbortivus,does not contain
sermons on the days of St. Martha, St. Giles (lgj)dor even St. Ludmilla. The second
postil, Gratiae Dej recognizes these feasts but does not provideliesnfor St. Ambrose’s or
St. Luke’s Day.

It is interesting to contemplate what importance ghints could have held to a strict preacher
like Milicius de Chremsir. His close attention t@ral issues of the life of the church and its
members does not automatically include a vast adioir of saints. In fact, his view seems to
be critical of the popular medieval venerationaihss that focused on their supernatural
powers. Not so much the teaching or moral lifehef $aints, but those miraculous powers
captured the main attention of common people, laslacs of medieval sainthood like Donald
Weinstein and Rudolph Bell point otif. Saints were used as talismans in everyday life,
because they had the power to intercede in favthveobeliever. Popular ideas about saints
were often at odds with the approach of the offfichaurch, which stressed to a much greater
degree the doctrinal purity of these holy persdlexertheless, even to the church viréus
signorum— the proven miracle-working powers of saints —swlacisive in the process of
canonization.

It is important to realize that here we are noémeéfg to facts about saints, but the way they
were perceived by medieval people like the preabtikeius. In this respect saints are a
mirror of the times. As Aviad Kleinberg says, shoud is not about an individual's charisma,
but about communities shaping their ideas of samdharound specific individuaf$® Saints
reflect the needs of the people who venerated thtiamtherefore necessary to search for the
aim of the person speaking or writing about saints.

At the same time, saints are an expression androwifon of the hierarchy of life with God,

saints being at the top and sinners at the botf@mseveral reasons saints gained a place in

30%See p. 100 ff.

3"Donald Weinstein and Rudolph M. Beaints and Society, The Two Worlds of Western @hdsm 1000-
170Q Chicago-London 1982, p. 142. See also Aviad Mitdlerg,Prophets in their own Country. Living Saints
and the Making of Sainthood in the Later Middle ggghicago-London, 1992 and Vauchez.

3% einberg, o.c., p. 4 ff.
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the divine presenc®? In this sense, sainthood did not bring ordinamypbe closer to
experiencing God directly, but fixed the faithftiltheir position at the base of the hierarchy.
Or, like Weinstein and Bell say, saints transfepmnsibility from the individual to the
venerating community.

It is true that saints can be guides to a spiriiteland these great personalities reflect a life
of faith and divine love. Popular medieval percaptivas, however, much more fascinated by
their supernatural powers than by their moral badrain this way, the greater their sainthood
is in the eyes of the common people, the greatieislistance between the people and the
beloved saint. In such cases, saints are in thiediace intercessors between us and God in
heaven. They are not like us, rather they are ¢heds of spiritual life, far above the sorrows
of the everyday. Following them in their way ofifig is then simply not a question: they are
substantially greater and thus different from use Tonclusion of this seems to be that
morality, the main subject of Milicius’ work, dispgars in the presence of this type of

veneration. What then is Milicius’ perception ofrdhood?

In general, Milicius provides sermons only for tteys of those saints who lived in the early
centuries of the church. He recognizes St. Tho®aslohn, St. Augustine, St. Gregory the
Great and many others. The sainthood of these és#es” is always characterized by their
martyrdom. They suffered for their faith. Only avfef the saints in both postils are from a
later date. Among them we find St. Margaret andz8es. All other saints who do not stem
from the early church are local saints, in one wagnother linked to Bohem?a’ A clear
example of the last category are St. ElisabethSin@atherine. The appearance of the latter in
Bohemia is for example closely connected to theesoghip of Charles IV, who very much
supported her cult in his country, as he attribdbedvictory in his very first battle in 1332 to
her. He devoted one of the chapels of Karlsteihitsaint. Moreover, because St. Catherine
was quite popular in Germany, Charles might hatreduced her to build a bridge between

Bohemia and the empire dominated by Gerntahigor this aim he used a spiritual symbol

3%Weinstein and Bell, o.c., p. 240.

31%ee for this Gabor Klaniczay, The Cult of DynaSiints in Central Europe: Fourteenth-Century Anggvi
and Luxemburgs, infhe Uses of Supernatural Power, The Transformaifdhopular Religion in Medieval and
Early-Modern EuropeCambridge 1990, p. 111-128; Rudolf Chadraba,d®iaiy historismus Karla IV. a
piemyslovska tradice [Prophetic Historism of Chahésind the Przemyslid Tradition] in: Vaclav Viaiek
(ed.),Karolus Quartus, Piae memoriae fundatoris sui ursitas carolina, Shornikédeckych praci o dah
osobnosti a diléeského krale @imského cisa Karla IV. [Collection of studies on the time, personalitgla
work of the Czech king and Roman Emperor CharlgsPvaha 1984, p. 419-450.

31150 Ferdinand SeibKarl IV. Ein Kaiser in Europa, 1346 bis 1378liinchen 1978, p. 392.
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from outside Bohemia, introducing her to the publiso by means of a biograpfy.

All other local saints are of Bohemian origin ovba direct connection to it. They are St.
Adalbertus, St. Procopius, St. Ludmilla, St. Wetmes and St. Vitud' The last one, not of
Bohemian origin, has been one of the patrons ofdltleedral at the Prague Castle from its
earliest existence. In general, we can say thatiMd pays attention only to the main saints
from the “international” church — which is an oldigry approach — and to the local
Bohemian saints, who have a greater identity arghohin the Bohemian environment. Two
important saints venerated in the Bohemian coutrysurprisingly, not occur in Milicius’
calendar: St. Cyril and Methodius, the Byzantineswnaries who brought Christianity to
Bohemia in the ninth century. The reason for tinebpbly is the novelty of their cult in the
fourteenth century. Thanks to Charles IV they gpleae in the liturgy after being forgotten
for several centuries.

In this part of the study we concentrate mainlttonfive saints mentioned earlier and the
sermons on them in order to grasp the significaficaints to Milicius. The two sermons on
All Saint’s Day also provide us with useful infortizan and are therefore included in this

discussion.

2.1. St. Wenceslaus

St. Wenceslaus is considered the main saint i€#eeh Lands. Even today, his statue looks
out over Prague from the top of the Wenceslaus @gqudnere it was put at the beginning of
the first Czech independence. He is the good kihg will save Bohemia in times of great
trouble. In 1918, the year of the founding of Czetbvakia, the cathedral in Prague Castle
was not finished yet. Basically only the choir d@hed transepts were erected. In an effort to
finish this national symbol, of which St. Wenceslavas one of the patrons, enormous energy
and money were spent to finish the work of Emp&ioarles IV, who saw Wenceslaus as his
great example. The building was finished and reegden 1929, not by accident in the year of
St. Wenceslaus’ millennial anniversaf.

Saints from the nobility are a special chapter edraval holiness. Also in medieval days,

3127ivot svaté Kattiny [The Life of St. Catherine], edited in: JosafaHak e.a.pve legendy z doby Karlovy
[Two Legends from Charles’ Age], Praha 1959, pffo3

*3For Czech saints see Jaroslav Kadlec (8hhemia sancta, Zivotopiggskych sitcii a p‘atel BoZich
[Biographies of Czech Saints and Friends of Gotjhk 1989.
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power had something of an ambiguous characteingyccasion for both corruption and for
holiness. In the words of Weinstein and Bell: “Both princes and prelates the possession of
power was an opportunity to cultivate the virtuénamility; to command obedience and yet to
remain as humble as the lowliest of one’s subjeets a saintly manifestation of that Christ-
like virtue.”* The public need for their sainthood may lay inéffect it had on the country:
their sanctity sanctifies the counff¥. The king can be an intercessor in heaven on behalf
the country. For the church, royal sainthood offeaa opportunity to further christianize the
secular structures and fight the remains of paganidis sainthood could emphasize the
ideal of therex bonus,the good king“ orrex justus ,the just king® in that they collaborate
with the church and can even &esi bonus sacerdpgdike a good priest.”

The medieval cult of St. Wenceslaus had an impoetan for those in power since it
legitimized their authority. He was one of thetfiaed, moreover, the main representative of
the House of the Przemyslids, which ruled Bohemiaéveral centuries. The authority of this
house was given by God, which was symbolized by\@&nceslaus. Sermons about
Wenceslaus therefore must necessarily deal witlyjtlestion of legitimate power. To speak
about Wenceslaus is to speak about the symbolwépand discuss the question of power in
general. Zde¥k Uhlif has made an inventory of all sermons, legendotrat texts about St.
Wenceslaus from the high and late Middle Ages, girogithem according to two

paradigms’ The first one was in support of the king, the secim support of the nobility.

The paradigms are a theological reflection on tigess struggle of power between the two
sides. Fundamental to all texts and paradigmseisetipendOriente iam solérom the second
half of the thirteenth century. In the first quardé the fourteenth century, Peregrinus de Opoli
published his biography on St. Wenceslaus, which Ina&e influenced Milicius’
understanding of the good king. “It is true thainB&Venceslaus here as a modeéremplum
does not cease to be monarch; nevertheless, tleestiawding of his figure does not legitimize
the dynasty or the abstract royal power, but leg#tes thenobiles et divitesthe nobility, and

not only this, but most likely also the so-calldd patriciate.*®

In the third quarter of the fourteenth centuryeaand version oDriente iam solevas

#Anezka Merhautov&atedrala sv. VitaPraha 1994. On the occasion of the millenniurstfelosef Peka
published hisSvaty Vacla{Praha 1929).
*Weinstein and Bell, p. 158
% auchez, p. 190 ff.
3177dersk Uhlit, Literarni prameny svatovaclavského kultu a Gctyretolném a pozdnimisdowku [Literary
g%rces of the Cult and Veneration of St. Wencesslathe High and Late Middle Ages], Praha 1996.

hiit, p. 22.
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published, most likely originating from Roudniceptesents a new synthesis by gathering all
known facts about Wenceslaus. It also reworkedipalitheological legitimation of the

power of ruling. It takes not only the kingdom irocount, but also the second structure of
power in the country, the nobility. This new versiaf the old legend is characterized by a
strong emphasis on the Eucharist, which is a ctexiatic of the Bohemiadevotio moderna
especially in the monasteries. This cult of thelzauist could be a threat, because it implied
also a profound democratization of the fdith.

Little is known about the historical figure Wenas$®?° He was king of Bohemia at the
beginning of the tenth century. Tradition says laes & peaceful king, who preferred praying

to ruling the country. Most likely on 28 Septembas™*

he was murdered by his brother
Boleslaus, possibly for political reasons, buta&iefy because of envy. Boleslaus became king
after his brother was assassinated. The famoug st¢he murder at a church in Stara
Boleslav shows Wenceslaus trying to escape intahhech, which was unfortunately closed.

After Boleslaus’ take-over no major political chasgook place.

Milicius uses the sermon on St. Wenceslaus’s D8y§@ptember) ikbortivusto introduce a
classical text from Psalms 104 (105),21 (,He madelbrd of his house and ruler of all his
possessions®). In thgrothema princes are compared to preachers, becausettioeyyork

with the Word of God. St. Wenceslaus reigned ov@phople according to the Law of God.

“A king then is the one who does not put to shamapt caught in a reprehensable act
or speech, since he should be firm in life. Andsheerfect in words as if he were a
prophet.” (..) So blessed Wenceslaus reigned tvepéople entrusted to him according

to divine law, while he flourished through a propta spirit>*?

31%Uhli, p. 26 ff.

32%F0or St. Wenceslaus se¢i JlosnaDruhy Zivot svatého Vaclajahe Second Life of St. Wenceslaus], Praha
1997; Pavla Obrazova, Jan VMaior Gloria, svaty knize Vaclgirhe Holy Prince Wenceslaus], Praha 1994;
Dusan Testik,Pocatky Premyslové. VstupCechi do djin (530-935)[The Beginnings of the Przemyslids. The
Entry of the Czechs into History], Praha 1997.

#2l50me date the murder of Wenceslaus on 28 SeptéfiBefor this discusion seéeBtik, p. 428 ff.

322 '\Rex igitur est qui non erubescat, nec in actuedendatur vel redarguatur in sermonibus eo quaddebeat
fundatus. Et verbis itaque quod quamvis perfedtagsset propheta.’(..) Sic beatus Wenseslaubatgepulum
sibi commissum secundum legem divinam, dum spiiaphetico floreret.” St. Wenceslaus, A, | D 37, 1.3

rb. The quotation is from St. Ambrose, Super bieamaculati, lib. 6, vs. 5. The link between Wenaesland

his prophetical spirit is also made in thetifonariumof Arnestus de Pardubicz, where the third antiphahe
second nocturn says: “Spiritu prophetico vir sasdlorebat, dum verbo veridico multa predicabae&S
Dobroslav OrelSvatovaclavsky sbornik na pamatku 1000. &givkniZete Vaclava svatého, Il, 3, Hudebni prvky
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The first part of thesermodistinguishes between obedience, prudence aridgugshen
speaking about the question of power given by @oduman being is created by God in
order to obey him. Also a person who has power abeslience to God, because he has
received his power from God. Ruling means at tineestime serving. Also St. Wenceslaus
was subject and obedient to God. Milicius paintalamost monastic image of Wenceslaus:
,humble in glory, poor in riches, refusing the wbend chaste in wealti*® Neither force of
weapons nor the splendor of property is the sigralf power, but humility and poverty. Then
Milicius gives in more abstract terms a kind ofidifon of a good ruler:Secondly, in him
who bears the office of ruler of the church ortad Christian people there should be
serviceable providence, that he is generous atabus to his subjects and that he returns to
God all virtue, which he has received from G&tf.”

The practice of such a ruler is similar to Wenagslavho founded the church of Prague,
dedicated himself to God, and cared for the poar whre robbed by the rulers.

The power given by God is to be used to fight #ek lof order in the world. Milicius does not
have a very positive image of the world where desnenemies and the flesh try to deceive us
and establish the reign of darkness. God invesssriike Wenceslaus with power in order to
establish the reign of justice. In a quotation frStnAmbrose, Milicius compares this conflict
with the conflict between rulers and prophets. fyinants of darkness can be very strong, but
they will never be able to prevail over the gooelcbncludes. He implicitly calls St.
Wenceslaus a prophet rather than a ruler.

This conflict is again demonstrated by the stookeSauland David or by Cain and Abel.
Wenceslaus;larissimus princeps ecclesie sanctae most distinguished prince of the holy
church,” reflects the life of Abel, since he toosvaurdered by his brother. He lost the reign

over his kingdom, but gained the eternal kingdonmisymartyrdont?° The end of the sermon

svatovaclavskgStudies on St. Wenceslaus on the occasion af@6€th anniversary of his death, Il, 3, Musical
elements in the cult of St. Wenceslaus], Praha 193%71. See also p. 141 and p. 164.

323 Nam humilis in gloria fuit pauper in divitiis, mainrefutans, gaudia castus in delitiis. St. Weltmes, A, | D
37, fol. 213 va. Milicius is quoting from the Ankipn to the Magnificat ,Gaude felix bohemia.” SeeDp. 343.
324 Secundo in eo qui constitutus est in principemesie vel populi christiani debet esse utilis pdevitia, ut
erga suos subditos sit beneficus et virtuosus eeomvirtutem a Deo recipiens ad Deum referat.” St.
Wenceslaus, A, | D 37, fol. 213 va.

32> Beatus ergo Wenseslaus tamquam, clarissimus grineeclesie sancte, vita sancta sicud Abel ref@site-
runt autem principes adversus eum, martyr videbags et frater eius Boleslaus ut Caym invidens sanctitati
cupiditate dominandi, dum in Boleslavia conviviuecérunt et eum invitaverunt ut occiderent, ubi cagno
suum principatu privare putabant, ibi ad regnurmnete per martirium provexerunt.“ St. Wenceslaus| B,37,

fol. 215 ra.
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describes in detail how St. Wenceslaus was murdered

The sermon on St. Wenceslauhimortivusoffers an image of the saint as a good and holy
ruler. Leadership is not about power and glory,dhdut serving the poor and fighting
darkness. The way Wenceslaus reigned is the waywaats kings and rulers to govern.
Necessarily, St. Wenceslaus had his enemies, imgjuds own brother Boleslaus who finally
murdered him. Milicius points out that this imageepeated in several stories from the Bible.
Milicius does not doubt that authority comes fromdGStructures of power in society are
given by God and have to be accepted. Milicius, éwaw, asks a moral question of those in
power. Authority has its aim in fighting disorderdeevil. When a leader does not fulfill this
mission given to him by God, he associates himsiglf darkness. Tyrants, therefore, do not
deserve any respect, because they deny God andrhimandments. The consequence of this
line of thought is a conditional obedience to autkiolf a ruler is spreading the reign of

darkness instead of light, it is no longer our dotyollow and obey him.

The homily inGratiae Deion St. Wenceslaus’ Day discusses a second biléigglwhich is
also commonly applied to the image of a good kivig16,26 (“For what will it profit a man,
if he gains the whole world and forfeits his lif¢ At is worthless to strive for temporal profit
if God’s truth is absent, th@othemastates. Preachers have to dedicate themselvies to t
truth of the gospel, because only in this way tey gain eternity for their soul.

The pericope that the homily comments on begingise 24, which is about following
Christ. Milicius adds that it is not important wiaate’s background is. Everybody is equal
when it comes to their ability to follow Christ: evoman or man, king or servant, ruled or
ruler 3?® Wenceslaus followed Christ even when he was kiagying his cross in his heart.
He refused to wearadalicium, a kind of shirt, under his clothes. Even in wirtte frequently
visited chapels tthe saints and gave firewood to the poor. He drd kebor with his own
hands, preparing wine and bread for the sacrifithealtar, which he served himself,
Milicius says. St. Wenceslaus is the king-priestich is similar to the image presented in the
Abortivussermon where Wenceslaus was inspired by a praahepirit. These
characteristics are quite unusual among rulersciM# comments in a critical noté’
Wenceslaus was a true follower of Christ, even whisnmother tried to prevent him from

taking that path.

328 |d est si mulier, si vir, si rex, si servus, sgems, si rectus.“ St. Wenceslaus, GD, XII D 1, @2 r.
32’See p. 142.

179



What a loss it is, not to have the courage to sddieChrist and gain the eternal crown,
Milicius laments. For the evil ones have the coarmsuffer for the devil, even when the
consequence is eternal penance. Christ, howestsisaand comforts us when we follow him,
while the evil-doers cannot expect any support.

In the main verse of the pericope (v. 26) Milicasnments that if someone continues
sinning, his soul has to expect the coming damnatséhat was Boleslaus gaining when he
murdered his brother? True, his profit was reigardiie country, but because of this
fratricidium he had to suffer the penance of damnation. Thexgftet us break the desire of
earthly longings, which is to carry the cross mds of peace, as in times of persecution to
carry the cross means to die for Christ”

Again Milicius uses the story of St. Wenceslausriticize the rulers of his day. They are just
the opposite of the saint, for they are concernitidl gathering more property and selling

souls. The righteous, however, give from their gp@ssessions.

Blessed Wenceslaus by following [Christ] pouredlwstblood and gave his support to
those who returned from slavery under foreign metidle exchanged his money rightly
for the souls of gentiles and liberated them. Gaape, however, exchange and sell

their own souls to the depro robotis(?), i.e. for the service of the poor and sensatud
forcing them to subject themselves to their ownrglith their lives and money, just as

a horse is a mule — they use men as anifials.

Like the sermon iMbortivus the Wenceslaus homily {Bratiae Deiis practically about being

a good rulef® However, the point of view on a leader’s dutiemisre general. It is the duty

of everybody to carry a cross, serve the poor huad to gain eternal peace, no matter whether
he is a king or servant. There is no principaled#hce between human beings in this sense.
Anyone who is a follower of Christ, will gain tharae reward, just as anyone who is like
Boleslaus and is only striving for temporal pravitl have to suffer the eternal penance.

Wenceslaus is a saint not so much because he wadex protecting his people from evil and

328 Frangamus ergo desiderium terrenarum concupisaremti, quia hoc est crucem portare tempore pacis, si
tempore persecutionis crucem portare est mori jnist.“ St. Wenceslaus, GD, XII D 1, fol. 122 v.

329 Beatus hunc Wenceslaus imitando sanguinem suuindugubstantiam suam per gentibus in servitutem
reditis tribuit. Bene comutavit pecunias pro aniogbentilium et eos liberavit. Nostri autem comti&tn
vendunt dyabolo animas proprias pro robotis (?@sidpro angariis pauperum et servitute cogentges eo
proprietati sue et vita et pecuniis deservire,tsguus et mul[ljJus utuntur enim hominibus sicuitls” St.
Wenceslaus, GD, XII D 1, fol. 123 r.
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injustice, but because he fulfilled the command®wé given by Christ to everyone. His story
is again an excellent illustration of the way Chasks us to follow him.

Unlike Abortivus the homily fromGratiae Deiis addressed to everybodbortivusgives us
some principles of the good sovereign, widlatiae Deioffers us the principles of following
Christ. The fact that Milicius openly criticizesetihulers of his time more directly than in
Abortivus does not dismiss the more general tenor of tingljioGratiae Deiagain offers a
perspective that is more accessible to everyotigeimudience by presenting a personal and
concrete kind of sainthood. It is not explainedyvauch why St. Wenceslaus is canonized,
but rather what sainthood means to us in the dageanl King Wenceslaus. The homily
concentrates rather on the moral principles thatecout of the biblical text, instead of
elaborating on the theme of how one rules welhabe Wenceslaus sermonAbortivus
Zderek Uhlit sees in thébortivussermon a synthesis of the ideas of Peregrinuspad @nd
the later reform views of early Hussite preactéré\ccording to him, Peregrinus was the
defender of the interests of the nobility at thpemse of the king’s authority. However, all we
can say with certainty is that Milicius is by noane explicitly defending the rights of either
king or nobility. He gives a view on the dutiesrolers in general. Implicitly, however, he
also stresses the necessity of accepting any aytgoren by God, because its substance is
divine. In the concrete circumstances of the famtle century, this also must have lent

support to the rights of the king, since he wasscdndant of St. Wenceslaus.

2.2. St. Adalbertus

The life of St. Adalbertus had many highs and lawd was full of unexpected changé&ste
was a descendant of the House of the Slavnikidshwialed the greater part of North Eastern
Bohemia. In 982 he became the second bishop afitibese of Prague, which became
independent in 973. For several reasons, he digaiotmuch support from the mightiest
house in Bohemia, the Przemyslids. The most poweréison for this was certainly the

rivalry between the two houses, which ended in asaere of the Slavnikids whence St.
Adalbertus escaped to safer places. Nevertheless,tee concept and vision of his work was

a source of conflict with the king. He spent sometin Germany, and finally he went to

305ee p. 141.

BlYhlit, p. 31.

%32For Adalbertus see Jaroslav V. Polc (&l)aty Vojtch, sbornik k mileni{Collected Studies on the occasion
of the Millennium], Praha 1997; Kadlec, p. 85 ff.
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Poland and Prussia to bring the gospel to pagamzomties. During his efforts he was killed
by the Prussians in 997. Soon after his deatHdmgs were transported to Prague, where
today they are among the relics of the St. Vitugh€adral. For this reason he became one of

the patrons of the cathedral, together with Stu&/and St. Wenceslaus.

Milicius includes sermons about St. Adalbertus bntAbortivusand inGratiae Dei The
sermon inAbortivusbased on John 15,1 (“I am the true vine, and ntlydfas the vine
dresser”) opens with the general remark that thedant blood of martyrs is an appeal to us.
Their faith and innocence are a call to our spaitd senses, a recommendation to follow the
suffering of those spiritual role models. In g&maq Milicius states that martyrdom is the
ultimate way to follow Christ. Through his suffegias human flesh, Christ sacrificed himself
and offered us the sweetness of his sacramentswiise we should follow Christ to the
battle and thence to the victory?*

This was also what St. Adalbertus did. His adhex@acChrist consisted of uniting the church
in Bohemia: ,So did blessed Adalbertus, becausantied the donkey, the church of
Bohemia, from many errors and bound it, unifyingith Christ.®** However, he met with a
lot of resistance and had to leave the countryasked the pope in Rome for advice and
consent for his plans. Milicius compares the presand resistance of Adalbertus’ enemies
with the pressing that a grape requires in ordé&etmme wine. After the murder of his entire
family, St. Adalbertus left Bohemia again. Miliciaalls this decision the fruit of thestitia
interne contemplationjsthe justice of an inner contemplation,” and lelst “In this we must
follow him, that we do naabandon justice when much is offered to us, thairvtieis way

can be martyrs and even if we do not pour out tasd) we live piously and saintly*

Milicius is searching for ways in which his audierzan imitate the life of the saints. How can
someone have a holy life without being threatemetiersecuted by some enemies? The key
to answering this question Milicius finds in a kiaflinternalization of sainthood. Everybody
can be a martyr, even without pouring out his blddte only necessity is to live quietly, in
holiness and piety. Sainthood is accessible toyewer. This holy life also has its fruits in that

it gives us spiritual children and is in a sengelife of paradise. These sons and daughters are

333 |deo nos sequi deberemus Christum ad pugnam etqresequens ad coronam.“ St. Adalbertus, A, | D@7,

103 rb.
334 Sic fecit beatus Adalbertus, quoniam solvit asinernlesiam Bohemie ab erroribus multis et alliganiens
Christo.” St. Adalbertus, A, | D 37, fol. 103 va.
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received not through seduction, but through the efaiie spirit,per adiutorium rationis

This is the way Adalbertus received his spiritdaldren: “He begot spiritually Bohemians,
and other nations, Poles and Prussidrfs.”

In the section followingex quibus verbisSt. Adalbertus is depicted once more as an
exemplum Christian “example of Christ.” The sermon still uses ieggf the vineyard,
calling Adalbertus the planter of the spiritualeyard of the church of Bohemia. He was like
Noah, who planted a vineyard after the flood aigjia af God’s love. In a spiritual sense, the
flood represents a situation characterized by td¢kuth, mercy and knowledge of God on
earth. Moreover, hatred, murder, revenge and agluitde during such a time. This was also
the situation in Bohemia, when St. Adalbertus bexamhop of Prague. In those times,
Milicius says, one man — including the clergy — albpthad many women. There was no
justice and, as a sign of the total wickedness®times, he adds in the usual anti-Semitic
spirit of his time: “Tyrants sold the Christiansthe Jews ¥’

Tertio tells us about St. Adalbertus’ death when he vileedkby the Prussians. He is again
symbolized by the grape that is then poured outias. His murderers cut off his arms and

legs, then his head, as a grape is severed fronirtbe

The homily fromGratiae Deion St. Adalbertus’ Day is about the same texhasermon

from Abortivus John 15,1. The big difference, however, is thathiomily does not even once
refer to St. Adalbertus. The saint is also not noeeid at the beginning of the homily, where
we usually find an address referring to the paldicday. Only in the upper margin of the
manuscript XIV D 5 do we read “Adalberti.” Othenmes attribute this homilgenerally to

St. Adalbertus, St. Georgius and to whichever oshert.

The symbolic theme of the homily — the vineyard #melgrapes — is explained however in
the same way as ilbortivus Milicius believes the significance of the parabfest. John lies
in the image of the grape being pressed into witeetyrs are in this way also food for the

church or, better yet, fertilizer needed by therchdor growth.

Because saints entrust their bodies to the edwly,liring much profit, not only with a

physical plowshare, but also with the plowsharéspiritual) divine culture,Hence, our

332 In hoc ergo ipsum sequi debemus, ne cum nobisanuiferuntur, iustitiam deseramus, ut et per hotinea
esse possimus et si non sanguinem fundendo tamet pancte vivendo.” St. Adalbertus, A, | D 37, 1®3 va.
33¢ Bohemos et alios romanes Polonos et Prucenosisgitér generavit.“ St. Adalbertus, A, | D 37, fa03 vb.
337 Tyranni etiam vendebant christianos ludeis.“ Sdafbertus, A, | D 37, fol. 104 rb.
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veneration of them is right. If we do not imitaktein only in words alone but also in

habits, then we too will bear fruit®

In this parable, the homily is stating that therchus the vine, which has as many grapes as
there are martyrs. And, at the same time, the thdinoks their precious wine, the blood of

the martyrs. It is a more vivid way of illustratitige idea that the blood of the martyrs is the
seed of the church. We, the audience, have todalad imitate the martyrs. Our martyrdom

is to lead the life of Christ and to carry our &ol$ is not necessary to be a spiritual hero or do
great deeds. Martyrdom is a part of normal, dady hccording to Milicius. One has to
concentrate on one’s own personal life and on Gookrsmandments on how to live.
Martyrdom has become a personal and individual dsio: of everyday life. It is not

supposed to be easy, because only through mamgudtitis can we enter into the Kingdom of
God. Therefore, let us flee from pleasure and fylani misery, Milicius says. Only in this way

can we gain eternal life, where no enemy can come.

2.3. St. Vitus

The main reason why botkbortivusand inGratiae Deidedicate a sermon to St. Vitus is that
he is a patron of the cathedral in Prague CasHarl€s IV ordered a new church to be built
on the place of the existing off@.The new cathedral, just like the old one, was chei to
three saints: St. Adalbertus, St. Wenceslaus anditgs. It is in a twist of history that only
the name of St. Vitus is used to identify the churxay. The fact is that the second one of
the three saints was far more important to theech#l, to the house of the king and to the
Czechs generally. Even today at the heart of thiecthis the chapel of St. Wenceslaus, the
symbol of the Czechs.

According to the legend St. Vitus, who was boricily, was tortured in Rom&° An angel
brought him then to Southern Italy where he died\&as burnt. Historically it is more likely
that he died in Sicily, probably in 304-305. Theimanpulse for his cult in Bohemia came

from Wenceslaus, who on Prague castle built a dltigwe®ted to St. Vitus. The saint may

338 sancti enim quia terram corporis sui tradiderumaty solum ferro corporali, sed etiam (mg. spirijueliture

divine, id est fructum multum attulerunt. Et meripsos veneramur. Sic tamen si ipsos non solumisjesed et
moribus imitamur, sic et nos ad fructificandum metdebemus.” St. Adalbertus, GD, XIV D 5, fol. 289
3%Anezka Merhautova (ed Katedrala sv. VitaPraha 1994.

3% or St. Vitus and Bohemia see Kadlec, p. 72 ff.
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have been known in the country due to the missioaetivities of Cyril and Methodius and
their followers who spread the cult also in Easteunope. Wenceslaus brought some of his
relics to Prague, an example which was followeerlay Charles IV. Vitus was seen as one of

the patrons of the country.

Milicius preaches on St. Vitus’s Day, 15 June, lma text “In his arduous contest she gave
him victory” from The Wisdom of Solomon 10,12. Tlfe of this saint was that of a holy
war, which everyone, a preacher in particular,tbdgght in the name of Christ. It is necessary
to have sharp weapons in this war, which are pea/igy the Word of God. When preachers
are not sent by God, they just drift about withany orientation and obscure the way to truth.
But when we fight in truth, anything can be congaethrough preaching. Even in front of the
rulers and princes and the son of men preacheestbdwing the Word to the people through
their acts and speech without fé4k.

The rest of the sermon is not addressed in paatitalpreachers, but rather it elaborates on
the theme of the holy war and the fight against éviholy war there are three enemies, the
sermon says: the flesh, the world and the devilvVBus had experience with all of these
during his lifetime. He served God from his childdpwhich caused him to come into
conflict with his father. He was thrown out of andow by his father, but survived
miraculously because seven angels guarded hima3sistance of the angels gave him the
strength to resist the attacks of the flesh by dentyrants and women. Martyrs, Milicius
says, do not fear their enemies. Even when undaggbe most horrible tortures — he
mentions some of them in a catalogue — they doeraiunce their faith, but gain the victory
of eternity.

“Blessed is the man who suffers temptation becaadee has been tested, he will gain the
crown of life.”®**? This sentence at the beginning of the sedtiaquibus verbisummarizes

the whole sermon. The spiritual battle has to lmepted for five reasons: for the faith, for
salvation, for guarding theax hominibusto annihilate the pride of men and to train the
righteous®® This time the whole church is encouraged to Ié@m St. Vitus’ example of

how he fought the holy war:

341 Portemus in bello spirituali crucis vexillum etliéas lutum putemus. Portemus inquam nomine eipsre et
sermone coram regibus et principibus et filiis houm.” St. Vitus, A, | D 37, fol. 141 va.

342 Beatus enim vir qui suffert temptationem, quoniamm probatus fuerit accipiet coronam vite.* St.UgitA, |
D 37, fol. 142 ra.

¥35ee p. 152.

185



Blessed Vitus undertook war in order to look after faith and peace and well-being of
the church, not only against those from outsidé also against his father, because
Christ came to separate man, i.e. a son againtdthir, as is said in Mt. 10,35.

Likewise the church, if it fights against those wdre outside or those who belong to it,
mourns for those who are killed and is comfortedimse who have peace, which peace

procured through wars such as David foujfit.

In the duty of this pastoral care, St. Vitus hadey®n Valerian, the son of the Emperor
Diocletian. He liberated the child from demons antithe light back in his eyes.

Saints and martyrs fight the holy war also by ,m#al means, for example by suffering
injustices. They survive by their will to attaingme, which cannot be forced to fight a war.
This is the peace of paradise, which can and willdached only in and with the Holy Spirit.
It knows no contradiction between the flesh andsid.

St. Vitus won the holy war he fought with the engreGod ruined the temples full of idols
that the emperor had erected. Diocletian triecstiape his fate, but died while fleeing.
Milicius concludes: “Behold how the patience of @itus, strengthened by suffering, subdued
the mightiest enemie$*® It is the perseverance of the faithful, which coex all enemies
and brings the eternal victory to the holy mart§as.Vitus demonstrated this faith during his

life and received the crown of the kingdom of heave

ThematicallyGratiae Deijust continues with the topic of St. Vitus in theme direction as
Abortivus The homily is based on a text, which is also gdan theAbortivusversion: “Do
not think that | have come to bring peace on editthye not come to bring peace but the
sword” (Mt. 10,34). Therothemais again addressed to preachers, who have thel fthe
word, which gives them the power to separate tel gmm the evif*®

Also in the main part of the homily the languagevaf is used. Like an army, the church

needs unity to fight the enemy. The church maybgihg for peace, but on earth it will

%44 Beatus ergo Vitus propter fidem et pacem et saiuteclesie procurandam bellum suscepit, non solum
adversus extraneos sed etiam contra patrem quittGleristus separare hominem, id est filium adverzsatrem
suum, sicud dicitur Mt.10 (35). Ita ecclesia si pagcontra extraneos sive suos doleat de peresrgibu
consoletur de pacem habentibus, que pax per heltamtur sicud fecit David (..)." St. Vitus, AD 37, fol. 142
rb.

345 Ecce quomodo patientia sancti Viti passionibusoralta hostes fortissimos sic devicit.* St. Vitas) D 37,
fol. 142 vb.
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always be a false peace. It is the task of preadbatisclose this false peace by cutting off the
good from the devil. It is necessary to accomptiss task of separating all the time, while
being prepared for hatred and martyrdom.

Even becoming separated from one’s family and lezlas stated in Mt. 10,37 is good and
necessary, Milicius says. “Let us separate fronfrikads of the world.” Those friends of the
world are those, who commit the seven deadly $ines. are the proud, the lustful, the
covetous, the angry, the envious, the gluttonodstiam slothfuf*’ We have to carry our

cross, which means Kkilling those parts of oursetiias are captive to matters of the earth and
damning the voluptuous spirit in our life. Only thean we enter eternal life.

The homily concludes with a short reference to sofrfét. Vitus’ virtues. He lived according
to the strict principles of the text of the homie left his father and his friends “in order to
receive Christ and his gospel, and he gave notaclyp of cold water, but also his own blood

for Christ.”®*® His way of life brought him martyrdom and a crdehth.

In both sermons about St. Vitus, Milicius deducestthe life of the saint some principles
for preachers primarily but also for the churclaashole. InAbortivusMilicius addresses
preachers only in therothemawhile inGratiae Deihe does so in the main part of the
homily. Both sermons offer some details from the ¢if St. Vitus, buAbortivusis more
extensive in this. The structure Abortivusis that of a classical scholastic sermon, which
seems to offer more opportunities to concentratiersaint’s life. The sermon is about St.
Vitus, whose life is compared to the biblical textwhich the sermon is based. Because of
the fact that this kind of sermon is thematic, mattention can be paid to the subject. In
Abortivus St. Vitus is the subject of the sermon, but scdssed withithe idea of the holy
war. Biblical references are no more than an taigin of the saint’s holiness. In this respect,
Gratiae Deiis just the opposite — it is above all a commeatdromily on a larger biblical
text and adds to it stories from the life of Sttuéi Here St. Vitus is the illustration, which
results in a more profound — but more abstract@bs-w emphasis on the text and its
message, that is separation from evil. This messagepared to the one Abortivus,
requires the audience to be more active. They teageparate themselves from everything

that might put them under the power of Satan. @uchusion is again th&ratiae Dei

348st. Vitus, GD, XII D 1, fol. 30 r. See p. 174.

347st. Vitus, GD, XII D 1, fol. 31 r - 31 v. See alpo164.

348 Ut reciperet Christum et ewangelium eius et nolrsocalicem aque frigide, sed et sanguinem proppuom
Christo dedit.” St. Vitus, GD, XII D 1, fol. 31 v.
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stresses more the moral impact of the messagescauttience’s daily lives.

The sermons give us a clear foundation for estaiblisthe reasons for St. Vitus’ sainthood.
St. Vitus is holy because of the holy or spiritwalr he fought with evil, sin and tyrants. This
is also the task of the churchAkortivug. Or, more concretely, the faithful have to sefmara

themselves from evilGratiae De).

2.4. St. Procopius

Another saint whose vocation was in the church.i®&copius, the founder of the monastery
at the Sazava river, which is located about 40nkéters southeast of Prague. Today, some
buildings in the monastery still stand on the tbp aill next to the ruins of the once
impressive church. Like many other famous monasgeand institutes, it was closed by Josef
Il during his reforms in 1785. Once this house waenter of Christianity and Bohemian
culture. As one of few monasteries in the regibhad permission to practice the old Slavonic
rite in the language of the apostles of CentralBastern Europe, Cyril and Methodius.

Little is known about the life of St. Procopitfs.According to his earliest biography, written
by the end of the 11th century, he was marriedhaata son. Probably in the beginning of the
11th century he founded a convent on the Sazaviahvilecame an abbey under a
Benedictine rule in 1032. Nevertheless Procopilsveted the liturgy in the Slavonic
language instead of in the usual Latin. His retadfop to the ruling house of the Przemyslids
and the bishop of Prague was close. The Slavaeidid not survive long after Procopius’
death. After a first exile in the 1060s, the mookSéazava had to leave their monastery
definitively in 1096, and the new inhabitants itnged the Western Latin rite. In 1204
Procopius was canonized. He became a very popitdris Bohemia, as the many editions of
his biography may prove. Also Charles IV was hiserator. In 1347 he founded the Emaus
monastery in Prague, which as a center of the 8Slaviburgy was a continuation of St.

Procopius’ legacy. St. Procopius’ feast is aiudy.

The sermon from\bortivus again describes for us in a lively manner quitevadetails about
the life of St. Procopius. The text for this sern®from Proverbs 30,31 (“The strutting

cock”), which is in the translation of the Vulgat&allus succinctus limbos.” St. Procopius

3% or Procopius see Kadlec, p. 126 ff. For the Sapawaastery see Paveldgk, Petr Sommer and Dusan
Foltyn (ed.) Encyklopedie‘eskych klaster[Encyclopedia of Czech Monasteries], Praha 19983@ ff.
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is, of course, compared to the cock, which is tieeesymbol of a preacher. As a result of this,
the sermon presents the saint mainly as a greatpee>® During the night of infidelity and

sin, Procopius spread the light of the gospel atbedgborders of the Sazava river, navigating
those who are in trouble through the storm, assCHid on the Sea of Galilee. The ship in
trouble symbolizes the church, which is in needest and safety. “But when Christ and
blessed Procopius were preaching, the sea, i.evdHd, became placid and the boat of the
church became quiet?* theprothemaconcludes.

In the subsequent part of the sermon, severakstand miracles about St. Procopius are told.
His preaching and his healing were instrument&ftightening people. After his death he
also saved a woman by the name of Labessa fromircei@ath by enabling her to escape from
her persecutor, Prince Spitigneus, the ruler wincefth the monks of Sazava for the first time
to leave their monastery. Procopius prayed alltiginging for meditation and solitude. The
aim of this work was to bring relief and love topée.

Pastors, who must care for their people, shoulchlram St. Procopius how to tend their
flock. Like a cock always on his guard with one asgching the sky and with the second on
the earth, so too those who hear confession aretiedly prelates must watch their people.
They must be harsh with the obstinate and gentle the humble. Through this approach they
can transform people as Procopius did. He chartgeduarice of some people he met into a
spiritual wine, or the piety of true believers.

Also St. Procopius resisted the devil, creatinglg place out of a pagan place. Until his
death, he was as firm as a guard, taking carehbatevil did not regain his former property,
i.e. the souls of the converted. Milicius does mte a high estimation of his audience’s
ability to resist evil. “What about us?,” he askge who are so strong and wise and yet
cannot resist the devif™ He advises those who are weak to remain in Chvisgre the devil
cannot win him over.

Finally, St. Procopius liberated others from thadof carnal temptation. In this way, the
church in the early times was planted, Miliciusss&yaints adored poverty, renounced riches
and practised self-constraint. Milicius stresseseamore the significance of poverty for

clerics. The last remarks of the sermon are writtesvery direct way:

0see p. 161.

%1 Sed Christo et beato Procopio predicante marséeulum placatur et navicula ecclesie quietai.”
Procopius, A, | D 37, fol. 156 va.

%2 Quid ergo nos qui quando fortes et sani sumushalganon resistimus.“ St. Procopius, A, | D 37, fth7 va.
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But if you say: “I need to own riches to live withy friends the poor,” be careful lest,
while wanting to display a pious work, you rob yseif all too easily from your eternal
reward. Which is the case if the poor are deniedtilrey need and yet are called

friends of Christ’s patrimony’>

The sermon fronAbortivusmainly presents St. Procopius as an example &chegs and
clerics. He was the perfect pastor who took caf@sopeople in every possible way. He was
able to navigate the church through hard and diffitmes. This is also the task Milicius
assigns his audience — obviously clerics and pexachn contrast to the general tendency in
the sermons on St. Adalbertus, this sermon onrStopius leaves a wide gap between the
audience and the saint. The sainthood of St. Pros@s presented by Milicius does not have
the internalization or personal character we sathéncase of St. Adalbertus. On the contrary,
Milicius stresses some of the inabilities of hisli@mce when comparing them to St.
Procopius, whose qualities are almost superhumagsd qualities are not only dependent on
moral issues, but also on physical abilities. &cBpius was able to work miracles, which

makes him different from us.

The homily fromGratiae Deiis again not very different from the interpretatiaf St.

Procop’s life inAbortivus Here as well, Procopius is presented as the ggsfeacher and
pastor, who chose the life of a hermit in a mongsteratiae Deiis, however, far more sober
about his qualities as a holy man. As far as Fesidi concerned, the homily refers basically
only to his dwelling in the convent at Sdzava. Eismo mention of any miracles. In general,
we can say that the homily fro@ratiae Deiconcentrates on the qualities a preacher or
prelate should possess, employing St. Procopiuglgias an example and to offer
inspiration®>*

The homily is based on Lk. 12,37 (“Blessed are¢hservants whom the master finds awake
when he comes”). Preachers and prelates have tuegethe sad and console them with the
Word of God, therothemastates. They cannot sleep, but have to constaetbn watch and
criticize evil acts. Theermodistinguishes between two kind of attractions ands: those of

the flesh and those of the mind or intellect. bcBpius resisted both by leaving his marriage

3 Sed si dicis ‘necesse habeo possidere diviciasvam cum amicis pauperibus,’ vide ne volens opesatis

ostendere te possis de facili eterno premio defmau@uod fit cum pauperes necessariis defraudatitde
Christi patrimonio amici dicantur.” St. Procopids,| D 37, fol. 157 vb.
¥‘See p. 176.
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in order to be ordained and choosing monastidlfeecoming a canon at Vysehrad (before
1143 Bohemia did not know an obligatory celibacya+fact not respected by Milicius).

Again, as inAbortivus the homily uses the image of light to explainwegk of Procopius.

A preacher or prelate needs three things to davbik well: the teachings of the church,
compassion to console people and material suppdrt.a second division, a preacher or
prelate is said to need four qualities in his lifee fragility of the human condition, the beauty
of conscience, the fire of love, and light to seedwn pride®*®

Finally, St. Procopius is compared to a pelicamégnificent bird, the explanation says) of
solitude, because he lived as a hermit. He wasrhyevof his preaching, life and example a
shining light to the ruler of Bohemia. The case wiasilar in his “residence, as he, leading a
monastic life, instructed in discipline, unity ofie and common life**” St. Procopius was
canonized because of his incessant vigilance agsimand evil.

Compared to the sermon frofbortivus St. Procopius’ homily ilGratiae Deiconcentrates
more on the moral contents of his life. His maimlgy was his constant alertness against the
temptations of the flesh and the mind. Miliciusdisnin Procopius a great example of a pastor
and brings him close to his audience. The distane&ted imAbortivus between the saint and
the audience is due to its stress on miracles,wiBiceplaced itGratiae Deiby an emphasis
on the serious and complex character of being @mp&atiae Dels approach to St.

Procopius is basically educational, whibortivussimply admires the saint.

2.5. St. Ludmilla

St. Ludmilla lived in the time of the Christianiiai of Bohemia®>® As the daughter of Prince
Slavibor from a small tribe in Northern Bohemia sharried Borzivoj, the prince of the
Czechs and ancestor of the Przemyslids. Both wagseZed around the year 870 and enabled
monks representing the Slavonic rite to do thessminary work in Bohemia. Due to the
conversion of Czechs, the first churches were bniong them. Ludmilla was the
grandmother of St. Wenceslaus, whose father ditmdobe reached adulthood. The reason

for her violent death was the upbringing of thernygboy. Ludmilla came into conflict with

¥°See p. 134.

¥%See p. 134 and 176.

%7 Domicilio, dum vitam monasticam ducens, disciptinat unitatem caritatis et communem vitam edoc8it.*
Procopius, GD, XII D 1, fol. 52 r.

%%or St. Ludmilla see Kadlec, p. 41 ff.
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her daughter-in-law Drahomira and was murdere®ih $h 924 her remains were brought to
the monastery of St. George at the Prague Casiédmceslaus, which was regarded as a part
of the canonization process. Her cult gained irgtrggpopularity and was widely spread by
the 12th century.

Surprisingly, St. Ludmilla does not appear in tlestp Abortivus The reason for this absence
can only be guessed. Possibly her significanceibicid was not great enough to place her in
league with the non-classical, local saints dised$sAbortivus The later postiGratiae Dej
however, presents her as one of the main patrotieafountry and contains a short homily
about her based on Mt. 13,48 (They “sorted the gotmdvessels but threw away the bad”).
The homily introduces the saint to us with: “Heibbessed Ludmilla, which is pronounced in
Czech ‘lydu mila’, i.e. beloved by the people, reobl birth, but even more noble by virtue,
the first Christian woman of the Czechs, the gramtther of St. Wenceslaus, the leader of
Bohemia, our patron®>°

The prothemaof the homily compares the audience to the catdistoermen in the story of
the gospel. Just as the good and bad fish are nagedher in the fisherman’s catch, so too
are the good and evil in the church intermingldusTs also the case with preachers since
some of them are indifferent about catching sdUls.

Thesermotalks about the virtues of St. Ludmilla, who mained the chastity of her body
and soul after the death of her mother and liviegl & turtle. She was as vigilant as Judith,
prayed as Anne, gave alms to the poor and congtaiiféred an excellent example of the
Christian faith. Milicius then compares the chuofhiPrague with a vineyard, obviously
because St. Ludmilla is also regarded as the pafreimtners. “This vineyard, namely the
church of Prague, is planted by those three plang&r Wenceslaus, St. Adalbertus and St.
Ludmilla, our patrons, who in our homeland in tlmegs of martyrdom poured out their own
blood.**!

Just as Naboth was murdered because Jezebel wargauh his vineyard (I Kings 21), St.

9 Hinc ergo beata Ludmilla, quod in bohemico sogdtlmila, id est populo dilecta, nobili genere setilior

virtute, prima bohemorum christiana, awa sancti ¥éstai, ducis Bohemie, nostri patroni.“ St. LudmilGD,

Xl D 1, fol. 117 v. According to André Vauchez tf@mulation ,nobilis origine...sed nobilior virteft was used
extremely often in the hagiography from the 11thtaeey on, making a link between the highness ofilitgland
purity of sanctity. André Vaucheka Sainteté en Occident aux derniers siecles duekMdge Roma 1981, p.
205.

30%See also p. 119.

192



Ludmilla was killed by her daughter-in-law DrahoaiShe wanted to deprive Ludmilla of her
vineyard, which was Christianity. However, she was“amputated” from Christ, the homily
says, but died in memory of Christ. Drahomira muedeher because she wanted to be the
sole ruler, which is the same reason why Achab emedtall his potential rivals. The life and
death of Ludmilla fulfills the gospel. While St. donilla was taken to the glory of the
heavenly kingdom, Drahomira was sent to the etdmaltogether with evil tyrants and proud
women.

The homily on St. Ludmilla presents her in a qu@#-profile way, compared to the other
saints we have analyzed. Milicius tells her stargfty and compares her to Naboth, the
victim of the evil Queen Jezebel. Her story is majimore than an illustration of the reading
from Mt. 13. The reader or audience of this homglgeives an image of a holy woman, who
was in danger because of pagan enemies. The maomtation the audience gets from
Milicius is already formulated in therothema be careful to be a good fish, i.e. to be on the
same side as St. Ludmilla. Although this preseoriais formulated on a personal level —
confirming the idea we have Giratiae Dei— Milicius does not give concrete and direct
advice on how to achieve St. Ludmilla’s sainthoblde rather general character of her
holiness could be the reason why a sermon abous neissing fromAbortivus She was then

later added t&ratiae Deibecause its intention is to be complete and wadbdtced.

2.6. All Saints’ Day

Not only the sermons about saints give us an inspef what sainthood meant to Milicius.
A second source consists of the two sermons ofaiht's Day. As we will seé\bortivus
elaborates more on the eschatological dimensi@aiothood, whil€ratiae Deistresses the
existing consequences of it.

On the occasion of this feasthortivusoffers a sermon based on Apoc. 21,2 (,And | saav th
holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down out of hedvem God, prepared as a bride adorned
for her husband*). According to tipeothema a city is primarily a location where people keep
their possessions. Jerusalem is therefore a plaeeswtheecclesia militansthe ,,church

militant”, has its treasure, which has to be mergtband described by preachers.

%1 Hec enim vinea ecclesia videlicet Pragensis ex thibus propaginibus sanctis Wenceslao, Adalbetrto
Ludmilla, patronis nostris est propagata, que istti®@domiciliis per torcular martirii suum propniusanguinem
effuderunt.” St. Ludmilla, GD, XII D 1, fol. 117 v.
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This refers to the treasure of the martyrs, whighahurch possesses. Who is then acting as a
witness to our virtues and the wealth of our sadi$icius asks. The life and deeds of the
saints are for him like a book that describes thieiues, enabling us to compare our deeds
with theirs. Therefore, we have to listen to wiet $aints before us have done, so that we
deserve to be enterd with them in the book ofdifef heaveri®?

Jerusalem, our fatherlang worthy of praise because it signifies the hegveountry. In
describing the beauty of this country Milicius ac@sts it with its opposite, therrena

infernalis the ,land of hell.” Inhabitants of that countryivall fall down with Lucifer. But

the inhabitants of Jerusalem will all live in Gotight, as indicated by Christ’'s coming into
the world: “And this has all happened to us throtlghdescent of Christ to us as he betrothed
our humanity to his divinity and renewed our oléagherefore, it is correctly said about us
that we are the church militant and are moving towahe church triumphant®®

In the second part of the sermon Milicius explding the holy church has been united; out of
a wide range of diversity it has become 8#eut of thieves, heretics and all kinds of
sinners, Christ has created saints. Sainthoodrheass to Milicius belonging to Jerusalem,
the holy city where the church finally shall befigd. In this sermon, sainthood does not
imply a specific quality or condition. Those whe @athered from the sinners and the unjust
of the world are all saints, because Christ has@mhohem to be so. It is a profound
“democratic” definition of sainthood, because itlarstands every true follower of Christ to
be a saint. There is no mention of supernaturalgpswor divine evidence of a saint’s ability
to be an intercessor between God and man. Aboysaatithood has the eschatological

dimension of thevita imitationis and in this way it is in the future of every Hiil individual.

Gratiae Deiprovides an extensive homily on All Saints’ Daytbe Sermon on the Mount,
Mt.5,1ff. Milicius relates the blessings from théxt to those people who want to follow
Christ. As inAbortivus this homily does not glorify the supposedly hedy@ature of

sainthood, but concentrates on the morality ofhie difference fronAbortivusis that the

32 Queramus nunc qui fuerit nostri scriptores in muigii nostras virtutes hoc nostrorum animarum idisit

conscripserunt. Nonne prophete, nonne apostolh@ewangeliste, nonne confessores, nonne virgines i
guarum pellecebraras hec de picta noscuntur? Netmartires quorum sanguine libri sunt ewangeligiricati
et eorum mortibus cum sigillis signati? Audiamugaeque illi scripserunt, ut cum ipsis libro viteeicelesti
mereamur ascribi. Quod ut facilius efficere et @mns valeamus ad illam bibliothecam que omnia velibma
in sui pectoris archano servabat matrem gratierracws.“ Omnes sancti, A, | D 37, fol. 238 ra.

363 Et quia hec omnia facta sunt nobis per descensid@eristi ad nos quando nostram humanitatem sue
divinitati desponsavit et vetustatem nostram inndvédeo de nobis qui sumus ecclesia militansde¢eclesiam

tendimus triumphantem bene premissum est." Omnegisa, | D 37, fol. 239 rb.
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Gratiae Deihomily describes the moral issues of sainthoaal\ery concrete way. Often,
Milicius explicitly refers to preachers and prelateshom he mentions in tipeothemaas

people who have the duty to spread and preachgtieat‘fire of the Lord” on eart}?®

Sainthood is, however, signified by suffering anartyrdom. Those who want to live in the
spirit of the Sermon on the Mount have to expesistance and persecution, Milicius explains
using the text from Mt.5,4 (“Blessed are the mdekthey shall inherit the earth”).

So the holy martyrs conquered all kingdoms by mesg&nSome were killed by the
sword, some burnt by flames, others beaten withia vothers pierced through by a

bar, some tortured by a cross, some submersee geth others skinned alive, others
put in prison, some deprived of their tongue, sacowered by stones, others afflicted by
cold, others tortured by hunger, others, truly apectacle of injury, placed naked

before the public, their hands being cut off oreotitnembers of their body missing,
because they carried the name of the Lord. Thexetbey shall inherit the earth because

of their meeknes¥®®

2.7. Conclusion

Our survey of eleven sermons fragkbortivusandGratiae Deiindicates that to Milicius
sainthood primarily has a moral content. Each efBbbhemian saints from the early church
whom Milicius added to the obligatory calendar esants a specific moral virtue, which is
used by the preacher to warn and direct his audiedic Adalbertus was the persevering
planter of the church in Bohemia; St. Procopius thasgreat preacher who rejected worldly
luxuries; St. Vitus kept himself separated fronl;eamd St. Wenceslaus was the perfect ruler.
Only St. Ludmilla does not have a specific quahity suffered for Christianity and the church
in general.

Saints are examples for us, from whom we haveamland imitate in our personal lives.

They are like books that we can study to discoveWord of God. Milicius presents us with

3See p. 119.

35See p. 169.

3% Sic sancti martires per mansuetudinem omnia reggerunt. Alii ferro perempti, alii flamma exustilii
flagris verberati, alii vectibus perforati, aliiuziati patibulo, alii pelago submersi, alii viviat®iati, alii vinculis
mancipati, alii linguis privati, alii lapidibus obti, alii frigore afflicti, alii fame cruciati, alivero truncatis
manibus sive ceteris membris cesis spectaculunugaie in populos nudi, propter nomen Domini pogtamt.
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an image of sainthood that is in principle accdsdib everyone. By following the same moral
principles as the saints did, everybody can achieli@ess. However, we must be prepared
for persecution, because it is integral to the hiédy It may not mean to die for Christ as
martyrs did, but sainthood in times of peace haesdquivalent in breaking with all earthly
desires.

In comparing sermons for the same feast days fhenpostilsAbortivusandGratiae Dej we
can observe how this tendency evolves. In the thersarmons oAbortivus the saint

himself is often the subject. This approach makedlistinction between the audience and the
saint more marked. Often, the miracles performethbysaint are told, which stresses the
supernatural power of this holy person. To somerg&bortivusstill belongs to the world
that admired saints and considered them to becedsors at God'’s throne.

Gratiae Deiis clearly the product of a development that nadeality the fundamental
dimension of Christian life. Milicius does not pees any supernatural saints, but offers
homilies about biblical texts in which the sainb®more than an illustration of an ideal.
They stress a moral virtue that applies to everyoraking a holy life accessible to the entire
audience. In part, this shift is the result of fiedent approach to the homily as a literary and
rhetoric form, which does not concentrate on a #hent rather on a biblical text. This

approach was obviously a logical choice for Milgigiven his theological development.

Ideo propter mansuetudinem possident terram.” Orsansti, GD, XII D 1, fol. 142 v. The catalogueaef to
Hebr. 11,35-37.
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Vi

MILICIUS IN THE MIRROR OF HISTORIOGRAPHY IN THE NIN ETEENTH AND
TWENTIETH CENTURIES

On 6 July 1915 the Swiss city of Geneva was tleedfia meeting of Czech intellectuals,
politicians and refugees. This gathering would gaaat significance in the next few years.
The occasion was the 500th anniversary of Masteaidltes Hus, the martyr from Prague who
was burned at the stake in Constance. The circmeesaof the festivities were rather sober.
Times were at least as confused and uncertaivasdnturies earlier during the unfortunate
end of the master from Prague. In 1915 it was hatl @ertain what would be the outcome of
the war that had broken out almost exactly one gedrer, first in Serbia but soon after in
Western Europe as well. From the Central Europeaspective, the Hapsburg Empire had
finally come to an end after many attempts to iratevts structures during the nineteenth
century. The old world, which had existed in mordess the same form since the seventeenth
century, fell apart and its successor had not genlborn.

The main speaker at the conference in Geneva wase@ssor of philosophy and a former
member of the Austrian parliament for the Czecluenas Garrigue Masaryk. He spoke after
the French historian Ernest Denis who was a spstcialBohemian history and an important
supporter of the Czech national cause in Parisid@ave an interpretation of some
developments from Czech history, thus legitimizamgl stimulating the chance for change
offered by these specific historical circumstandé® Czech people could regain the
independence that was taken from them in the seggtit century. Then, Masaryk made his
statement: “Every Czech who is aware of his nati@s, to choose either in favor of the
Reformation or the Counter-Reformation, eithertfer Czech idea or the Austrian idea, the
institution of the Counter-Reformation or Europeanservatism. Hus, Zizka, Ckiky,
Comenius are our live prograrn?

Masaryk’s speech marked, in fact, his definitiveisi®n to advocate Czech independence as

the only option in the postwar division of Europke waited to take this stance as a politician

%™Kazdy Cech, znaly svého naroda, musi se rozhodnout poometi nebo protireformaci, pro idéaskou
nebo pro ideu Rakouska, organu protireformace epského zpataictvi. Hus, Zizka, Chélcky, Komensky
jsou nasSim Zivoucim programem.” Quoted from JarbEleiChudy chlapec, ktery se proslayilhe Poor Boy
Who Became Famous], Praha 1990 (re-edition of 1980j5.
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until 1915, even though it was a position that nraical parties had taken in the last days of
the Hapsburg Empire. The historiographic argumentdte used in his declaration that year,
however, was not new. Earlier he had already ifledtthe Czech cause with the four
historical figures he mentioned in Geneva: HuskZjZheticky and Comenius. In 1895 he
published his famous studieska otazka'The Czech Question,” in which he drew a
historical line from the earliest times of Bohemtlastory to determine the political aims of
the Czech people. At that time he did not comé&éocbnclusion that independence for the
Czechs was the logical consequence of this intefoa. In 1915, confronted with the
inevitable fall of the Hapsburg multi-ethnic stdte,did not hesitate to use his historical
arguments for the political aim of independence.

The studyCeska otazk@ngendered a discussion about the foundationstergretation of
Bohemian history, which lasted till the end of tteav Czechoslovak state in 1938. Many
intellectuals, historians, philosophers and theialog) participated in this debate, thus turning
the question into a shibboleth for Czech histoapduy for many decades. The debate, which
became known aSpor o smysfeskych djin, “The Dispute over the Meaning of Czech
History,” continued in a different form during t@®mmunist dictatorship, when it was not
possible to discuss in public thes publica Articles published abroad or in illegal magazines
kept the discussion alive, though not accessibteé@eneral public. After the changes that
followed on the fall of Communism in Central andstesin Europe, the debate resurfaced a
third time and was partly determined by the seéwclthe Czechs’ new political position
within the context of today’s Europe.

Every historian studying any period of Bohemiartdrig has to confront the debate over the
meaning of this history, as no period is untoudmgthis question. Every new generation of
historians since 1895 sees itself somehow forcédrtoulate its answer to the question on the
Leitmotivof Bohemian history and its relationship to th&éoreal existence and identity. In
this last part of our study about Milicius de Cheénwe ask what is the “second life” of the
fourteenth-century preacher or his changing imadastory, especially in modern
historiography. Like any historical issue, the dssion about Milicius in the last two
centuries has been marked by the larger histalielahte. Therefore, in this chapter we will
not only analyze the views on Milicius of Palackydis colleagues, but try to put these
views into the broader context of the debate omkaning of Czech history as well.
Historians cannot satisfy themselves merely wittidrical facts and their explanations. They

have a duty as well to study the role these fdetgip the collective national memory.
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1. Historiography in a Time of Nation Building

As we have seen in chapter Il of this study, Milscbecame an object of historiographic study
soon after his death. Matthias de Janow was thetéirwrite about him in his larger work
Regulae veteris et novi testamehtis biography on Milicius would become the ddfigi
authority for the greater part of Milicius’ aftédithroughout the subsequent centuries.
Milicius is mentioned in many of the Hussite chides and calendars as a zealous preacher
and priest ,who worked for the sake of the churah@od’s word?®® The more moderate
sources from an Utraquist background do not déilitius as being in opposition to the
church or Rome. Later texts, however, written bipfeers of the small Protestant group of
the Brethren Unity or thelnitas Fratrumpresent him as the first reform preacher who dared
to speak up against the Roman Catholic Churchlamgdpe.

The second major text we have on Milicius was ptd the form of its final edition by
Bohuslaus Balbinus, the famous Jesuit chronicléh@Bohemian Baroque. As we have seen
in our analysis of this second biography, Balbiraigl was to rehabilitate Bohemia in the
eyes of Europe’s Catholic orthodoxy. He did so impkasizing the pious character of many
of the important figures from Bohemian history, afiéghem being Milicius de Chremsir. It is
worth noting that Balbinus did not have to rewotereformulate the story of Milicius in order
to present him as a true son of the church. Alréaadyany of the Hussite or Utraquist
chronicles Milicius was characterized as a preaalner struggled for moral reform within the
church. Other Catholic historians from the baropeeod continued along Balbinus’ line of
thought.

By the end of the eighteenth century, Bohemia m€ered an era that would fundamentally

change its appearant®.An important impetus for this transformation hagb given by

3%%5ee for a brief survey of these sources: Frantigskot, Mili¢ z Kronerize, Otec’eské reformacfFather of
the Bohemian (Czech) Reformation], Praha 192460ff] or Miloslav Kaidk, Mili ¢ z Kron¥rize Praha 1975,
p. 42 ff.

3%9See for the following Josef K Ceské narodni obrozefiThe Czech National Revival], Praha 1978 (the
study is written in a strongly Marxist spirit) f0Koralka, Tschechen im Habsburgerreich und in Europa 1815-
1914. Sozialgeschichtliche Zusammenhéange der rikkclzen Nationsbildung und der Nationalitatenfraige
der bohmischen Landerkvien 1991, or in the Czech translaticfesi v Habsburskési a v Evrog 1815-1914.
Socialrhistorické souvislosti vytvéni novodobého naroda a narodnostni otazkgskych zemighPraha
1996; Jan Mikk LochmanDuchovni odkaz obrozeni. Dobrovsky, Bolzano, Kofa@alacky. Nabozenské profily
[The spiritual legacy of the Revival. (..) Religioprofiles], Praha 1964; Otto Urbafeska spolénost 1848-
1918[The Czech Society ...], Praha 1982. A survey zddh historiography give FrantiSek Kutnar and Javwos
Marek, Prehledné djiny ceského a slovenskéhgepisectvi. Od péatku narodni kultury az do sklonkiicatych
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some baroque scholars who were strong supporténg @zech language. They emphasized
the necessity of studying and cultivating the laaggy which would underline the specific
character of Bohemia and its people. This patnotigas meaningfully strengthened by a
work by Balbinus on the Czech languaDessertatio apologetica pro lingua slovenica,
praecipue bohemigdApologetical Study of the Slavonic Language, &splly Czech.”

During his lifetime, publication of the book wastalden. Finally in 1775, nearly 100 years
after his death, it had its first printed editidnmore profound impetus for change came from
the philosophy of the Enlightenment, which on atpall level led to the rationalization and
centralization of state structures. In 1781 Empéasef Il published hiBatent of Toleration

a package of political measures to reform and iategociety. He repealed the institute of
serfdom, thus introducing a principal equality agéme inhabitants of his country. Moreover,
he ended the monopoly of the Roman Catholic Charcinatters of faith by allowing other,
Protestant churches to found congregations. Orcaaeanic level, the Enlightenment brought
many changes, especially to the field of histanyl T83 the subject of history received its first
independent statute at the University of Praguagée by a separate chair. History as an
academic subject was reformulated on the basisoddynd, critical study of sources and
archives. The foundation of the Royal Bohemian &yaf Sciences in 1790 significantly
boosted support for this new approach.

One of the main scholars who adapted the spiritma@thods of the Enlightenment to
Bohemian history was Gelasius Dobner (1719-1796)béban a project to collect and
publish documentary sources for Bohemian histary. 7195 he published six volumes of his
Monumenta historica nusquam antehac edittistorical Monuments Never Edited Before.”
His pupils Mikula$ A. Voigt and FrantiSek M. Petantinued with this work. The latter
published the first edition of several of the grefatonicles on the Bohemian Middle Ages and
Reformation. Probably the most influential figurerh this first phase of the movement,
which was about to bring major changes to Bohemaas, Josef Dobrovsky (1753-1829). He
adopted the new critical methods of scholarly redefor the field of biblical exegesis and
Slavonic philology. Several times during his life found himself to be in sharp opposition to
church authorities because of his criticism ongihigiects of piety and worship. In the
historical field he devoted himself mainly to thath and tenth centuries of Bohemian

history.

let 20. stolet{Synoptical History of Czech and Slovak Historiaghy. From the Beginning of the National
Culture till the End of the Thirties of the 20thribery], Praha 1997.
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The academic developments that occurred during tlass few decades of the eighteenth
century announced and prepared the way for therigpiochanges which would take place in
the nineteenth century. The era became known as&hmdni obrozeni‘National Revival,”
marking the birth of a new phenomenon in the Bolaeneinvironment — the Czech nation.
Most of the intellectual energy from this movemesats concentrated in two important areas.
In the first place, the period witnessed a risthenCzech literary culture, which would
continue to grow in the nineteenth century. Th@sdenomentunwas in history and
historiography, where new emphasis was placesbonces and editions that dealt with the
Czech pasftThis resulted in the birth of a nationalistic, dtrchauvinistic historiography,
imposing the new paradigm of a nation on histony i research. No wonder that the more
or less official name for this era, National ReVj\saiggests that the late eighteenth and the
nineteenth century saw not the birth, but the telof the Czech nation. Periods from the
history of Bohemia that could be presented as eael®f political, cultural or spiritual
prosperity were emphasized and identified as thiema heritage of the Czech people. In this
sense the nineteenth century gave way to the diittiie modern myth of the Czech nation,

which distorted much of the historical evidence.

This development also influenced the image of MiBade Chremsir in a profound way. The
first to write about him in the new era was Fragki®alacky, who is beyond any doubt the
father of modern Czech historiography and the rhatorian of the National Revival. His
significance to historical research and to the @ssf the birth of the Czech nation can
hardly be overestimated® Palacky was born in Hodslavice, a village in tbetimeastern part
of Moravia on 17 June 1798. During the Counter-Raédion, this region was a hiding place
for some of the surviving members of teitas Fratrum This might have been a reason for
its self-proclaimed Protestant identity soon afiterPatent of Toleratiorof 1781. The vast
majority of the citizens of Hodslavice took the oppnity offered by Josef II's new politics
to leave the Catholic Church and enter the Luth@aurch, which was one of the permitted
Protestant churches. FrantiSek’s father was tha Exxhoolmaster and even the main local
representative for a while. During his years atEkangelical Lyceum in Bratislava (or
Pressburg, and by the beginning of the nineteesmitucy it was part of the Hungarian side of

the monarchy) FrantiSek became friends with sontheintellectuals who would be of great

37%n Palacky see Joseph F. Zade#lacky, The Historian as Scholar and Nationaligte Hague-Paris 1970;
Jiti Morava,Palacky,Cech, Rakudan, Evropgd@zech, Austrian, European], Praha 1998.
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importance to Czech culture in the next few decafiegether with them he decided to devote
himself to the Czech National Revival. In 1823 heved to Prague and became acquainted
with Dobrovsky and his pupils. Soon he receive@sitpn as an archivist working in circles
of the Bohemian nobility. He started some projélatd were in the spirit of the Revival. In
1827 he became the first editor of two journald8ohemian history, culture and literature,
written both in German and Czech. The Germtmatschrift der Gesellschaft des
vaterlandischen Museums in Bohnweass in print until 1831, when it was finally abameéd

due to lack of readership. The Czech edition utitenameCasopis spolkénosti viastenského
museum echachbecame a forum for passionate discussions abadahCzulture and still
exists today in a modified form. The year 1827 wagortant to Palacky in another respect.
He was offered the function of historiographerite Bohemian Estates, which became a
position from which he would develop many of hig\aties till the end of his life. He started
to work on his greatest historiographic project, @eschichte von Bohmen gréssentheils nach
Urkunden und Handschriftefi which was followed by a Czech versidjiny narodu
ceského \Cechach a na Mora¥*’? (History of the Czech Nation in Bohemia and Morwia
The work describes the history of Bohemia andnitebitants from the earliest ages till 1526
and is still considered a standard source of metieavd late medieval history.

Palacky's political activities date from the reviddumary year 1848. The political structures of
the absolutist Hapsburg Empire and of other Eunopestitutions were no longer able to
satisfy the ambitions of the awakening nationshendontinent. In April of that year,
representatives of the various German groups irr@ldaurope met in Frankfurt to discuss
the future of the nation. Palacky was also invited,refused to attend. He explained his
reasons in a letter which would became famous Isecatlits political orientation. “l am a
Czech of Slavonic blood. ... [My] nation is a snwlk, it is true, but from time immemorial it
has been a nation of itself and existing of itselfThe entire connection of the Czech lands
with the German Reich ... must be regarded nottamd between nation and nation but as
one between ruler and ruler.” For opportune read@akacky appeared to be a defender of the
Hapsburg Empire seemingly arguing that the smaibna in Central and Southern Europe
would not be able to survive as independent st&asuredly, if the Austrian State had not

existed for ages, in the interest of Europe andeddf humanity itself we would have to

3"lpyblished in five volumes between 1836 and 1867.
3"2The first edition was published between 1848 ar&i718lso in five volumes. There have been many re-
editions, the last one from 1998.
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endeavor to create it as soon as possible... Beuis to be saved, Vienna must not sink into
the role of a provincial town**® Palacky was then chosen chairman of another asgetinis
time of the Slavonic Congress, which was to takeglin Prague in June 1848. Unfortunately,
the assembly did not have the opportunity to foateilts ideas and demands, since it was
broken up by a police force under the authoritynaftial law, due to riots that had erupted in
Prague. Despite this complicated start, the Czesne allowed to organize their own
parliament, the Imperial Constituent Assembly, whacficially functioned for nearly one

year. The assembly met in the Moravian town of Kétim It was able to publish a proposal
for a new constitution of the Austrian state, base@ confederal arrangement. Palacky was
one of the main authors of the text.

In the meantime, the prevailing political line aé imperial Court in Vienna appeared to be
that of a very conservative absolutism. Becaugesopolitical orientation, Palacky was forced
to leave politics between 1851 and 1860. In 186fbhaded his own political party, which
promoted a federal state and substantial autononthé Czechs. Later in his life, he became
very pessimistic about a peaceful settlement opthiiical situation, expecting a “new Thirty
Years’ War.” He died in April of 1876 and would sobe called the Father of the Nation. In
1907, a statue of Palacky was finished in Praguth@®mbankment of the Moldau, giving
concrete shape to his significance as a natiomabel/

Palacky’s concept of Bohemian history was mainlkydobon the idea of a nation. In the Czech
context it had its specific form due to contact andflict with the German nation. In his
introduction to theHistory of the Czech Nation in Bohemia and Morawsapresented his
basic view: “The chief content and basic featuréhefwhole history of Bohemia-Moravia is
... the continual association and conflict of Skavdwith Romandom and Germandom...; and
as Romandom did not reach the Slavs directly, Imibst entirely through the mediation of
Germandom, one may therefore say that Czech histdrgsed chiefly on a conflict with
Germandom, that is on the acceptance and rejeatiGerman customs and laws by the
Czechs.?”* Palacky formulated the differences between thertatins in terms of
aggressiveness and power. He concluded that thie Staand thus the Czechs — throughout

history have lived in peace and acted democragitalieach their goals, whereas the Germans

37*Quoted from Zacek, p. 25 ff.
37 Hlavni tedy obsah a zakladni tah celycjinl ceskomoravskych jest ... usténwé stykani a potykani se
slovanstvi imanstvim a émectvim ...; a jeliko¥imanstvi dotykalo s€echi ne samo sebou, ale t&hveskrze

jen prostedkem gmectvi, nfize se takéici, zeceské djiny zakladaji se fibec hlavi na sporu s Bmectvem,
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have used violence to oppress opposition to thairep>">

Palacky was well aware of the
violence Czechs used in history as well, but hdaémed that they learned from the Germans
to use violence as a means. In one way or andiberitlence that ended the most splendid
era of Czech history, the Hussite movement, canma &t German source. The darkest era in
Czech history after 1620 had two main charactedstsermanization and Catholization. The
Hussite movement, with its criticism of hierarchiathority and abstract dogmas and its
advocacy of morality and tolerance, was the fishplete and enduring implementation of
the ideas that later became the heart of the Refitom In Palacky’'s analyses, two enmities
played a role in the development and decline af pleriod. Both the confrontation between
the German and Czech nations and the one betweholiCsm and Protestantism are the
foundation of his philosophy of Czech history. Beém these two conflicts, the first one
seems to have been more important to PaldCye understood his first duty to be in
formulating, for the first time in modern histotie concept of his nation by telling its

history.

The discussion about Milicius de Chremsir in histgraphy over the last two centuries is
determined by the Czech National Revival and egfigd?alacky’s contribution to it. In 1846
Palacky published his studie Vorlaufer des Husitenthums in Bhriféion Conradus de
Waldhausen, Milicius de Chremsir, Matthias de Janod Johannes SczekH&In his
introduction to the first essay on Conradus he errtkogether with Milicius de Chremsir he
was among the first Czech preachers who exertedsttlges zealously for better morals for
all Christianity, especially that of the clergy. tNmly were they prosecuted by many enemies

already during their lifetimes, but also after tHeée they were considered and counted as

¢ili na pojimani a zamitani apobu aradi némeckych odCechi.* Déjiny naroduceského \Cechach a na
Morawe, 1, 1939, p. 19. The English translation is quotedifiZacek, p. 84.

3n a polemic article against his main opponentiseorian Hofler, ,Die Unterschiede in der Gestiéicder
Deutschen und der Slawen” Palacky differentiated/éen “kriegerische und erobende” and “friedliche,
erwerbfleissige” nations. And he went on: “Aber vistdie Eroberung Anderes, als ein im grossen btabs
mit Gberlegener Gewalt durchgefiihrter, daher stsafl Raub? Und als solche erobernde, urspriinglich
Raubervdlker, werden in der Geschichte vorziglehamnt: die alten Rémer, die Deutschen, die Huonen
Avaren, die Mongolen und Tataren, die Tirken undyyaen; als nichterobernde Vélker stellen sich dar
insbesondere die Juden, die Griechen und vorzudie®lawen.” The original article was published. 868,
this quotation is from FrantiSek Palaclkdur Béhmischen Geschichtschreibufgag 1871, p. 204.
37%zacek, p. 88 ff.

3""The study was written in 1842, but first publisted.eipzig under the pseudonym J.P. Jordan in 184,
was not authorized by the official Bohemian censdr843. Here the Czech version is use@dehidcové
husitstvi vCechéach, inDilo Frantiska Palackéh@The Oeuvre of ..], Praha 1941, p. 64-114.
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forerunners of the main Czech reformer, Master doés Hus *"° As for Conradus, he stated
that the preacher’s ideas did not concern the tegstof the church, but the moral life of it,
which he tried to correct.

Palacky devoted his second essay to Milicius, wisaggficance he declared to be even
bigger than that of Conradus: “An even greater nantegreater merits than Conradus
attained were gained by another priest and preachtnague from that age, Milicius de
Chremsir, who, however, had to also suffer greaenity.**° After this remark, Palacky
went on to tell the story of Milicius’ life from ehtwo biographied®* That Milicius’ efforts

had a bigger effect on people than Conradus’ isofitiee few conclusive remarks Palacky
made about Milicius. Otherwise, he mainly stuckhe facts from his sources, concentrating
on the Antichrist episode and the foundation ofXerisalem house. In Palacky’s view, the
opposition Milicius met among the Prague clergy wamtural consequence of the preacher’s
strong criticism of the religious. Palacky recogsizn his work that Milicius was acquitted in
Avignon of the charges the clergy brought against o Palacky, however, Milicius was
not the most significant figure of the so-calledgecessors of Hus, but rather Matthias de
Janow?? In the third essay of the study from 1842, Palgmiovides no specific reason for
this ranking, but from the text it seems that he weinly impressed by Matthias’ intellectual
abilities. According to Palacky, Matthias might baween the first to systematically criticize
not only the moral life of the church, but alsotdachings. In the essay, Palacky extensively
guotes from Matthias’ oeuvre.

In his main work, thédistory of the Czech Nation in Bohemia and Moratalacky mentions
the pre-Hussite reform movement in the eleventtkbiodhe series, which is about Hussitism
and its beginnings. Here the reform efforts from kiddle Ages till today are presented as a
resistance movement, which “took away from the mealichurch the absolute reign over the

human spirit, forced it to acknowledge other arghbr authorities besides itself, and gave to

378%5czekna was a preacher at the Bethlehems Chap@98 In 1400 he became professor at the Univesity
Cracow. Some of his remaining sermons are direag@éhst the ideas of John Wicleff. He died in 14a7.

Czech his name written Jargta or (according to Palacky) Jan z&kéa.

379 On s Milicem Kronetizskym prvni byl mezigmi kazateliceskymi, ktéf o napraveni mraw celého

kieg'anstvi, zvlast ale duchovenstva, hortivse zasadivSe, za to jiZ nejen za Ziva od mnohgpatel
pronasledovani, ale i po smrti své Zaqchidce hlavniho reformatorgeského, M. Jana z Husince, povazZzovani a
pokladani byli.“ Redchidcové, p. 64.

380 Jest vatsi, neZli Konrad, jmeno a zasluhy ziskal &aile také spoludisi protivenstvi snaseti musel jiny toho

véku krez a kazatel v Praze, Milz Krometize." Predchidcové, p. 77.

Blpalacky knew the writings of Milicius presentedMgtthias de JanovGratiae Deiand theSermones
guadragesimalesThe last sermon collection is identical with atpd theGratiae Dei(see p. (sermons))
32 \/ tads tak nazvanychiedchidciv Husovych mistr Maj z Janova obiejné treti, avdak dle mého soudu

nejvyssi zaujima misto.‘fBdchudcové, p. 86.
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the nations for the first time the possibility tagage themselves in decisions about world
affairs with their own, independent voice. This flishand struggle endures till today?® In

the context of his introduction to Hussitism, P&fadepicts the conflict in the context of the
confrontation between Protestantism and Catholicidme latteris the authoritarian form of
Christianity, which he says opposes freedom fohtlnaan mind. Protestantism, on the other
hand, emphasizes the moral dimension of the Chnigéith, which is the central message of
Christ. The conflict in the context of Bohemia etk other specific feature. Palacky
distinguishes between two types of criticism of R@man Catholic Church’s absolute claim
on authority. In the first place there was the Westpproach of the Waldensian movement
or St. Francis of Assisi, which tried to change pihnectical life of the church, but not the
teachings as such. The other type of criticism caiorma the Eastern Church, which separated
from the Roman Catholic Church because it consitigsgteachings wrong and dangerous.
This Christianity was brought to Bohemia by CyndaMethodius, thus imputing an element
of otherness into Bohemian Christianity, which wbrémain for ever. Even when Bohemia
came under the authority of Rome in the coursasbty, there were always people who were
guided by other leading, spiritual forces than tifahe Roman Catholic Churcéf’

This idea of a different, non-Roman force in th&tdriy of Bohemia is decisive to Palacky and
his understanding of the roots of the Hussite mam@nirhough there might have been some
influences from Waldensians and other heretic ma&rgsmon the developments in Bohemia,

the foundation was based on different historicauwnstances:

It is no less certain that this great movemenhefdpirit, the religious unrest and
storms, which were the main content of historyhia fifteenth century and which
changed profoundly every appearance of Czech sffdid not have its origin in any
medieval sect, neither in the Waldensian nor inGhthar, but it came forward and
developed from its own reasons and seed, in thiatieg insignificant to the eye, but
with time it acquires greater genuineness and itapge. It was the idea of the
Christian life in conflict and struggle with theemtsary of the real life that gave no

satisfaction to the deeply pious heart of the atddchs, which always led them to new

330dpor ,odial cirkvi stredowké absolutni viadu nad duchem lidskym, donutil jiza&ni moci jiné a vy3si
mimo sebe, a zjednal nariod po prvé moznost vkladati se do rozhodnuti éswitovych vlastnim a
samostatnym hlasem svym. Spor a zapas tav@d trva i podnes.Déjiny, Ill, p. 9.

B4Dgjiny, 11, p. 15.
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attempts to realize it in human sociéty.

The Czech reform movement had its own roots, whiete independent from Western
heresies or reform efforts, since the foundatio@lofistianity in Bohemia had come from a
different religious region. The drive for a realrShian life came from the Eastern origins of
Bohemia’s spirituality. This was manifested in #ftorts of Bishop Johannes de DraZicz and
Arnestus de Pardubicz, who both encountered oppogrom the mendicant orders. It was
also the reason for the success of Conradus dehaladen, whose example was followed by
Milicius de Chremsir. The ideas of both preacheighirhave been the same, but, according
to Palacky, Milicius had a different spirit. Milics used a different vocabulary than the
German Conradus since he preached in Czech. AogpraiPalacky, Czech preachers had a
special kind of clarity and true naturalness, wtielsause of its mystical and apocalyptic
colors affected the audience’s emotions and imaigim&%° Milicius’ spirituality had a

specific Czech character, which made it differeobf Conradus’ German approach. The
roots of the Bohemian Reformation had, in the wardBalacky, an element of national
determination. In his conclusion about the worlMiicius, he again made this point, which
would influence scholarly research on the preafivethe next century. Milicius’ image

awakened:

a great and lasting force in the Czech nationigmpkrsonality came forward the
freshness of emotion and imagination, the deegduiewhat suffering piety, the fresh
mildness and the tough decisiveness, by whichnidti®n is for ever characterized,;
therefore it was him who, supported by the favathefhighest secular and spiritual
offices, was moved by this national spirit to ieeg@est profundity and for the first time
brought it to a motion similar to the waves of #ea, from where a storm came forward
as never heard before, when other elements weredmixh it. His power was
especially manifest in his convincing words and redmate acts; his writings, however,

that bear the obvious signs of haste, do not Hasevigor and vitality that could assure

38> AvSak nemé jisté jest, Ze ono veliké hnuti dugtony nepokoje a bdie nabozenské, které v XV. stol&itii

hlavni obsah gin a prongnily podstati tvarnost ¥ci ceskych, nebralyjvodu svého z nizadné sekty
stredo¥ké, ani valdenské, ani katarské, ale Ze povstatyg@nuly se z vlastnichifgin a zarodk, s p&atku na
oko nepatrnych, ale nabyvajici¢tm dale tim ¥tSi opravdovosti aidezitosti. Byla’ to idea zZivota feg’anského
ve sporu a zapasu s protivou Zivota skuédo, ktera nedajic ukojeni hluboce naboZznému stejchCechy,
vedla je vzdy k pokusn novym o jeji uskutaéni ve spolénosti lidské."Déjiny, 111, p. 17.

BDgjiny, 111, p. 21.
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them lasting significance, except in some plaéés.

Palacky related Milicius’ life and work to a spirdtlity specific to the Czech nation,
distinguishing it from other reform ideas of a Gamor Italian background. His piety was
“Czech made,” independent from sources of a Gemn&atholic type. It was this national
element that made Milicius unique and differentishhew would be presented more
extensively by the first monograph on Milicius pshked in 1924 and is still present in some

of the latest studies on the preacher.

In a certain sense, Palacky’s view on Milicius a0 accepted by this “Father of the
Nation’s” main German antagonist, Constantin Hofle311-1897)°® Hofler represented
exactly the opposite of Palacky’s background asriggnated from German Bavaria and a
strongly Catholic family. In 1851 he came to Pragoehe invitation of the Minister of
Education and Culture Leopold Lev Thun-Hohensteiteach history at Prague University.
As a pedagogue, he had a good reputation amondg3mthan and Czech colleagues. Hofler
became the spokesman of the large German minarBphemia and Moravia, which still
enjoyed many privileges in the second half of tileteenth century since the country’s
administration was organized from Vienna. In 184@lte territory of the present Czech
Republic there lived about 2,4 million inhabitanf<German nationality according to a census
taken that year. This made up about thirty six @erof the total population. In 1880 the
number of Germans increased to more than halflaomibut their proportion to the total
population remained about the same. They lived ipairthe border areas of the country,
today known as the Sudeten Laritfs.

Hofler soon made initiatives to concentrate andoize German historiography on Bohemian

37 Zjeveni se jeho ... provozovalo v narogeském moc velikou a trvalou. V ogojeho zajisté byla se takrka
vtélila ona jarota citu i obraznosti, ona hluboké ré&tmst, ale patkud bolemysina, onéla jemnost i urputna
odhodlanost, jimiz narotkceny od jakziva se vyznamenal; a protoz on to leylz jpodporovéan jsaiani
nejvysSich dratl swstskych i duchovnich, hnul timto duchem nérodnimr aamé hloubi jeho a uvedl jej
ponejprv do Seveleni onoho, podobného vinarskyon, z ghoz, kdyz se fimisili jeS€ Zivlové jini, vyvinula se
pozdji boure neslychana. Moc jeho jevila se zviédiraznymi slovy a bezpragtdnimi skutky; naproti tomu
spisy jeho, nesouce na sgiatrné znamky kvapu, nemaji do sebe té razngatiraosti, malo mist vyjimajic,
kterd by jedina jim pojistiti mohla staloullézitost.“D¢jiny, I, p. 25.

$6fler's name is written in different ways: Karl i Konstantin Hoéfler, sometimes von Hofler. Here use
the notation of the source about his ideas on MaidConcilia Pragensia 1353-1413. Prager Synodal-
BeschlisseZum ersten Male zusammengestellt und mit einelelfimg versehen von C. Hofler, re-edition Wien
1972. On Hdéfler see Kutnar and Marek, p. 350 ff.
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history, founding the “Verein fir Geschichte denixhen in Bohmen” in 1862. This society
was a reaction to the increase of Czech natiomahstoriography, as Hofler said in his first
speech at the occasion of the foundation of theMe6ince it was a time when all nations
were mobilizing their history to use it as a weapotheir struggle for their own future, the
Bohemian Germans had to do the same, he pronouDoedo this approach, he clashed in
the course of his scholarly work, as would be etgugowith the protagonist of the new Czech
historiography, Palacky. When he began publishiagdtition of the chronicles of the Hussite
movemeniGeschichtsschreiber der husitischen Bewegung inrdi I-111in 1856, he still
evaluated Palacky positively. In his later workwewer, he changed his view and criticized
strongly the orientation of his Czech colleague eden projected his rejection of Czech
nationalistic historiography on Bohemian histoself, condemning the Hussite movement
because of its allegedly nationalistic nature ajelcting the idea that Hus’ teachings had any
originality. In reaction to this in 1868 Palackyhtished a polemic “StreitschrifDie
Geschichte Husitenthums und Prof. Constantin Hofler

TheConcilia Pragensiaf 1862 offers perfect insight into Hofler's ideaancerning the pre-
Hussite period. In the introduction of this editididfler briefly surveys the developments in
the Bohemian church of the fourteenth century. @hents in Bohemia were very much linked
to the “Deutsche Reich,” as Hofler called the Rorampire. The reason for this was not any
kind of pressure or imperialism from the side &f Germans, but the orientation of the
Czechs themselves toward the West, which was alrgaplarent in the politics of the first
Przemyslids. The establishment of a royal housgdf itscknowledged by the emperor, was an
implementation of a concept of German origin. Tleetoon of Charles IV, king of Bohemia,
was a confirmation of this orientation toward WestEurope.

Hofler emphasized very much the efforts of Arneste$ardubicz, the first archbishop of
Prague and, later as a cardinal, a candidate tpagp@cy. Arnestus put very much energy into
reforming the moral life of the clergy and in figig vestiges of paganism and heresy in his
diocese. One of his methods was through instrudfdhe clergy. He called together synods
to discuss how to reach his aims of reform. Acaggdd Héfler these synods — documents
from which he edited — had a significant placehe life of the Bohemian church. He did not

hesitate to pronounce them of greater importarae the activities of Milicius, Conradus and

3% or the statistics see Kalka, p. 138 ff. The numbers do not include theislewnhabitants (about two
percent), who mostly registered themselves as Wsargnan as their first language. In Bohemia theteienth
century saw a change in this respect due to thmiéestion of many Jews to the Czech environment.
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others whose works he said had been overestimBtednain problem according to him was

that there was no knowledge of these instructivetimgs that Arnestus held:

Und diess ist denn auch der Grund, weshalb dieiJkeit einzelner Manner wie
Konrad Waldhauser, Mitiund anderer so oft von denen, welche tber didiscise

Zeit geschrieben haben, Gberschétzt wurde. Jicfrewaren sie im verderbten Zeitalter
allein dagestanden als diejenigen, welche das Bessiee grindliche Heilung der
Uibel der Zeit erstrebten, so verdienten sie ungieadhrer eigenen Ausschreitungen
und Sonderbarkeiten das gespendete Lob. Andersvatoesich nothwendig die
Auffassung gestalten, wenn sich zeigt, dass diendighen Wéachter fur Sitte und
Ordnung, die Erzbischdfe BOhmens, nicht schliefeécht die Hande in den Schooss
legend der beginnenden Wasserfluth ruhig zuschastenlern fortwahrend jene Mittel
der Abhilfe ergriffen, in welchen man in de schwensZeiten Hilfe und Rettung
gesucht und gefunden. Man wird eben deshalb ireBeter inneren Griinde der
Entstehung des Husitismus weniger die VerderbtlestClerus als die gesteigerte
Uberschwenglichkeit, den Uberreiz religiosen GeéghHas unter Fuhrern wie Mili
Uber seine Ziele krankhaft hinausstrebte und eifadsohen Mysticismus huldigte,

annehmen mussén’

As a Catholic historian, Hofler felt the need tdedatel the church and its authorities by
pointing out the purifying mechanisms and reforfioe$ begun by the archbishop. The
church itself was able to provide an answer tagiiestions of the age. The answer formulated
by Milicius and his fellow preachers were exaggeatand lacked loyalty to the church. No
wonder Hofler's general judgment of Milicius wagyeritical and rejected the very nature of
the medieval preacher’s reform movement. Alreadgr@dus had severely criticized the
clergy, but he had still maintained a certain ant@iimeasonableness. Milicius had lost all
contact with the church and its needs and simpbywstafter his own visions and austere,

sectarian spirituality:
In Mili ¢ zeigte sich mehr das Schwarmerische, welcheeahischen Charakter liegt,

verbunden mit dem Bestreben ideale Zustande herfiibizn, bei dem Mdoglichen, dem

Erreichbaren nicht stehen zu bleiben. Inm sagtengtische Auffassung des
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Chistenthums und eine derartige Neugestaltung dbsris ungleich mehr zu, als die
einfache, klare, verstandige seines Vorgangergheedich an die wirkliche Welt
wandte und diese, die Sitten und Gebréauche zufpessehte. Milé schien dieser

Erfolg nicht zu geniigen; ihm war es um vollstandigewandlung des Menschen zu
thun und wahrend Konrad nur in der Kirche und duhese zu wirken suchte, verengte
Mili ¢ sehr bald das grosse weite Ganze der letztereejruwon ihm selbst geleitetes,
von ihm abhangiges Kirchlein in der Kirche zu haldef Bald griff er [Milicius] seinen
Oberen [Arnestus] ebenso gut an als den Kaiseredéffentlich als den Gegenchrist
bezeichnete, endlich auch den Papst un die CaediNak seine Kirche scheint von dem
Verdammungsurtheil ausgenommen worden zu sein¢hedicht Prag, welches das

grosse Babylon und die apokalyptische Bestie¥¥far.

Milicius’ radicalism was of the same nature as tifahefraticelli who denied the right of
Christians and of the church to own property. A®@sequence of his fundamentalism,
Milicius found himself in a position of isolationh&n he finally died in an Avignonese prison,
expelled from his own country. Hofler considersidliis to have been the main domestic
source of the Hussite movement, due to his spiitjuhat emphasized personal
enlightenment: “...so bleibt er doch als die eitein¢ (einheimische) Quelle, aus welcher der
Husitismus sich erhob und seinen vorherrschendishaellen Character annahm, immer von
grosser historischer Bedeutung, der Reinheit s&iflens nach eine héchst achtbare
Erscheinung3*?

It might be a surprise to some that Hofler andd@dsch opponent Palacky had basically the
same view of Milicius. Palacky stressed the oritiipaf his spirituality, which he believed
was rooted in an independent, distinctly Czech segrof history. The core of Milicius’ ideas
did not come from any Catholic or German traditiacgording to him, but had its own
source, which was also the origin of the Czechonalispirit. In the eyes of the Czech
nationalist historian, whose primary interest wasnation and the building of it, this
necessarily was a highly positive aspect of Mikcipersona. To Palacky, the growing
awareness of the existence of a Czech nation initiregeenth century was the main criterion

for understanding and evaluating history. In the, énstory became the justification for

% sfler, p. XIX ff.
FHsfler, p. XXXII.
392Hofler, p. XXXIV.
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current political aims.

Hofler, although both a Catholic and a German, alsserved this same growing awareness of
the Czechs. He stood, however, in the oppositdipndrom Palacky and feared the changes
emerging out of the awakening Czech nationalismhiiomany of the Czech political claims
were radical and lacking any sense of reason. d&idiCzech antagonist, he projected his
perspective on the Czech efforts onto his integpi@t of historical events, in this case those
of the fourteenth century. He also saw in Milicauprototype of Czech nationalist efforts,
which led him to reject the preacher because o&hsserity and sectarianism. He understood
Czech efforts to gain an independent and equaépiagt to the Germans in Bohemia as an
attempt to dissolve the larger community of the eejphe church and even Europe. In
Milicius’ work, he saw a parallel to this strivingnd saw in the preacher a narrow concern for
only his own immediate community. In Hofler’'s mirttle ideas of Milicius and Czech
nationalism could only bring schism and separation.

The consensus the German and Czech historiansestachMilicius, which is simultaneously
a decisive difference, is first and foremost a rfetation of the inability of opponents in a
situation of nationalism to find a common grounde& when Palacky and Hofler agreed on
the significance of Milicius de Chremsir, they wermampletely divided in their evaluation of
this significance. Contemporary loyalties to thee€zand the German political causes
prevailed over their professional capabilitiesthis case, history became the victim of an
ideology that needed support from historical mytisich pretended to be self-evident.
Palacky and Hoéfler did not discuss their methodbaproach to history in their works, but
only presented their analyses. Ideology dictatstbhy, thus widening an already

unbridgeable gap between two very competent schofdnistory. This is the problem that
Ernest Gellner identified in his study on natiosadiwhen he spoke about the “pervasive false
consciousness of nationalism.” “Nationalism teralg¢at itself as a manifest and self-evident
principle, accessible as such to all men and \edlainly through some perverse blindness,
when in fact it owes its plausibility and compefjinature only to a very special set of
circumstances, which do indeed obtain, but whictevadien to most of humanity and
history.”%3

The only real surprise in the conflict between Blafaand Hofler is the choice of the latter to
basically accept the “Czech made” perspective dicids. Hofler was familiar with

Balbinus’ biography of Milicius, which consideredrha good, orthodox and very pious
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Catholic who deserved to be canonized by the chitofer could easily have taken this
image from Balbinus and formed his own picture dfidWus that did not contain any
nationalist features. It is difficult to find pree reasons for this choice. The pressure and
influence of both Czech and German nationalism biigive prevented him from taking this
step. The appropriation of Milicius by one side rhaye disabled the other side from
formulating an independent position on the histadriigure. History had become an
instrument for both sides for realizing politicahkitions. Hofler had to defend his own
community by rejecting the symbols and myths ofdtieer side. Paradoxically, he only

confirmed the myth of his opponents through higvejection.

The conflict between Palacky and Hofler establistedparameters of the historiographic
debate about Milicius for a long time. Hoéfler fouadguccessor in Konrad Burdach, who in
1891 published a study on manuscripts, in whichlee mentioned some of the pre-Hussite
preachers like Miliciug®* He called Milicius a sectarian apocalyptic, whefferts de facto
destroyed the social and church reforms of Chavlesd Arnestus de Pardubicz. He accuses
the preacher of zealously criticizing the churclsash, the veneration of holy relics, scholarly
study etc. His sermons were, according to Burdathof hatred against non-Czech elements
in society and church, a feature which reachediitsax during the Hussite wars against the
rest of Europe. Burdach radicalized Hofler’s idabeut the nationalist conflict between the
Germans and the Czechs in history, pushing thel@zeto a minority position that was
isolated from the rest of the Europe.

Milicius was not only criticized by German histaggiraphy, but also appreciated. Scholars
from Protestant backgrounds viewed him as a predec®f the Reformation. Gotthard

Viktor Lechler, professor at Leipzig university, phasized the role of Milicius’ apocalyptic
views in the radical Taborite wing of the Hussitewement®® Lechler did not pay attention

to the nationalist tendencies in Hofler's or Pajgskvork, but concentrated on the theological
and religious dimensions of the preacher’s sigaifae. Another German scholar found
reasons as well to accept Milicius. Johann Losd@46-1936), historian at the universities of

Czernowitz and Graz, regarded him as a represeataftithe mystic movement, the aim of

3%3Ernst GellnerNations and NationalisirOxford 1983, p. 125.

9% onrad Burdach, Zur Kenntnis altdeutscher Handgerund zur Geschichte altdeutscher Litteratur und
Kunst, in:Centralblatt fur Bibliothekswesew!Ill, Leipzig 1891.

39%Gotthard Viktor LechlerJohann von Wyclif und die Vorgeschichte der Reftiomall, Leipzig 1873, p. 118-
122,
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which was to reform the church from insit#&In his eyes, Milicius’ moral effort was an
important contribution to the life of the churchdaan attempt to find new directions in a time
of crisis.

On the Czech side, the last quarter of the ningtesemtury brought many new editions of
documents and works on Bohemian history. In 18&@fJBmler (1836-1899), a pupil of
Palacky, started his grand editibantes rerum BohemicaryrfSources for Bohemian
History”, which is still today the main collectiarf chronicles, vitae and other documents.
The last, fifth volume was published in 1893. Thstfvolume contained documents from the
era of Charles IV, among them being the two biogiegpon Milicius. Another important
edition on Milicius was published by FrantiSek M#&nin 1890. He edited Milicius’ letter to
Urbanus V and hi3ractatus de Antichristol he last document together with one biography
was published again in the third volume of Regulae veteris et novi testamesiftMatthias

de Janow, edited by Vlastimil Kybal in 1911. At theginning of the twentieth century,
researchers on Milicius had only a few writingshegtir disposal, which basically confirmed
Palacky's idea of a preacher who deviated fronotiigodox Catholic way and advocated a
strongly moral, eschatological and Bohemian ReftionaTheTractatustogether with the
biography by Matthias de Janow gave the impregsianMilicius was in strong opposition to
the authorities of both church and society. Theemooderat®/ita and the letter to Urban V,
which lack larger apocalyptic images, were incapabltempering this image of Milicius, as

we can see from the first monograph about Milicisich appeared in 1911.

The first phase of the Palacky-dominated histoapgy on Hus and the pre-Hussite preachers
reached its climax in FrantiSek Loskot’s study otfidiis, published in 1911. Loskot (1870-
1932) was one of many Czechs who left the RomahdllatChurch in protest against its

alleged anti-Czech characféf.He studied Catholic theology and became a teasftretigion

39%See hiHus und Wyclif. Zur Genesis der hussitischen Lefirst ed. Prag-Leipzig 1884) 2nd ed. Miinchen-
Berlin 1925, p. 35 ff.

39"Many citizens with a Czech nationality left the RonCatholic Church between 1910 and 1920. This
movement acquired the name “Los von Rom” and wa®nly a Czech phenomenon. In several European
countries the idea of a national church connedaidtlé national cause and state was strong. In Biahibe
movements had its sympathizers mainly among irtieléds. The leading personalities of the NatioreviRal of
the nineteenth century were members of the Lutherd&eformed Church. Tomas Garrigue Masaryk for
example left the Roman Catholic Church to enteRaformed Church in 1880. Till about 1910 more than
ninety five percent of the Czech population in ¢cbentry belonged to the Roman Catholic Church. Agritwe
German inhabitants the percentage was even highBrague - where the changes were without a doobe
radical than in the countryside - the Catholic €huost between 1910 and 1921 more than a thiits of
members. These people went partly to a new, nadtamaich or to the Evangelical Church (a junctidhe
Lutherans and the Reformed from 1918). The majalitynot join any church at all and considered thelres

214



at a secondary school. He changed his job for gigosit a newspaper and became a popular
journalist. His spiritual journey ended in the coomity of the Free Spirit after associations
with other groups and churches. Between 1909 ah@d h® published three monographs on
the three main pre-Hussite preachers ConradussiMiliand Matthiad® The studies, though

of a scholarly quality, contain a strong aversiothie Roman Catholic Church and the
Hapsburg Empire.

Loskot’s characterization of Milicius is a grandagy of the preacher’'s Czech features and
his moral struggle, which placed him outside therch. He called him “the Father of the
Bohemian (Czech) Reformation,” distinguishing himoni Conradus de Waldhausen, whom
he claimed was nothing more than a predecessahainhes Hus. He characterizes Conradus
as a scholastic preacher, who in his sermons @pgaled to the mind in order to reach the

soul. Milicius on the other hand:

...was a mystic, a man of inspiration, who was &bleommunicate the impressions of
his soul to others in an admirable way. (..) Waldiea was a foreigner, German: in
Milicius the listeners felt something congeniak thzech soul. By this we explain the
mystery why Milicius was able to evoke a wave ia @eech soul, which soon would

explode in an enormous storm and which would nish ceown for ages®®

Milicius is viewed as the first person to give lgagdirection to what would become the
Bohemian Reformation. The vocabulary of Loskot nsakeclear that he not only continued
along the lines of Palacky, but he even popularfasddeas. Loskot’s analysis of Milicius is

to a large extent a vulgarization of Palacky duigstpolemic and self-complacent tone:

Milicius is a Czech human being by birth, his nafuris labor, his idea of Christianity

and life, even when he considered himself stristthodox and by others was regarded

atheists. See for this Jan Havranek, Socialni stralpraZskych Bmci aCechi, kieg'ani a Zidi ve sétle

statistik z let 1890-1930, ireskycasopis historicky, 1995/ he social structure of the Prague Germans and
Czechs, Christians and Jews in the light of stasistom 1890-1930, in: Czech Historical Review] 43 0-480;
and Kdalka, p. 86 ff.

3% onrad WaldhausePraha 190Mili¢ z Kromsrize Praha 1911Mistr Matéj z JanovaPraha 1912. On
Loskot see Kutnar and Marek, p. 568.

39 Waldhauser byl scholastik a jeho operace pohyseijpredevsim v oblasti rozumu. Rozumem se chcatdost
srdci. Mili¢ byl mystik, muz inspirace, jenz dovedl podivuhoairgpisobem dojmy své dusedidi s jinymi. (..)
Waldhauser byl cizinec, &ec: v Milicovi citili posluch&i cosi sgiizréného,éeskou dusi. Tim vysilime si
tajemstvi, pro se podélo Mili covi vyvolati v duSiceské virni, které se ®&lo brzo rozpoutati v ohromnou bisu
a které nerdo se stisiti ani po staletich.” Loskot, p. 31.
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as such. (..) It is the purely Czech soul of Mugthat primarily explains why the
efforts of Milicius found such resonance in the €raation. Milicius is a direct
incarnation of the Czech spirit and this circumetgamade him under the given

conditions the Father of the Bohemian [Czech] Refuion®*®

The Hussite movement or Bohemian Reformation ofifteenth century was in the eyes of
Loskot not just a protest against the corruptiothefchurch, stimulated by some outside ideas
like those of Wyclif and others. In Loskot’s anasyshe Bohemian Reformation (as he and
many Czech historians called and still call themef movement of Hus and his followers in

an attempt to distinguish it from the European Reftion of Luther and Calvin) was “an
elementary opposition of the Czech spirit againestRoman Catholic Church, against the
Christianity, which the Czech person saw beingtmed in life within the church and by the
church, and finally also against the ecclesiagdticahristian culture, especially in the social
sphere.*®* Loskot plainly projected the anti-Catholic mertsabf his day onto the events of

the fourteenth century, which was to him the cradilhe Bohemian Reformation and the

Czech nation as such.

The Bohemian Reformation, its nature and goals likesthe circumstances under
which it was born, makes evident that the Czechemieecame fully a Roman-Catholic
nation. They had only the outer paint of Catholicisnaybe even beautiful, which is
able to confuse a scholar who is not penetratingriaugh. (..) The church distinguishes
itself by dogmatic fanaticism, unlike the Czechovgtaced the main stress on morality
and who view heresy not only in theoretical abéret of the faith and its doctrine, but
also and foremost in the transgression of morahisoifo them a heretic is not so much

an erring spirit but more a simoniac, a usureliceus mari:>?

400 Milf & jesteeskyclovek svym narozenim, svou bytosti, svyfispbenim, svym pojetimié&s’anstvi i Zivota

pies to, Zze sam sebe povazoval s orthodoxniho a Ze od jinych za takového byl povapno (..) Jest to ryze
¢eska duse Mitiova, ktera predevsim vy&luje, pra: pisobeni Miltovo nalezlo takovou oznu veeském
narod. Mili¢, tot’ piimo inkarnac&eského ducha, a tato okolnost jéjnila v danych porérech otcenteské
reformace.” Loskot, p. 7 ff.

““YThe Bohemian Reformation ment a] ,Zivelni opposiského ducha proti cirkvimské, proti kesanstvi, jak
je ¢eskyclovek vidél uvadkti v zivot v cirkvi a cirkvi, a konec koigd proti cirkevig kieg’anské kultie, zvlast

v oboru socialnim.” Loskot, p. 8.

402 Ceska reformace, jeji podstata i cile, jakoZ i oketi) za nichZ se rodila, dokazuiji, Ze narodémsko-
katolickym seCechové pl& nestali nikdy. Mli pouze zevjsi natr katolicismu, teba skely, jen? je s to, aby
zmatl badatele nedosti pronikavého. (..) Cirkevyamaiuje fanatismem dogmatickym, ne téikchové, kt&
piedni diraz kladou na moralku a kdstvi vidi nejen v theoretickych uchylkach od virg@gmatu, ale také, a to
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Because of his orientation toward reform, which wapired by the Czech spirit, Milicius

was bound to be in opposition to the church, eveanhe regarded himself to be orthodox.
The Czech nature of his deeds brought him intolmbnr¥ith the foreign, international and
anti-Czech ecclesiastical structure. The Reformafimlowing in his tracks, was inevitably
declared heretical since its nature, which fouadbéginnings with Milicius, was non-
ecclesiastical, Loskot writes. The Czech mentaktynot partake in a Catholic structure, since
it is fundamentally foreign to the Czech spirit. e was fierily propagating Czech
nationalism, Loskot saw a definitive differencevibetn the two types of Christianity, one
tending toward dictatorship, the other toward pcatimorality. A few years after the
publication of his book, the old Hapsburg world was apart by the forces Loskot supported
in his Czech environment. Loskot used the histéthe church and of Milicius in particular
as a heavy weapon against those whom he regarded asemies of the Czech struggle for a
kind of independence.

Shortly after Loskot’s book appeared, a large stwdy published about John Hus by Jan
Sedlak (1871-1925), a Catholic professor of theplagBrno?®® To a certain extent, this work
can be regarded as a Catholic response to theedpasssed by many Czech intellectuals
such as Loskot. His approach can be compared hathof Loserth, who emphasized

Milicius’ genuine and orthodox efforts for churafarm. Sedlak rejected the view of Palacky
and his followers that Hus had taken his fundamemsairation only from domestic

traditions of a Slavonic character and from higlpoessors like Milicius and Matthias. In the
beginning, Hus was basically just another zealoaagher in favor of church reform, but he
abandoned orthodox teachings when he came intacontth the ideas of Wyclif. Foreign
influence from England turned him into a heretibowvas rightly denounced by the church.
The implication of this approach, of course, id th@ Czech tradition itself, as demonstrated
by Milicius and his fellow preachers, was fully it the bounds of Catholic orthodoxy.
Milicius had some ideas about eschatology and Arnstthat were almost aberrant, but the
verdict of the process in 1374 showed clearly tigatvas by no means a heréfit.

The year 1924 was the 550th anniversary of Milicilezath in Avignon, which resulted in

several publications about the preacher. The ntagdygthat year was made by the young

piedevsim v pestupovani norem mravnich. Kéah jest jim ne tak bludajako svatokupec, lichvacloveék
nerestny.” Loskot, p. 9.

“%Jan Sedlak\l. Jan Hus Praha 1915, re-edition Olomouc 1996.

“%sSedlak, p. 67 ff. and 370.
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historian Otakar OdloZilik (1899-197%F who devoted himself in the initial years of his
work to detailed research on the period of HustaedBohemian Brethren. He presented
Milicius as a critic of church corruption who didtrwant to leave the church. He and his
successors Hus and Jacobellus de Misa (or Jakagb8kibra) wanted to reform the church
from inside, in accordance with the claims of triétlicius was a witness to the truth in a
time when the church preferred secular power amgard pomp. He tried to restore the
church to its original vocation in the world thrdulis preaching and his activities in the
social field. He was still accepted by the churstaa orthodox preacher, and accusations of
heresy were denied by the papal inquisition. Degpiss, his followers were persecuted and
his legacy, the houskrusalemwas closed down. This kind of reform effort was n
tolerated by the church because of its implicatiovtsch was also the case of Johannes Hus’
proposed reforms. According to Odlozilik Miliciusa#/rightly called “the Father of the
Bohemian (Czech) Reformation,” because he and hattte Janow publicized the errors of
the church, while Hus and his fellow preachers veenin this direction and started indeed to
break down BabylofA?® In many regards, OdloZilik agreed with Loskot,eptche did not
share the nationalist bias of the latter. Odlozi@ver describes Milicius as being a
representative of the Czech nation or national,idaaviews him simply as a reformer of the

life of the church and society.

2. The Dispute over the Meaning of Czech History

Loskot, Sedlak and Odlozilik published their wodksMilicius and the other pre-Hussite
preachers in a time dominated by grandiose disoussibout the political future of Central
Europe. To many it was obvious that the arrangermithite Hapsburg Empire, still fairly
centralized and dominated by the German-speakirigppds inhabitants, had to be seriously
reformed. Soon, however, it would be too late fawtsefforts. One of the debates that arose in
the Czech environment during this era had a hgoaphic character and became generally
known by the nam&por o smysteskych djin, “The Dispute over the Meaning of Czech
History.” It can be briefly described as a contmsyeover the identity of the Czech nation
lasting from 1895 until 1938. Practically all Czdubktorians, philosophers and theologians of

this time participated in one way or another indeéate, in which Tomas Garrigue Masaryk

40%takar OdloZilik Jan Milic z Kromeize Praha 1924.
4080 dlozilik, p. 26.
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and Josef Pekavere the two main antagonists. Even today thergwetsy plays a certain
role in Czech historiography and philosophy, asyreolars still feel the need to answer the
question: what is the Czech identit}/?

The dispute had its clear beginnings when Masamighed his booK'eskéa otazka, The
Czech Question“ in 1898 Masaryk was born from a Slovak-German family liyin the
Moravian town Hodonin on 7 March 18%8.He studied philosophy in Vienna and Leipzig,
and finished his studies with a dissertation ogidei viewing it from the context of modern
society, which had lost in his eyes a unifyinggielus philosophy of life. Soon after, he
became assistant professor at the University aihaeln 1882 he was awarded the position
of professor at the Prague university, where hghtaphilosophy, logic, ethics, sociology and
psychology. He became involved in the Czech natioaase, which he intended to support by
innovating Czech scholarship. He rejected thosdeiecies in Czech nationalistic
historiography to rewrite history even by falsifgidocuments. In the second half of the
1880’s, he became one of the few critics who deoedtwo falsified documents, which
resulted in the so-called “battle of the manusstigh 1817 and 1818 two manuscripts had
appeared under the nanfeskopis kralovédvorskéThe Queen’s Court Manuscript” and
Rukopis zelenohorskérhe Green Mountain Manuscript,” supposedly dafiom the
thirteenth and tenth centuries respectively. Mastohians, among them also Palacky,
accepted these documents as genuine and regaste@tithe first manuscripts written in
Czech. It took more than fifty years to determinthaut a doubt that both writings were
falsifications from the nineteenth century. Masapl&kyed a major role in disclosing this
“historical lie of the century,” for he was convettthat the national cause could only be
strengthened by substantial and critical scholprdtowever, he was severely criticized for
this stance by the nationalists, who denouncedasira traitor to the nation.

Masaryk also became politically involved. From 19laL914 he was the leader of a political

“%7A collection of the main contributions to “The Digp over the Meaning of Czech History” has beeteedy
Milo§ Havelka,Spor o smysfeskych djin 1895-1938 Praha 1995. See also Martind€ua,Peka: proti
Masarykovi[Pekd versus Masaryk], Praha 1995.

“%The full title isCeska otazka, snahy a tuzby narodniho obroffré Czech Question, the efforts and desires
of the National Revival]. The book has seen quitevareprints since 1895. Here we use the editfdtb69,
published in the fall of thdétenteof the late sixties, known as the Prague Spring.

“%The main biographies on Masaryk have been writtefitiure) Marxists. The first one is by the hiséorand
later Communist Minister of Education Za#rNejedly: T.G. Masarykfour volumes (about the years 1850-
1886), Praha 1930-35. The second one is by Milachideec:T.G. MasarykPraha 1968. A third one - which is
actually the first, since it was published everobeMasaryk’s death in 1937 - is written by Mas&addmirer
Jan HerbenT.G. Masaryk3 volumes, Praha 1926-27. For Masaryk’s ideass@an den BeldHumanity. The
Political and Social Philosophy of Thomas G. Ma&afyen Haag 1975.
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party with a moderate, so-called realistic programihe last seven years of the Hapsburg
Empire, he was a member of the Austrian Imperialidaent. In the course of these years he
changed his position from that of a protagonist oéformed Hapsburg Monarchy to one of a
defender of Czech independence. During World Whe lobbied in many ways for
international recognition of a Czechoslovak Reputdibe founded after the war and gained
the support of the allied powers, especially osklent Wilson of the United States of
America. When the new republic was established®B8]1 Masaryk was elected its first
president. He held this office until 1935, whenralhelicated it at the age of 85. He died on 14
September 1937, in a time when Nazi-Germany wasgass shadows.

In his studyThe Czech Questidlasaryk discussed the contents of the Nationalviaeand
drew some conclusions about the country’s poligicakence. History was to him a source of
ideas and ideals, which motivated the Czech nditan its beginnings. In this thinking, Hus,
the Hussite movement, the Bohemian Brethren, CameRialacky and some others
represented the finest of the Czech national icadiMasaryk fully accepted Palacky’s idea
of Czech history, which had its peaks in periodderhocratic and peaceful rule. This ideal
Masaryk simply called “humanity:” “By humanity, fyland truly conceived, we join the best
of our times with the past, by humanity we bridge $piritual and moral slumber of several
centuries, by humanity we have to forge ahead utinan progress. Humanity is for us our
national task, as it has been prepared and becueetlus by our Brotherhood: the ideal of
humanity holds all meaning for our national lifé*In another study, published on the
occasion of the hundredth birthday of Palacky i88 8asaryk wrote even more directly
about his acceptance of this historian’s approdehdescribed Palacky’s idea of the Czech

nation with obvious sympathy, putting his keywohdifnan” into the historian’s mouth:

Durch ihren Volkscharakter sei die bohmische uagtisthe Nation human, sie sei
geraduzu die Reprasentantin des reinen Menschen8oresklart sich, dass unser Volk
sich das erste an die Reformation wagte und duscReformation die bis jetzt reinste
christliche Kirche begrindete — seine Bruder-Unitgiche daher auch das Centrum
der Ganzen historischen Entwicklung der MenscHhbiklet. Die Brider-Unitat ist der

Hohepunkt der historischen Entwicklung des bohrmaac¥tiolkes und der Menschheit

“1° Humanitou, plr a opravdow pojatou, navaZzeme na nejlepsi svou dobu v miriutusnanitou pekleneme
duchovni a mravni spanekkolika stoleti, humanitou k&t mame v hla¥lidského pokroku. Humanita
znamenda nam nas narodni Ukol vypracovany a odka@nynasim Bratrstvim: humanitni ideal je vSeceykstm
nadeho narodniho ZivotaCeskéa otazkap. 220.
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Uberhaupt. In derselben offenbarte sich das eigaatbohmische Wesen, das

bohmische Menschtuft?

According to Masaryk, Hus and his Reformation repre: the best of the Czech nation, even
when the Hussite movement was not totally condistéussite theologians taught that moral
life in the church must be renewed, but they wextepnmepared to take the final step, i.e. to
formulate a new doctrine. They tried to reach amamise with church authorities and
therefore lost the strength that became the hédnedBohemian Brethren. Nevertheless, the

struggle of Hus and his predecessors was a Czejgk.

Hus and his predecessors began to preach a maoratlgious renewal; they were not
mainly concerned about the teachings. The wholelCration became involved with
the reform of morals and the freedom of moral aigjiious conscience. Because of this
moral and religious claim, Hus and the whole natemd themselves in conflict with

Rome, with the highest authority in matters ofiles of living®**?

Although Masaryk’s ideas may be for the greatet pangruent with Palacky's views, we
should be aware of an important development ircttse of Masaryk. To Palacky the high
points of Czech history were based on differerdratHus must be counted among the best of
the nation because in him the nation distinguistsadf from others, especially the Germans.
The Czechs were at their best when there was ea@fomfluence, when they could just draw
from their own sources of democracy and equali&a€ky glorified certain parts of the
nation’s history on the basis of nationalist reasgnMasaryk was different in this respect.
His approach was to base the greatness of thenrationorality and ethics. He agreed with
Palacky's analysis of Czech history, but from aahpoint of view. Hus was not great
because he made the Czechs different from the @Gerorethe Catholics, but because of his
moral appeal for humanity. Masaryk tried to estbthe Czech movement for autonomy or
independence on the basis of humanity that Hus,gbam and others had presented.

According to this approach, the nation is abovelefined by its moral effort and activity, by

T G. MasarykPalackého idea narodéeskéhpPraha 1947 (first published in 1898), p. 18. Ghetation is
taken from the German editi¢talacky’s Idee des Béhmischen Volkesag 1898, p. 23 ff.
12 Hus a jeho pedchidcové peinali kdzat opravu mravni a ndboZenskaieni se ve §3i mie nedotykali. O

obnovu mrav a svobodu ssdomi mravniho a naboZenského stal cely néestty. Z tohoto mravniho a
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its contribution to the greater community of naiofHumanity,” said Masaryk in the
conclusion of his book, “is our last national anstdrical goal; humanity is the Czech
program.**® Or, at the end of his study on Palacky, he chisBohemian idea of humanity
“eine Weltidee” that concerns and determines thaiomship between individuals and nations
“sub specie aeternitatié™* The ideal of humanity, the main force in Czechdrig had a
metaphysical significance for all mankind. This Mdsaryk necessarily to criticize Palacky’'s
bias about German-Czech antagonism and his Slanatimnalism or even attitude of
superiority in moral issues. Rivalry among natioras not decisive for Masaryk, but the
extent to which a nation — especially the Czeclonat paid attention to the idea of

humanity:

Deshalb braucht man aber nicht sein Volk fir dagemahlte und einzig auserwahlite
zu betrachten; die wahre Humanitat wiedersetztd&hGegensétzen der Individuen,
Classen, Staaten und Voélker, der Kirchen und deluBg. Palacky hat oft die

nationalen Gegensatze, namentlich die der slaursghd germanischen Nation, mehr

als die Ubereinstimmungen und die verbindenden Muenketonf*

Masaryk’s view verges on a kind of messianism shmesuggests that the values found in the
history of the Czech nation are of a greater sigguiice to the world. These Czech values were
to him the answer to the questions of the modendwble might not be a nationalist in the
common sense of the word, but he was truly condradehe irreplaceable moral magnitude

of the giants in Czech history, among whom he idetuHus, Comenius, Ciktetky and some

others.

The main opponent of Masaryk in the , dispute alibatmeaning of Czech history* was the
historian Josef Pek#1870-1937f° He was born in a farmer’s family in a small vikagear
to Turnov in North Bohemia, an area dominated bgn@aa-speaking citizens. He studied

history at the philosophical faculty in Prague, vehiee became a pupil of Jaroslav Goll

nabozenského pozadavku Hus a narod cely dostdé sporu Rimem, s nejvy3si autoritou véaech Zivotni
spravy.“Ceska otazkap. 223.

*Humanita je na$ posledni cil narodni a historidkymanita je prograresky.” Ceska otazkap. 240.
“Upalacky’s Ideep. 73;Palackého ideap. 50.

“palacky’s Ideep. 58;Palackého ideap. 40.
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(1846-1929), the founder of positivist historiogngpn Bohemia. This orientation determined
Pekd's historical involvement. In 1897 he became aistesst professor in Austrian history,
only to become professor in the same departmeswaéars later. He held this position until
the end of his life, however, the subject’'s name al@anged to “Czechoslovak history” in
1918. He published many studies and articles athiffetent topics on the fifteenth up to the
seventeenth century.

One of Pek&s initial, larger reactions to Masaryk’s idea bétmeaning of Czech history was
published in 1912 under the titMasarykova‘eska filosofie“Masaryk’s Czech
philosophy.**" In his eyes, Masaryk idealized history for his avause — the Czech Revival
and its political implications. To compare and itiigrthe humanity that was present in the
thinking and theology of the Bohemian Brethrenha sixteenth century with a modern idea
of humanity influenced by Herder — according to &ek- was historically a mistake.
Masaryk used and even manipulated historical eweghé&n he drew a continuous line
between Hus and the Czech Revival as if the twe westivated by the same idea and
orientation. His view that the Czech nation hasdwntinue with this movement that
supposedly began in the fourteenth and fifteentiturees did not respect basic historical facts

and differences between the past and the curremttisins:

If | understand him well, then it means: | havenfatated my philosophical opinion and
those activities of our nation-builders that agséth it [Masaryk’s theory], | select. The
rest of it that | cannot use, | ignore. (..) And welerstand very well how Masaryk
easily found the genealogy of his spiritual predsoes, the gallery of his ancestors in
Czech history. We understand how the family tree feanded: Hus, Ch&tky,
Comenius, Dobrovsky, Kollar, Safl, Palacky, Haviiek, Masaryk... Masaryk did not
start from the objective reality of those figurabgut whom we are taught only by what
Masaryk calls historical empiricism, i.e. the meathehich creates an image of a person
on the basis of critically researched data abautdr about his conditionality or context
within contemporary lines of development to whiehdelongs), but hstarted from

himselfand looked fohimselfin the traditions of the past. That means thdbbked

“1®About Peka see Kutnar and Marek, p. 490 ff; ZdkrKalista,Josef Pekg Praha 1994 (due to the political
changes of the last century in Bohemia this stuoynf1941 could only be published fully for the fitine in
1994).

“'Published inCeskycasopis historicky XVI|11912, no. 2, p. 170-208. The article is repririteHlavelka, p.
265-302.
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only for congenial or similar or apparently simitades’'®

To Peka, the ideas of Masaryk and his disciffésvere unhistoric since they did not
comprehend that there is an unbridgeable differeet@een the Czechs of the late Middle
Ages and those of the nineteenth century.

The papeMasarykova‘eska filosofievas mainly a reaction to some offensive statements
against Pekaand his teacher Jaroslav Goll made by two follevsdMasaryk. Pekes
analysis of Masaryk’s paradigm in this article vgtil short and did not deliver a broader
presentation of his own philosophy of history. Sorears later, Pekaublished a study that
can be regarded as his main response to the ifi®édassaryk’'sCeska otazkarhe text, which
was entitledSmyskieskych djin, “The meaning of Czech histor{?® was written as a lecture
and printed a year later in 1929. We have to cengltht this was quite a different period
from 1912, since it was about ten years after tiadiation of the new state, the
Czechoslovak Republic. The new political situaticass much in favor of the founder of the
state Masaryk, whose ideas and authority wereaaiphint widely respected. In the eyes of
many, Masaryk’s “Czech philosophy” had given bixha new era of independence and
national pride, which led to an outburst of enarggnany social fields. The cultural, political
and scientific efforts of the so-called First Rejutvere considerable, even though many
issues concerning the relationship of the Czechisetio neighbors, as reflected in the status of
the German minority and in the tone of the nowatddi historiography, were unresolved.
Masaryk’s prestige could not be shattered now.idhtnot have been gratifyirng write a
study criticizing the self-images of those who wewerently victorious.

Peka opened his study by stating his doubt that histdope could possibly have some
meaning. To him Masaryk’s idea that the Czech nadind with it Czech history bore a

18 Rozumim-li dolfe, znamena to: utvibjsem si swij nazor filosoficky a co se v projevech nasich beidis

nim shodovalo, to jsem z nich vybral. Ostatek, &ong nehodilo, jsem ignoroval. (..) A porozumiméeyns,
jak se stalo, Ze Masaryk tak snadno nalezl geniealbpgh duSevnichiedchidci, galerii svych pedki v
geskych djinach. Porozumime, jak vznikl rodokmen: Hus, Ghoddy, Komensky, Dobrovsky, Kollar, Saf,
Palacky, Havliek, Masaryk... Masaryk totiz nevySel od objektniredlity £chto postav (o které nasiie
powit pouze to, co Masaryk zve historickym empirismémmetoda, ktera si t¥bobraz osobnosti na zakkad
kriticky vySetenych vSestrannych dat o ni i o jeji podénimsti nebo souvislosti se soudobnymi liniemi
vyvojovymi, do nichz nalezi), nybrySel od sebasebehledal v tradicich minulosti. Hledal, rozumi sen j
stranky gibuzné nebo podobné nebo zda&hpodobné.” Peka Masarykovaieska filosofie, in: Havelka, p. 291-
2 (italics by Pekd.

“There were quite a few of them, who often in a pazing way spread the views of Masaryk, whiledgng
basic principals of scientific research and disicussTo name just two of them: Jan Herben, datdVaniura.
*2%Smyskreskych djin (O novy nazor naeské djiny [About a New View on Czech History]) Praha 1929,
reprinted in Havelka, p. 499-560.
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certain thought or philosophy was unacceptable.iE&oap historiography cannot use
arguments from the fields of metaphysics or rehgiwhich is exactly what Masaryk did in his
concept of history. To Pekéhe meaning of history could only be understootéims of
»collecting knowledge about the main factors otdigal development and the explanation of
the contexts formed by therf** Peka had an opposite stance here from FrantiSek Paléctky
the thinking of the latter, the main factor thah caake the history of Bohemia into Czech
history is the distinctiveness of the Slavonic geap general and of the Czechs in particular.
Their culture was more developed than that of téstern neighbors, meaning foremost the
Germans. The relationship between Bohemia and Eusgs dominated by an animosity
between those who uphold freedom and peace omihband and those who support
violence and aggression on the other. This corfeekd utterly denounced. From the Middle
Ages to modern times, the historical developmen®dhemia on every level were
fundamentally determined by European influenceg Chechs adapted to outside models:
“Thus not only association and conflict, as is adow to Palacky’s formula, but a continuous
adopting, submitting, consuming the model of lifel dhought of the more developed
neighbors of the German and Roman world is the poserful and by far the most
significant fact and factor or our histod#® In this concept, the Hussite movement was not an
event that confirmed the distinction of Bohemianirthe rest of Europe, but it was rather
proof that the Czechs were and wanted to be aopéne continent. For Peké was an

attempt by the Czechs to give Europe a guidelineefgponding to the actual questions of the
fifteenth century. It was not a movement that amsteof the Czech spirit and environment;
on the contrary, it was a sign and result of Boleésrileep adherence to Europe.

Peka wanted to make historical distinctions accordmgfte spirit of the particular period.
Every era has its own spirit, according to him, hagointed out the distinctions from periods
in art history. This approach from tk&eistesgeschichtas Pekadubbed it, provided him

with some important arguments to support his cgagat Masaryk. The different periods —
he names the Roman, Gothic, Renaissance, Barotpgsiclst and Romantic periods —
correspond to changes in spiritual mentality, whitdkes each distinct from the next. It is

impossible to compare the Czechs from the fifteeetitury to those from the nineteenth

21 Nejde tu v podstato nic jiného nez o poznani hlavnich faktojinného vyvoje a vyklad souvislosti jimi

vytvoienych.” Havelka, p. 502.
22 Tedy ne pouze stykani a potykani podle fomule &adho, ale staléipjimani, podléhani, syceni se vzorem
Zivota a mySlenky pokridlejSich souseil swta germanského a romanského je nejradém a daleko

nejvyznamejSim faktem a faktorem naSiclijioh.” Havelka, p. 504.
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century since they do not have the same natureefidre, Masaryk’s statement that the
struggle of the Czechs for their national caushénineteenth century fulfills a journey
begun with the Hussite movement is nonsense. ThielWwetween these two periods,
separated from one another by many hundreds o$ yleas changed in the sense of its views,
emotions and goals.

Some other factors that determined the historieaetbpment of Bohemia are its
geographical position among mainly German-speagiates, coincidence which brings
sudden changes and unexpected events and histbeisalbpment itself which encourages
people to act a certain way. Again Piegainted out the many advantages of the German
influence on Bohemia, while at the same time ackadging the dark side of the massive
German presence in Bohemia. The German inhabitaotgght prosperity to the country by
their new agricultural and industrial technologgk®, however, recognized the downside
illustrated in history by several attempts to Geanina the country. These attempts all failed
because they evoked Czech nationalism, which detkitd own rights and culture.

Even when Pekaquite clearly refused Palacky and Masaryk’s hisggaphical concept, he
proposed his own that connected the separate gaaimdi developments in Bohemia into one
idea. The empirical historian seemed sensitivééadea of a national identity as well, when
he declared that national awareness is the linkdmt the past and present. When the
spiritual nature and orientation, the goals andlslef the Czechs have changed throughout

the course of history:

[W]e must emphasize the reality that only one koknects those dissimilar worlds of
thought and creates an uninterrupted continuitifefind will throughout the centuries
— that isnational awarenessOnly where its voice of hope, fear, prayer oraargpunds
from the distance of the past, only there can waetstand and feel like sons of a
national family, that we are spiritually united vigenerations of long extinct ancestors,
only there are we fully and without differences eavinat we are part of a spiritual
collective living from age to coming age, travelwgh the same fundamental effort: to

maintain, strengthen, ennoble our individuality agshe nation§*

423 _nemiZeme neziraznit skuténost, Ze jen jedno pouto spojuje ty nepodobné&y suyslenkové a
piedstavuje nefetrzitou kontinuitu Zivota aile pres vSecka staleti - to je pgwedomi narodniJen tam, kde z
dalek minula zazni nam jeho hlas &ad obavy, modlitby nebo Bru, jen tam rozumime a citime vSichni synové
narodni rodiny, Ze jsme duchavmajedno s pokolenimitpdki davno vyniielych, jen tam uddomujeme si cele a
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To Pekathe meaning of history was this ,national awarshesr the main factor of the
Czech historical development, as he said in thenbew of his essay. He called it even
conditional to the existence of a Czech histos/réiason or blood, its beating heart. Here
seems to be a contradiction in Pékgosition. On the one hand Pékajected Masaryk’s
concept of a supernatural force that leads higtmaard its final goal of humanity. On the
other hand, despite his very strict empiricist anguatation, the historian did not hesitate to
himself use a concept based on a “supernaturairofPeké’s idea that the nationalistic
feeling of the nineteenth or early twentieth ceytuas the same as the alleged national
awareness during the Hussite movement is paralllasaryk’s idea of humanity existing
among the Bohemian Brethren and centuries latengitine National Revival. Just as
Masaryk’s idea of humanity is very much a concegpohging to nineteenth-century idealist
philosophy — as Pek&orrectly noted — so too does the paradigm obnatiidentity, which
Peka employs, have its origin in the nineteenth centBegka was able to reveal the origin of
Masaryk’s idea, but did not see the parallel todws line of thought. The main difference
between the two competitors was that Masaryk ugeddmcept of history in his political
program, which finally led to the founding of aml@pendent Czechoslovakia. Piedal not
have any clear political ambitions, which mighttbe reason why his concept never had any

political implications.

Masaryk reacted to Peks study with a statement written in 1928-29 — &ich time he had
already been president for ten years — soon dfeethird edition oSmyskeskych djin.
Surprisingly, the text entitleflasarykova‘eska filosofievas never published until 1993,
when it was printed in the collective oeuWlasaryliv sbornik(vol. VIII). It has one more
remarkable, somewhat alienating feature — it wattew in the third person. Masaryk wrote
about Masaryk, possibly indicating that he planteegublish the text under a pseudonym, but
finally decided not to do so.

Masaryk rejected the accusations of Rekeating that his colleague did not properly
understand history or historiography, while poigtout his own merits in founding the

Czechoslovak state,

bez rozdilu, Ze jsm&asti duchovniho kolektiva Zijiciho od staleti astileti budoucich putujiciho s touze
zakladni snahou: zachovat, zesilit, zuSlechtit sadividualitu mezi narody.” Havelka, p. 513 (idiby Pekd.
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Masaryk appeared to perceive the historical meaamygthe understanding of history
not only by comprehending our national situatiout, dlso by comprehending the
situation of the world and the political utilizatiof it; to re-establish the Czech state
(sic), to win our independence under such circuntgs and by such means and to
organize a new state in its constant directiorxaemence teaches — is not that to

perceive an understanding of our and every histéty?

The course of history itself had shown that Masavgls right in his concept of the Czech
nation. In a fairly polemic vocabulary, the presitiattacked Pekdor his idea that national
awareness was the main linking element in histomight be true that the National Revival
has its primary roots in the Enlightenment of tigh&eenth century as Peksaid, but he did

not understand that the Enlightenment itself wasresequence of the Reformation and its
criticism on authoritarian Catholicism. The Refotioa, which first appeared in Bohemia in
the fourteenth century, led naturally to the indialism and subjectivism of Kant and the
philosophers of the eighteenth century. The natti@zech history, as it is defined by Hus
and the Bohemian Reformation, is therefore religidthis religiosity is not a reference to a
metaphysical level that might be present in Czastoty, but is identical with the idea of
humanity, with the personal and social moralityt thas the heart of the Bohemian
Reformation. Masaryk “is in this a Czech and de&raf our Reformation, endeavoring for a
religious revival of primarily a moral kind. The Bemian Reformation invoked Jesus and the
gospel as the highest religious authorities, aedefiore it was against ecclesiastical
absolutism, against the papacy and clericalisrhaspiritual reign of a theological caste over
the laity.”?® The great leaders of the National Revival workethe same spirit, even though
they were Catholics or even members of the clévtasaryk did not see this as a serious
complication of his concept. They all acceptedrtée philosophy of the Enlightenment or
appealed to the church to renounce some of itsHargsite verdicts. They might have been
Catholics, but their loyalty to the church had les=aning to them than that of the Czech

cause of humanity. Their Catholicism was in itseithing more than a peel that would have

424 Masaryk historicky smysl a pochopeni historie dod&ozpoznanim nejen nasi situace narodni, nybrz
rozpoznanim situace &ové a jejim vyuzitim politickym; znoviiit ¢esky stat, vydobyt naSi samostatnost za
takovych okolnosti a takovymi prastlky aridit novy stat, jak zkuSenost pawe, svym stalym siiem — neni
to postihnuti a pochopeni nasi a celé historie®. Masaryk, Masarykové&eska filosofie, in: Havelka, p. 575.
% \ tom [Masaryk] jeCechem a obhajcem nasi reformace, usilujici o natsteobrozeni v prvitads mravni.
Ceska reformace dovolavala se jako nejvy33i nabkemsority JeziSe a evangelia, a byla proto proti
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fallen off if free political and social circumstaexhad existed.

The initial reaction to Masaryk’s refusal of a wathlist concept of history was, of course,
sympathetic since it was a time when historiography full of similar ideologies. By
establishing his idea of history on the moral notd humanity he basically opened the
history of his country to others who did not beldaghe same ethnic group. The Bohemian
Reformation is the spiritual heritage of everyorteovbelieves in the same ideal of humanity.
When we, however, look critically at the implicatgof Masaryk’s position, many aspects of
his stance seem to be as intolerant as a natiboalisw. In Masaryk’s eyes the history of the
Czechs is a string of episodes highly motivatednoyality, such as Hus, the Bohemian
Brethren, Comenius and others. Periods that déotiotv this basic guideline do not belong
to Czech history but were imposed on the Czechms totside, in Masaryk’s view mainly by
the Catholic Church and its secular arm, the HagsBwmpire. Catholicism and its influence
on Bohemian culture hasi fondno place in the idea of humanity, which is suppdseform

the character of the Czechs. Or, in other wordg, @zechs reject the Catholic religion and
the Hapsburgs and belong to the Hussite tradifibeir identity is fundamentally Protestant
since humanity is incompatible with Catholicism. &sesult of his concept, Masaryk denied a
large part of his fellow Czechs a share in theomat tradition and identity.

Pekd, on the other hand, based his view of Czech hjigiorthe nationalist principle. The
practical result was that he was able to acceparisl periods dominated by the Catholic
Church as belonging to the Czech national heritalye.clearest example of this is the
baroque era, which Masaryk and others cursed a$othee temnathe “Time of Darkness,”

but Pek& nevertheless valued because of its cultural ingsulSurprisingly, Pekavas able to
develop a more critical and objective view of Bolemmhistory compared to Masaryk
precisely because of his choice of a nationaligtndation. From a historiographic point of
view his studies on subjects from the fifteenththie seventeenth century have a greater value
and are less biased than publications by his cqraesny antagonists. Nevertheless, as we
have seen, the idea of national awareness defdnmedew on e.g. the Hussite movement.
Peka in turn was not able to accept that the contrdngithe German-speaking inhabitants of

Bohemia made were fully a part of the country’'stage and tradition.

Many Czech historians have taken part in the despuéer the meaning of Czech history.

cirkevnimu absolutismu, proti papezstvi a kleréalii jako duchovnimu panstvi teologické kasty nig fa
Havelka, p. 589.

229



Some of them also wrote directly about the mainesilof our interest, Milicius de Chremsir.
We will refer to these historians later. Here, hegre one historian and indeed politician is
worthy of mention for several reasons. ZéleNejedly (1878-1962) made his contribution to
the dispute in 1913. About fifty years later, ir62he was buried as someone who had
established the basic guidelines for Communist &filure in the second half of the twentieth
century. Like Pekia he had studied with Jaroslav Goll, and in theregg of his publishing
activities he devoted himself to the history of mublis books about the Hussite and pre-
Hussite singing practices of 1904 and 1907 arkastihorities in their field. From 1930 till
1937 he published four volumes of a biography afamas G. Masaryk. The work was
never finished. During the Second World War he wdrks a history professor in Moscow,
where he fully converted to the Communist ideaeAthe war, he became minister of
education. With a two-year interruption, he actethis function till 1953. He wrote down his
basic ideas about the education of history in &badaose title makes clear his line of
thought:Komunisté, ddici velkych tradic’eského naroddThe Communists, the Heirs of the
Great Traditions of the Czech Natioff®

Nejedly’s studySpor o smysteskych djin, “The Dispute over the Meaning of Czech
History,” was printed as a separate publicaffdithis work was an attempt to find some kind
of compromise between Pékand Masaryk, between positivist historiographyichtiried to
describe only the facts and the philosophy of Iystewhich interpreted the facts from a moral
point of view. Nejedly sympathized with both schielavho according to him basically agreed
with one another but only spoke both on differemd amcompatible levels. The dispute
between Masaryk and Pékaas not one between equally qualified scholangesthe former
was a philosopher and the second a historian. ktiatscience wants to know the facts, but
science as such — like the human mind — wants tevkiwhy something particular
happened. It is the task of the philosophy of nsto give an answer to that question. By the
use of intuition a scholar can find answers thatuaracceptable to the pure, positivist
historiographer. History, however, is about peaph®m we can access by understanding
them through psychology. This can bring us to cecthe aims and ideals of our ancestors
during, e.g. the Hussite movement or the Bohemiathigen.

Nejedly did not agree with Masaryk’s idea that thessite movement and its aftermath

occurred on a purely moral and religious levelvds primarily a progressive national

“2published in Prague in 1946.
“2’pyblished in Prague in 1913. It is also includetiavelka, p. 321-360.
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movement, as he called it. It was progressive lsratiits moral implications, which Nejedly
refused to identify as religious. We have to tak@the religious packaging from Hus’
thinking to find his pure humanity, his love foethation, his ideas about society, freedom
and responsibility. The thrust of the Hussite mogetrdid not allow for agreement with the
church or with religion itself. Its nature was atdrical because of the oppression of the
nation by the church. It was an attempt to refourlie life on a basis different from the
church and the secular power had up to that titeeethical claims concerned not exclusively
or even primarily the church, but the whole of sbgincluding the church. Since the church
appeared to be an enemy of the reform effortsiuptire between the Czechs and the church
became definitive. The Czech nation abandonedhhech as such in the course of history,
which became obvious later, especially in the tohthe National Revival. The religious
freedom of the nineteenth century did not resuét massive return to the Protestant churches,
but rather led to a secularization due to the Brtealism of Czech thinking and self-
understanding.

For Nejedly the meaning of Czech history was prilm#éne split between the nation as such
and the church. According to him, secularizatiolobgs at the heart of the national heritage
and began in the late Middle Ages. It might noténbeen too difficult for Nejedly to convert
to the Communist ideology during the Second WorlarVWhe national tradition of
progressive liberation from authoritative and ogpree forces found in his opinion its natural
continuation in the socialist movement, which patded the end of bourgeois rule and the

beginning of a new age of the proletariat.

The Dispute over the Meaning of Czech History peatly ended with the occupation of the
young republic by Nazi-Germany. By that time the twain protagonists, Masaryk and Pgka
had died. The next generation of historians didhave the opportunity to find its own answer
to the question, thus leaving the final outcoméhefdispute open. Two totalitarian systems
did not allow open debate about the self-understgrahd identity of the Czechs. The result
of this fate might be more far-reaching than itegog at first sight. The debate affected not
only the interpretation of the Hussite era, buidsly the self-definition of the Czech nation
among its neighbors, primarily Germans. There waspportunity to finish the debate and to
find a mature answer to the question of the pasiti@t Czechs have in Europe. During
Communist rule, the dispute continued mainly inftio@l circles outside the control of the

state. Only at the end of the 60’s during the Pedgpring did a public discussion on the issue
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take place in a few magazines. Among the authors Wéclav Havel and Milan Kundera.
The debate was too dangerous to the bureaucrgtroeeof the 1970’s and 1980’s to be
permitted and again had to find its place outdngedfficial scholarly forums and
publications*?® The consequence of these attempts to marginalizeimportant questions
about the meaning of Czech history and identith@t even at the end of the twentieth
century the Czechs are still grappling with marsges on their relationship to their

environment, their neighbors and their self-deteation.

3. Milicius in the Historiography after the SecondWorld War

As we have seen, the context and atmosphere @&rodsen Milicius before the Second
World War was dominated by the dispute over themmggof Czech history. The debate was
then, however, completely interrupted for more thiiy years. The war and the Communist
regime after it had a disastrous effect on Czestohography. Scholars of history could not
continue in the traditions of the nineteenth antdyeaentieth centuries. Those who chose to
stay in their posts were very limited in their res#h possibilities and often had to pay tribute
to the regime. Many fields of research were nobmemended, especially where the history of
the church or religion was concerned. There wasystematic study of the fourteenth century
in the years after the war, although sporadicalipe publications were printed. Hus himself
and the Hussite movement, however, were studieild. Was partly for political reasons since
the regime wished to confirm that Communist rules\&a inevitable historical development
and the climax of history. Hus and especially bidical followers had to be presented as
proto-Communists who had no specific religious lgaokind. Both Masaryk and Pélslines

of thought were abandoned in order to make placthéonew, Marxist historiography, which
employed the model of class warfare. Nevertheksse elements of the historiography of
the 1930’s were ready for Marxist use. The Czedwva#l regime after the Second World War
regarded the Roman Catholic Church as their gredtesestic enemy. Anti-Catholic
tendencies in the historical memory of people wetlgarized and strengthened by many

publications, films and literature. The fate of méstorians who were persecuted, sentenced

“2%T0 name just a few of them: BoZena KomarkowZeska otazka“ v fiib¢hu stoleti [The ,Czech Question* in
the Course of the Century], iBekularizovany gt a evangeliuniThe Secularized World and the Gospel], p.
248-281, Brno 1997 (the text itself was writterl B85); Jan Pattxa, Co jsouCesi? — Was sind die
Tschechen?Praha, unofficial edition 1973, printed in 198@rel Skalicky, Prolegomena k budouci filosofii
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to imprisonment or even executed is a reflectiothefextensive manipulation of history
during Central Europe’s recent past.

In the years between the end of the war and then@ornst take-over in February 1948 it was
still possible to do an unbiased study of histesen when the political circumstances were
unfavourable. In 1947 the Protestant church histoRrantiSek Michalek BartoS (1889-
1972)f?° published his studgechy v dob Husov, 1378-1415“Bohemia in Hus’ Time.” The
book was the first volume of a larger work of thuwedumes and presented a synthesis of
Hussite history. The other volumes were publisimetid65 and 1966. BartoS was a professor
at the Hussite Theological Faculty and later atGbenenius Theological Faculty, where he
applied the concepts of Palacky and Masaryk toathhistory. He edited many manuscripts
and sources from the fifteenth and sixteenth ceeguHe placed the main emphasis in his
work on the religious character of the Hussite nmoeet. He paid much attention to the
individual, even psychological elements in thedrngbf the persons he was studying.
Precisely these two components were not much ajapeeddy the Communist regime after
1948. Although he was able to continue his worg,High output of publications dramatically
declined after this date.

In his main work on the Hussite revolution, Banpo&sented Milicius as the most important
predecessor of Hus. Both preachers shared theagenela, which was simply to return the
church to the purity of the first period of its stance. Both found themselves in open
confrontation with the majority of clergy and chlnr@uthorities because of the radicalism and
sense of purpose with which they realized theiggam. Milicius was miraculously freed,
whereas Hus was condemned as heretic and died statke in Constance. BartoS described
Milicius as a preacher who wanted “only to be &igie of Jesus Christ, without deliberation,
whatever the final consequences, because any kimalfeheartedness was against his
soul.”® In the beginning of his career as a preacherfhalléhis positions that were
connected to power and wealth in order to followi§€thndependently. According to Bartos, a
movement of great historical dimensions arose thamiMilicius’ work. This movement was
prescribed by heaven already during Milicius’ life¢ or immediately after his death. Since

Milicius died in Avignon before the final verdidijs followers were banned from Prague and

¢eskych djin [Prolegomena to a Future Philosophy of Czecstdty], in:Za nadji a smysl[For Hope and
Meaning], Praha 1996, p.143-179 (text written i7@)Q

“?%utnar and Marek, p. 710 ff.

30 Chce byt pouhym &ednikem JeZiSe Krista, nesmlouaaZ do poslednichidledki, neba’ se mu z duse
pii¢i jakakoli poloviatost.” F.M. Barto3(Cechy v dob Husov, 1378-1415Praha 1947, p. 241.
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the reform movement had its first major setbacksmistory. “However, it was rooted too
deeply in the heart of the nation, and it was &kgat alive by the conditions which it turned
itself against and which it wanted to reforfii™”

According to Barto$, Milicius’ pioneer work led tioe translation of the Bible. Returning to
original Christianity, and therefore to the Bibleas at the heart of the reforms and indeed at
the heart of the Reformation in Bohemia and Euin@artos’s view. One of the goals of the
movement was to translate the Bible into the vartzcMoreover, whenever Milicius and his
followers had to defend themselves against thesatmns of some clergy, they were forced
to return to the Bible to find arguments supportimgir struggle for truth. On the basis of
Milicius’ activities, the spiritual foundations tfie Bethlehem Chapel were laid, which
emphasized the Bible and preaching. This was ttleegag place of Hus and his followers,
who according to BartoS wanted to fight for thehrifHe became the heir and successor of
the Father of the Bohemian (Czech) Reformationsgieaker of Milicius’ preaching school.
The witness Milicius and the Master of Paris [Matthde Janow] were dead, but they spoke
directly and explicitly to Hus in the founding daoant of Bethlehem and in his friends and
charitable people in whose memory are the prinsj@éns and struggles of Milicius and his
disciples, their persecution and writingd*Hus’ struggle was the struggle of Milicius, and
the efforts of Hus’ enemies to overthrow his worrevdriven by their will to stop Milicius’
inheritance once and for all. In the eyes of higeashries Hus was “a new and much more
dangerous Milicius**3 The parallels between the fates of Milicius and idanfirmed Barto$
in his analysis, which dubbed Milicius to be thmstfiforerunner of Hus, the great Bohemian
reformer. Both were preachers and considered pirggels their main task, both were accused
by groups of Prague clergy, and both were in ongeavanother condemned by church
authorities. Milicius’ absolution in Avignon did hohange this. His followers were oppressed
and his work was diminished anyhow, notwithstandirggacquittal from heresy. In Milicius,
the church returned to the purity of the time & &postles, which became the heart of the
Bohemian Reformation.

BartoS’s interpretation of Milicius was basicallygported byHoward Kaminsky, who saw

“YHnuti] ,bylo v3ak zakotvenoiili$ hluboko v srdci naroda a stale Zivinily je také pongry, proti nimz se
obracelo a které c¥lb napravit.“ BartosCechy p. 242.

32 Stal se ddicem a nastupcem Oteeské reformace, mldim kazatelské Skoly Mitiovy. Swtec Mili¢ i Mistr
Paizsky byli mrtvi, ale mluvili k Husovi imo a vymluvi v zakladaci listia Betléma a v jehofatelich a
dobrodincich, v nichz dosud Zily v zbozné&gantti zasady, zary i boje Milicovy i jeho Zak, jejich
pronasledovani a spisy.” Barta&chy p. 265.

“3%Novy a mnohem nebezpejsi Mili&.” Barto$,Cechy p. 320.
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Milicius as a kind of Francis of Assisi, remarkitigat times were different and Milicius never
received the stigmata. Kaminsky spoke about “theenoo less Franciscan style of Mig
practical, non-denunciatory efforts” in attractitagband of preachers who joined him in his
poor life, dependent on alms, constantly workingagithe people*** Milicius stood at the
beginning of a movement that would choose the Heig&volution as its destination.
Jerusalenturned intoBethlehemthe base for Johannes Hus and his followers.

In his aforementioned study F.M. Bartos did nonttlmis definition of Milicius and of the
Bohemian Reformation explicitly against the Romath®@lic Church. For its genre and time
the book was a fairly objective study of Hus arglliie. The study did not systematically use
the nationalistic argumentation of Palacky’s schdbis is even more of a surprise when we
take into account that BartoS researched his workd the Second World War. In earlier
publications, the church historian did not hesitatstress this nationalist idea of history.
Among his contributions to the dispute over the mivegof Czech histofyf° is a small
brochure published in 1919, in which he vehemetefignded Masaryk and Palacky against
Pek&. The movement of the National Revival was nottbaga continuation of Hus’
Bohemian Reformation, he stated. The re-Catholiszaf the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries was a serious violation of this orientatbf Czech history, resulting in a long-
standing deviation from the main path. While semgtffor its identity, the modern Czech
nation can find in the Bohemian Brethren a soufaagpiration for formulating its social and
spiritual direction. “To continue in the work ofetmation-builders today presupposes
primarily an understanding of the right extentlwit yearning and ideas, to experience
internally the whole philosophical development thegjan with our Reformation and Revival,
to experience it and go through it and then toicoetin the traditions of our greatest
spirits.”3®

Barto$’ work established the trend for much ofhistoriography from the Protestant side
concerning Hus and his significance in Czech hystbo the modern successors of the
Bohemian Brethren, who are a minority in Czechetydioday, the key role that nation-
builders such as Palacky and Masaryk gave Husfsgiihat Evangelical Protestarie

finally recognized for their contribution to Czekistory and the nation. They were not only

**Howard KaminskyA History of the Hussite RevolutioBerkeley and Los Angeles 1967, p. 12.
3%F.M. Barto$ Masarykovaeska filosofiePraha 1919; also printed in Havelka, p. 369-386.

3¢ Pokratovat v dile buditel piedpoklada dnesredevsim pochopit pravy dosah jejich tuzeb a iahétiérns
prozit vSecek mysSlenkovy vyvoj zataty nasi reformaci a obrozenim, prozit jej a daxak v tradicich

nejwtsich naSich dughpokraiovat.” Barto§, Masarykovéeska filosofie, in: Havelka, p. 383.

235



historically the descendants of the Bohemian Reftion movement but regarded themselves
no less than the keepers of the spirit of the mo@=ech nation. During the building of this
nation, the heart of the Protestant movement bethenundation of the national identity as
it was defined by the mainstream of the Revivak Photestants were the custodians of the
best of Czech tradition and were respected bygh#usal authorities of the nation. Still today
this idea is present in Czech Protestant churchesheeology, as becomes clear when viewed
in the context of the canonization of the baroqa¢h6lic agitator Jan Sarkander in 1985.
Amedeo Molnar (1923-199d5 the successor of Barto$ at the Comenius Theologica
Protestant Faculty in Prague, saw the significaridke Hussite movement predominantly in
its religious and social content. He downplayedrtagonal element in the history of Czech
Protestantism, but turned his attention to its hen@nary character. From its very first
beginnings the Hussite movement, which Molnar cqusatly called the “Hussite

revolution,” had a very critical relation to seaubwer. It was the merging of secular and
spiritual powers that had brought corruption to¢harch. From the fourth century on the
church had not concentrated only on its spiritsglegts, but had gained power in society due
to the position of the official or even state chiur€he root of the crisis of the late medieval
church had to be attributed to Constantine the tGrdacision in 313 to establish Christianity
as the official religion in his empire. AccordirgMolnar’'s analysis, Hussitism has to be
understood as a protest against the close relagiotheonvergence of religious and secular
powers. Constantinism had captured the church apdwkd it of its prophetic voice that
could be used to protest against and admonish thgsaver. The church itself had become a
factor in the balance of power in society and tfegeeshared responsibility for the existing

injustice and corruption. This fact was the mangéa of the Hussite movement and the

*3n 1995 Jan Sarkander was canonized in Olomouavasea priest in Moravia who openly propagated a re-
Catholisization of the country dominated by Utragsli He was tortured and killed by Protestant itghil 1620.
His canonization brought a serious crisis to thevemnical relations between Roman Catholics anceBtants in
1994 and 1995. To the latter Sarkander was a syoflibk intolerant Counter-Reformation and theesiirfig of
its opposers, their ancestors. In their protests @fficial representatives of the Protestant dhesdike the
synodical senior of the Evangelical Church of tlze€h Brethren used arguments stating that the czat@m
was not only an insult to Protestantism in the ¢gutut rather to the whole national traditiontiof Hussite
uprising and the Czech Brethren. $&&ngelici o Janu Sarkandrofrotestants on Jan Sarkander], HerSpice
1995;The Correspondence between the Moderator of thedeteal Church of Czech Brethren, Mgr. Pavel
Smetana and the Representatives of the Roman @a@talrch in the Years 1990-1995 and with President
Véclav Havel to the Problem of Canonization of $amkandey Praha s.d.; Peter Mordéeska evangelicka
teologie v g@ich jednoho cizince [The Czech Protestant Theolnglie Eyes of a Foreigner], contribution to the
symposium “The Czech Protestant Theology at thedErnikde 20th Century,” December 1995, published in
Ra‘enka Evangelické teologické fakulty Univerzity ayl 1993-1996Praha 1996, p. 65-71.

3%0n Molnar see Noemi Rejchrtova (ed)rrovani, Sbornik k $edesatinam Amedea Molf@réentation,
Festschrift to the sixtieth birthday of Amedeo Ml Praha 1983.
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preachers who laid its foundations.

In a publication from 1956, Molnar called this famdentally critical approach the
eschatological orientation of the Bohemian Reforomadr the “First Reformation,” as he

used to say. The situation of the church in thetémnth century as well as in the seventeenth
century urgently needed to be changed. The follswéthe Reformation understood their era
as one in which a definitive decision had to be enaldout the future of church and society.
They found a true face for this crisis — that is@emtity and form for it — in the struggle
between Christ and Antichrist. They believed acaldieform of the church was necessary to
reverse God's verdict of condemnation. A choice toeloe made on which side one stood,

either on the side of life or of death, light orkizess, good or evil.

The eschatologically founded and only in an esdbgical context understood claim of
clear confession and declaration of color, thenchahich contained an appeal to a
spiritual or even a physical battle plays a deeisole in the lives of the Czech reformed
Christians, though in a different manner, but alsvay a starting point, from Milicius de
Chremsir till ComeniusEschatology therefore belongs among the most fuadt&ah
characteristics of the Bohemian Reformation, tortteifs which it guarded
independently and as a contribution to the genehairch?3°

In the sermons of Milicius this emphasis on esdbgiobegan, and it lasted during the
Hussite movement and the Bohemian Brotherhoodhglldefeat in the Battle of White
Mountain in 1620. Molnar called the later Hussitegezhers evemilicovci, “Milicians,”
followers of Milicius and his eschatological contefhis preacher was truly the Father of the
Bohemian (Czech) Reformation because the movenoarincied in his spirit. “Milé’s

purifying concept of Christianity determined theéule direction for Hussite and Brethren
theologians.**°

In Molnar’s view, the Bohemian Reformation returnedgome very fundamental principles of

439 Eschatologicky zdvodniny a v eschatologické souvislosti jen vnimany paxa#t jasného vyznani amani

barvy, pozadavek obsahujici vyzvu k boji duchovniemo i &Elesnému, podmaniplati nad zivotyeskych
reforma&nich Keg'ani v rizné sice nie, ale vzdy vychozi; od Milice z Krongtize az ke KomenskémBat-i
tedy eschatologie k nejzaklaggim charakteristickym ryien ceské reformace, k mofim, které samostatra
pro obecnou cirkevifnosre dostezila“ Amedeo Molnar, Eschatologicka nge ceské reformace, [The
Eschatological Hope of the Bohemian Reformatiam](Qd reformace k zfku [From the Refomation to
Tomorrow], Praha 1956, p. 13 (Italics by Molnar).

“4%Amedeo Molnér in the introduction to Milan Ofemsky, Jana Ogenska (ed.)The Message for the Last

Days, Three Essays from the Year 1367 ,MifiKron¥riz, Geneva 1998, p. 8.
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early and pure Christianity. In practice this meaiat the Czechs went their own way till they
were forced back into the Catholic Church afterBlaétle of White Mountain. Like Palacky
he also gave the image of Aleingangof the Bohemian Reformation, but unlike Palacky he
saw it not so much as a conceptual decision, boéras a practical outcome of the choice of
the reform movement for radical changes without gamising basic issues. This radicalism
had also major social implications as the BoherRaformation became involved on behalf
of the poor and oppressed. The poor are the sigmeafoming age. Solidarity with them is
not only a protest against social injustice, buterrofoundly a turning away from the values
of this world with its eschatological reality of mgssion. Preaching and poverty are the two
basic ideas of the Bohemian Reformation as itetianith Milicius. This orientation has two
features in practical life, Molnér said. In thesfiplace, there was the appeal for frequent
communion as a symbol of salvation from eschatokdginxiety. The second point was that
Milicius and his followers had a dislike for schstia education, which was dominated by
logic, because they regarded it as a harmful, huedaition to the teachings of the early
church?*

Molnar did not follow Palacky or Barto$ in theirmapach towards the Bohemian Reformation
in terms of its significance to the national calsis.work places no explicit sign of

importance on Hussitism in relation to the natic@aéch tradition as such, nor can such
significance be inferred from his concept of itoifra logical point of view, notions of this

kind could not be a part of his idea of the Bohenk&formation because they would
contradict his emphasis on having a critical relahip with secular powers and the state. The
church is not supposed to take part in this warliich is inevitably based on oppression and
social injustice. Rather the church has to keejstamce from secular power and its
foundations such as a national identity. Accordmm{ylolnar’'s concept, church and state are
rather on terms of opposition or even animosityiclwimakes it impossible that the church

could supply a constitutive contribution to thea@f of the state or the nation.

On the occasion of the six hundredth anniversaiib€ius’ death, several publications were
written about the preacher. The main monograph demnea professor in church history at
the Theological Faculty of the Czechoslovak HusGherch, Miloslav Kaak**? The greatest

merit of his study is the completeness of its it@gn which contains all known facts and

“IEschatologicka nage, p. 16-17.
“2Miloslav Kanak, Mili¢ z Kromsrize Praha 1975.

238



ideas on Milicius. Its weakness is that it did give a broader analysis of the preacher’s
significance. According to Keak, Milicius was primarily a preacher for the mocahversion

of the church, protesting against the power andtived substantial parts of the clergy. The
preacher definitely did not belong to the RomarhGlat tradition that had become involved
with secular power. He was the first to show thg teea deeper change after similar but quite
inconsequent attempts by the emperor and the atobyibi He was one of the reformers who
understood that the church had to return to itsstdo its origins from the first centuries when
it was still poor and pure. In this regard, Milisibelonged to the tradition of the Waldensians
and the Hussites, to the fundamental stream dRéfermation. Therefore, in the Czech
context, he is called the “Father of the Bohemi{arech) Reformation.” He conceived some
of the basic ideas of the Reformation, to whicthimeself belonged?®

The anniversary of 1974 brought also the first eeltion since 1946 of some of Milicius’
texts. Vilém Herold and Milan Mraz edited the thesmodical sermofi&’ which Milicius
delivered at some councils of the clergy of thegBeadiocese on request of the archbishop. In
the introduction to the edition, the authors codellithat as far as his theological ideas were
concerned, Milicius was not exceptional for hisdimor for his environment. He was in many
respects a child of his age, sharing the valuesvatality of his contemporaries. Above all,
he wanted to reform some of the features of theathaffected by corruption and wealth. The
means he wanted to use were rather moderate sndiel Imot want to change the existing
order in the church nor in society.

However, Herold and Mraz saw another level of Niig significance, which they called the
objective one. The consequences of preacher’s werk far-reaching. His ideas, though
moderate in their own field, were one of the manpetuses for the Hussite movement, which
would shatter the existing structures of powerprpared the way for Hus and the Hussite
movement by the substance of his appeal for refaimch was very close to the four Prague
articles of 1420. The similarity with this Husstteclaration can be seen in Milicius’ efforts in
preaching, in his criticism of the clergy’'s induhge and in his struggle against moral
corruption in society. Finally, Herold and Mraztstathat Milicius independently came to
conclusions similar to John Wyclif in England reegdhn the same time period. He prepared
the ground for a warm acceptance of Wyclif, who hatécisive influence on Johannes Hus.

Milicius might not have wanted to realize reformghe sense of changing the social order,

3K anak, p. 55-60.
“4/ilém Herold, Milan Mraz (ed.)lohannis Milicii de Cremsir tres sermones synodalsha 1974.
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nevertheless he initiated such changes througbaimese of history. The interesting
conclusion of these two scholars is that Miliciugsinbe considered one of the main
predecessors of Hus, but only in the sense thatalseghe unwitting Father of the Bohemian

(Czech) Reformation.

The German discussion on Milicius and pre-Hussgeoly took a different direction in the
years after the Second World War. Scholars fronfdheer German minority in Bohemia
stressed this part of history’s connection to otterelopments in Europe. In the case of
Milicius, they pointed to the movement of Pre-Huisamin Italy and of theDevotio moderna
in the Netherlands. In 1964 Eduard Winter publisiteBast Berlin a study on the influence of
Pre-Humanism on the church reforms in Bohefffi®@re-Humanism is in his definition the
movement that connected the reception of anciefdagaphy to the new emerging awareness
of life and nation. Replacing the clerical elemasthe foundation and center of thinking —
which necessarily had an international charactarame the secular-national element. The
most important consequence of this shift in awaseneas the approach toward the church
and possible reforms in it. No longer were strugsuand hierarchy decisive, but the institution
as such had to be reform&@.This movement that started in Italy with philoseghand

writers such as Dante and Petrarca found a feptdand in universities in Northern Italy and
was soon spread to Bohemia by clerics who had ddiigh positions in the church and state.
In the Bohemian context the initiators of Pre-Humamwere, according to Winter, Johannes
de Drazicz, Arnestus de Pardubicz, both archbisbbpsague and Johannes Novoforiensis,
the counselor of Emperor Charles IV. The ideatiefrhovement were propagated by some
new monastic orders, of which the Austin Canonsvtlee most important. At the center of
the activities of theologians stood the vernaclalaguage and its use within the context of the
church. Several new monasteries founded in thefeCharles 1V, such as Roudnice or
Emaus in Prague, based their conception on thehGmeSlavonic language. Another element
of Pre-Humanism strengthened this idea. The cutititte book and, connected to that, the

emphasis on study were cultivated in the new meniastand made the movement a powerful

**Eduard WinterFriilhhumanismus. Seine Entwicklung in Béhmen unerdeuropaischen Bedeutung fiir die
Kirchenreformbestrebungen im 14. JahrhungBerlin 1964.

*4&Unter Friihhumanismus wir jene geistige Bewegungtamden, die die Rezeption der Antike mit einem
neuen Lebens- und Nationalgefuhl verband. Siestgdigeniuber dem Klerikal-Internationalen, das im
Mittelalter weitgehend herrschte, das Sakular-Nie in den Mittelpunkt des Denkens. Eine solchedping
muf3te eng mit Kirchenreformbestrebungen verbundam die aber nicht von aul3en, von auf3erkirlichen
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cultural impetus in church and society. The newration on important questions such as
how to communicate and to study the teachingseotturch led to a new concept of
devotion. Pre-Humanism understood the needs ardlmation of the individual as being
more meaningful than the collective notion. Devotimecame personalized; individual
experience became the focus of the relationshipd®t God and humankind. This profound
change brought to an end the clergy’s monopolyexotion since the laity was recognized
and became involved in theological matters. Acaagydo Winter, this new devotion moved
away from the rationalistic understanding of Schiitégsm to a more emotional appeal to the
heart of the listeners. Such were the basic fesinfréheDevotio modernan the Netherlands
led by Geert Groot&"’

Winter placed Milicius in this context of Pre-Hunmsm, as his ideas were close to those of
Arnestus de Pardubicz, Johannes Novoforiensis &iadl€s I\V. Winter saw in him the main
force that brought a change to the religious emvirent in Bohemia. For many reasons, the
preacher stood in the shadow of his disciple Joésktus, who could not have gained the
support he did without the pioneer work and infeeof Milicius**® Winter stressed the
efforts of Milicius in the field of popular preacty and lay community building. Sermons
were delivered in the vernacular, one of the mssaes of Pre-Humanism. Milicius built his
communityJerusalenfor a broad circle of people, mainly from a lagkground, without
entering one of the monastic orders. With his @& Milicius sowed the seeds of the
Hussite movement, which would change the face ofathand society profoundly. The
existing social structures were no longer indeliblgt were to be adapted to the individual

needs of the time and the people.

Man versteht jetzt aber auch, warum die Tscheckesdg heute wieder mit Recht stolz
auf den Reformator, ja Revolutionar Militsch siial.ist derjenige, der die Fackel
entzindet hat, die dann Uber Matthias van Janahddus aufgenommen und
weitergetragen wurde. Die Tschechen kdnnen wirldtoltz sein auf dieses Geschlecht

revolutionarer Fackeltrager mit den drei leuchtendamen: Militsch von Kremsier,

Faktoren, herangetragen wurden, sondern die Kivohénnen her zu reformieren suchten, selbst wées zU
Uberwindung der instutionellen mittelalterlicherrétie filhren miiRte.” Winter, p. 7-8.

“\Winter, p. 165 ff.

“&inter criticizes here one of his predecessordstotiography on Bohemia, Constantin Hofler. “Mitih
gehort zweifelhaft zu den interessantesten undagtigfsten Gestalten, die das tschechische Volkdngebracht
hat. Die deutsche birgerliche nationalistische Giebtsschreibung ist ihm nicht gerecht gewordea.sah in
ihm einen Uberstiegenden Ekstatiker, der nur UnmifBhmen erregt habe.” Winter, p. 86.
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Matthias von Janov und Jan Hi{g.

It is interesting that Winter both acknowledgedasionalistic element in Milicius’ work and
bridged the gap that could have resulted from sunchlleingang In his eyes it was true that
Milicius very much cared about national elementiigeffort for church reforms, such as
preaching in the vernacular. Through this aim rgeadered a movement which was very
much a Czech development. These components cabafsaind in Palacky's concept of
Czech history, but with one important differencalaeky stated that the movement of the
Bohemian Reformation originated purely from Czeatirses, that foreign influences were of
a minor significance and that the Czechs have twveir, independent history. Winter placed
the Czech developments in a broader context andtsgnroots in a European movement
that led to a shift from a medieval to a modern taldy in both the church and society.
Milicius was one of the reformers of the fourteeogmtury who, in his case in a Bohemian
environment, conceived and practiced the new utalesg of life and faith. He contributed
to a development that took place everywhere in giand that placed the individual with his
specific conditions at the center of attention.

Winter found approval for his viewpoint from anatlé&rman scholar, Johanna Schreiber or
Girke-Schreiber from the Munich-based Collegiumdliaum for research on Bohemian
history. In two articles, she presented Miliciusaagpresentative of the movemenbDaivotio
modernawhich is, according to her, generally wronglyiatited to the Netherlands orfly
There are remarkable parallels between the liv€3evrdus Magnus and Milicius when we
take into account their conversion, their preaclaciyities, emphasis on a lay movement,
criticism of the clergy and their difficulties withurch authorities. The devotion that both
preachers taught to their disciples was basedretuen to the values of the first Christians,
fear of the consequences of sin and evil and onighehl exercitiaof Christian virtues. Both
were very much concerned about the fate of thecthuvhich in their eyes was corrupted by
the attitude of many clergymen. The way to puitify thurch was to return it to the roots of
Christianity. This goal could only be achieved biyeating the people in a deeper
understanding of the faith and by bringing thema taue conversion. Following Christ was at

the heart of their ideas about the church and godtas, however, not yet possible to speak

“Winter, p. 101.

“%Johanna Schreiber, Devotio moderna in BohmermBamemica Jahrbuch des Collegium Carolinum, VI
(1965), p. 93-122; Johanna Girke-Schreiber, Dietisbhe Devotio moderna, in: Ferdinand Seibt (ed.),
Bohemia Sacra, Das Christentum in Bohmen 973-1Bu8seldorf 1974, p. 81-91.
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about a direct connection or a mutual influencbaih movements. Rather, we should view
the similarity between the two as parallel develepta occurring within a larger European
context.

Girke-Schreiber had similar conclusions to Winteowat Milicius and his movement. On one
point, though, she took a very different stancentétisaw Milicius as a predecessor of Hus,
as the first one to open the way to a profound gbam the church and society. Girke-
Schreiber, however, disassociated Milicius and ldesgating the first one to only moderate
reform efforts. Milicius trusted in the pope andiath structures to realize the reforms he
regarded as necessary. Or put even more strohglyeforms had to be initiated by the pope
since he was the head of the church. Milicius watgrepared to criticize the internal
hierarchy of the church nor to declare this ordpossible reason for the corruption of the
clergy*** However, this is exactly what later Hussites halit thus deviating from the path
Milicius took. According to Girke-Schreiber ther@svno continuity between Milicius and
Hus. TheDevotio modernan Bohemia “wird in eine Defensivhaltung abgeditéiags der
dann ganz andere Krafte wachsen als beschauliémenkigkeit. Zu bruchloser
Weiterfihrung und Entwicklung hat es hier nicht koem konnen: Cheicky und die Brider
stehen im Gegensatz zur KircH&*The change was already obvious in the work of Mast
de Janow, who, according to Girke-Schreiber, piowd suffering simply as fate and a task
of humankind, instead of as a struggle againstaadl injustice as Milicius had done.
“Resignation, Schickung in Unvermeidliches — notshallgemein christliche Haltung
empfunden: das steht am Ende jener Erneuerungsyemtherlichungsbewegung, einer
bohmischen devotio moderna, die nicht zur Entfgjtgekommen ist*>

Girke-Schreiber was still able to accept Milicibsit rejected Hus and the Bohemian
Reformation as a separation from the church and tarope. In her analysis some remnants
of the old German distrust towards Bohemian hiséoeypresent. The Hussite movement is
felt to be the development of a nationalistic chathat excluded the German inhabitants
from the prevailing view of history and society,legppened in the first half of the twentieth
century. Milicius is in her eyes still on the rigditle of the line because he represented a

broader European development within the Bohemiauest. Girke-Schreiber’s position is in

®lgchreiber, p. 112.

“2Schreiber, p. 122; also Girke-Schreiber, p. 89.

“535chreiber, p. 122. Was Girke-Schreiber in this tsion suggesting that the mentality of resignatigrwhich
the Czechs often are depicted (“the nation of Syégka result of an allegelileingangof the Czechs, which
started with Hus?
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its conclusions close to the Catholic viewpoineaf. Sedlak. Both were able to include
Milicius in their scheme of “good historical figuw@ whereas they excluded Hus from this

category.

In April 1990, during his visit to the recently élated capital Prague, Pope John Paul Il made
an official appeal to re-evaluate the theologidakis of Johannes Hus and the circumstances
of the trial against him in Constance, which ledhi®death. His aim was to understand the
significance of the Bohemian reformer and to briecpnciliation between the different
churches and between the Czech nation and the RGatholic Church after a long

alienation and exclusion. Many understood the popppeal as an attempt to rehabilitate the
Bohemian reformer. Impulses for this decision oraged already in the 1960’s when, during
the Second Vatican Council, Czech Cardinal JosedBeecalled the fate of Hus and his
significance for the Czech nation. During Communigime discussion continued in some
Czech exile magazines, and the first studies webéighed by the Polish professor Stefan
Swiezawsk{*>*

In September 1993 an international symposium tdagepin Bayreuth, Germany titleléin

Hus, Zwischen Zeiten, Vdlkern, Konfessionewas the first visible sign of a change in both
the German and Czech, Catholic and Protestanterns of the Bohemian reformer. All
possible aspects of Hus and Hussite history wesaudsed in order to find a common ground
for new research into Hus’ persona and influenocenSafter the symposium, a commission
was established in the diocese of Prague, whichassigned the mission to formulate the
Roman Catholic Church’s new position.

In Bayreuth, the presentation on the pre-Hussit®@evas delivered by Manfred Gerwing,
who proceeded in the direction of Eduard Winter doldanna Girke-Schreib&F In an earlier

paper, he had already defined his position on tudsion about Miliciu§>® Between the

4>‘Stefan Swiezawski, Jan Hus — heretik, netexphidce Druhého vatikanskéhossnu [heretic, or forerunner
of the Second Vatican Council], i8tudie no. 107, 1986, p. 346-354. In the same magazore papers on the
guestion of Hus were published. See for this Torwgl#, Vira a kultura, Pokoncilni vyvajeského katolicismu
v reflexicasopisu StudifFaith and Culture, The development of Czech Qatism after the Second Vatican
Council as reflected in the MagaziSeudi¢, Praha 1995, p. 96 ff.

“**His contribution ,Die sogenannte Devotio modernaswpublished in Ferdinand Seibt (edgn Hus.
Zwischen Zeiten, Volkern, Konfessionktiinchen 1997, p. 49-58, and in the Czech versfdhe collected
conference texts: Takzvana devotio moderna, inLa&ek (ed),Jan Hus. Mezi epochami, narody a konfesemi
Praha 1995, p. 54-59.

“*Manfred Gerwing, Die béhmische Reformbewegung uachiderléndische Devotio moderna. Ein Vergleich,
in: Westmitteleuropa, Ostmitteleuropa — Vergleiche Bediehungen. Festschrift fir Ferdinand Seibt zum 65
Geburtstag Miinchen 1992, p. 125-142.
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reform movement in Bohemia and thevotio modernan the Netherlands there existed a
great similarity of content and structure. Gerwsagv the parallels between Milicius and
Groote in the threefold orientation of the workboth preachers and reformists. Both were
critical toward the avarice of the world, showirgjidarity to those who were its victims. Both
encouraged theita communisamong their followers, by struggling for the prese of the
Kingdom of God in the world. Like Johanna Girke-&gher Gerwing also saw the later
developments of the Bethlehem Chapel and its pegalddhannes Hus as a deviation from the
direction Milicius had indicated. The movement breaat this point radicalized and lost its
connection to the churcf’

In response to the ideas of Gerwing, the Czeclofast Jana Nechutova suggested applying
the name “charismatic spirituality” to the refornowement of Milicius and Matthias de
Janow’® She proposed that a distinction be made betweerefbrm efforts of certain new
monastic orders and those of Milicius and his felfweachers. The efforts of the reform
orders and of the Prague church leadership wese ¢ttbGeert Groote’s movement in their
attitude toward an individual, inner spiritual lifthough Milicius and his circle had certainly
many ideas that were similar to Groote, their deagan was collective, “eine Theologie
koinonistischer Pragund™ The difference between the Netherlands and Bohemsathat in
Bohemia the crisis of church and society was sge¥lilicius as being the responsibility of
every faithful person, whereas in the Netherlahéseimphasis was put on the inner perfection
of the individual on the individual’s relationship to God, in the t@xt of which fellow

human beings and the church as a collective ptainar role. Nechutova therefore proposed
“charismatic spirituality” as a separate name folidilis’ movement, because it can contain
also those elements that might not be totally ahtixd®° Milicius’ work was continued by
Matthias de Janow, who emphasized the politicabdlective scope of the theology of the
Pre-Hussites in his notions on the Eucharist. lHezalifference betweehe Devotio

modernaand the Pre-Hussites became obvitids.

*'Gerwing, Reformbewegung, p. 132 and 141.

**%jana Nechutova, Die charismatische Spiritualit®dhmen in der vorreformatorischen Zeit, in:
Osterreichische Ostheftdahrgang 39/1997, Heft 3, p. 411-4109.

“*Nechutova, p. 415.

“Nechutova, p. 412.

1 Seitens der deutschen Historiker hat (..) ManfBswing speziell die Lehre und Lebenspraxis Militsgon
Kremsier als eine den niederlandiscimvotensehr ahnliche Erscheinung bezeichnet. Ihm girgerbei
hauptsachlich um die ahnliche Organisation des gexamen Lebens der Glaubigen. Es scheint jedohedan
fast nur hierin ein Ahnlichkeit besteht, da die fniigkeit der bohmischen Vorlaufer Hussens starkiekiive
Zige aufwies, wie wir es hauptsachlich in Janovwrégiber die heilige Kommunion beobachten konribéeser
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To Nechutov4, the terfevotio modernavas too general for correctly characterizing
Milicius and his followers. She wanted to assureae recognized place for the specific
nature of the Bohemian movement, which led to thedite period and the Bohemian
Reformation, whereas for Gerwing Milicius’ identityas sufficiently explained by the
Devotio modernaOne of his reasons might be that the model sfrigfiorm movement
guaranteed a firm connection to Europe and itsldpuwgents in the church and society.

From another Czech histori#tme idea of Milicius as a representative of Bevotio Moderna
got support. Frantidek Smahel in his large mondygmapthe Hussite Revolution divided
Milicius’ life into a threefold pattern of theita nova Vita contemplativandVita activg*®?
which are the three elements Gerwing also stregsmmhrding to this idea Milicius’
conversion represents th@a nova his inner voices leading him to important degisio
exemplify theVita contemplativaand his work in the houskerusalendemonstrate theita
activa Like Howard Kaminsky, he compared the preachérdtwus Waldes and Francis of
Assisi. Unlike Gerwing he stressed the continuggneen the work of Milicius and his
successors, Matthias de Janow and finally Joharnssin this sense Smahel connected two
interpretations of Milicius, regarding him as agweessor of Hus who spiritually belonged to

the new and critical devotion of the fourteenthtaen

Nachdruck auf die kollektive, eine Einheit bildentteeologisch gesagbinonischd~unktion der Eucharistie,
fehlt, soweit bekannt, bei dérevotender niederlandischen Parallelbewegung vollig.” INeéova, p. 419.
“*2Frantisek SmaheHusitska revoluce, II, Ki@nyceské reformacgThe roots of the Bohemian Reformation],
Praha 1996, p. 190 ff.
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CONCLUSIONS

It might be our main conclusion that in all periadshistory, Milicius became in one way or
another — openly or more secretly — a hostage®atye. This was not only the case in the
times of the nationalistic historiography of theH8entury, but the process as such had its
first appearance in the very first texts about diils written shortly after his death. It began
with Matthias de Janow who, for his own reasongjendilicius out to be an apocalyptic
preachef®® He found himself in a fundamental and lasting Govith his archbishop and
other church authorities, in which he finally haddeclare his obedience to his superiors and
retract some of his statements about the chureHatty and the frequency with which the lay
people received Holy Communion. Matthias constuietdife for Milicius in which he mainly
defended himself in his dispute with his opponelntselling Milicius’ story, Matthias

justified his own course and teachings.

The fate of the second biography is no less aéftidiy the church political interests of its
author or final editor. We know it in its final for by Bohuslaus Balbinus, the influential
baroque chronicler and historian from the JesuenrHe certainly employed older material
that he probably found in the rich library of themastery of Tebai, as he said he did in his
introduction to his work on Bohemian saints. Bh&a is to a large degree highly
hagiographic, nevertheless it provides a lot adiimfation about Milicius’ life and doings. The
tone of the biography is in close harmony with Balis’ main aim which is to cleanse
Bohemian history of its heretical and unfaithfukige, caused by Hussitism and Utraquism.
Balbinus was in desperate need of Czech saintlydgyand depicted Milicius as a true son of
the church, full of good deeds and teachings, vettamly deserved to be canonized. This
aim might have been the reason that the biograipigly does not discuss Milicius’
eschatological ideas. Through his story of MiligiBalbinus demonstrated the orthodoxy of
the Bohemian tradition and church.

The vastly divergent tendencies of the two biogiepkurned out to be decisive in the
centuries to come. Basically we can say that thityanced the two main images of Milicius
that developed in the nineteenth and twentiethures. The image painted by Matthias de
Janow became the basis for the Protestant, Czguttide of Milicius as the Father of the

Bohemian (Czech) Reformation and even of the Ch&tlonal Revival. The direction
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established by Balbinus became the cornerstorteedtiea about Milicius that accepted him
as a good (Catholic) Christian, but at the same tlienied any connection between him and
the Hussite movement.

Historiography in the nineteenth and twentieth aeas was therefore no exception
whatsoever to the trend of taking Milicius hostadgeantiSek Palacky used Milicius to support
his concept of Czech history and the naff8hin his view Milicius represented the inner
strength of the Czech nation, which gave birth®ussite movement of the fifteenth
century, the Czech Brethren of the sixteenth cgrand finally to the rebirth of the Czech
nation in the nineteenth century. Milicius did take his deepest inspiration from other,
foreign movements or persons, but from the inmelependent, spiritual source of the Czech
nation. One of Palacky’s followers, the popularnighistorian FrantiSek Loskot, basically
vulgarized this image of Milicius, calling him thiecarnation of the Czech spirit.” Palacky’'s
main opponent Constantin Hofler had no choice atien to reject Miliciug® His idea of
German provenience of the Bohemian tradition exaduiddependent Czech sources of any
kind. He regarded Milicius as one of the unstableds in Bohemian history, who promoted
an aberration from the main and rational path.

In the course of the twentieth century nationalikistoriography lost its attractiveness, even
when elements of it were still present in the dépicof Milicius. Some like Jan Sed&R —
coming from a Catholic background — accepted tleagner but separated him from the
heretic Hus to demonstrate that critical voicesefdrm can have a place in the church. Others
like Johanna Girke-Schreif&f— coming from a German background — took the same
position in an effort to appropriate as much higts possible for her own national identity.
Even the latest studies show signs of an argumenttitat pays tribute to distinctions made
along nationalistic or confessional lines in issokthe past. The effort of Pope John Paul 1l
to reconcile the areas of Europe that were divideah the church by historical developments
is certainly a laudable initiative. It is, howevanother moment which makes use of history,
trying to find ways to accept the hereticized JotemHus, one of the powerful symbols of the

Czech nation.

“%3For the biographies see ch. II.
4%“See p. 209 ff.

“%°See p. 216 ff.

4%°See p. 225.

“’See p. 250.

248



History was manipulated as it will always be beeaitiss a reflection of who we are. In the
mirror of past events and contexts we can undedstarselves and our society. The same is
true of the reverse: to a large extent the wribhgistory is a reflection of our present social
constellation. In this sense it is our human fatbd confined to understanding only through
the use of a mirror. It is, however, the duty aftbrians and theologians to try and understand
our past as objectively as possible, even whenneg/khat our model of understanding has a
temporary significance, determined by our timethie case of Milicius, historians like
Palacky, Hofler, Loskot, Bartos, Winter and otheffer us, precisely because of their one-
sided approaches and biases, the possibility tagenm a dialogue that is necessary to
understand our own aims and strivings. In discigsgirir standpoints we become aware of
our reasoning and sources of information.

The evaluation of the views of Palacky and othéionalistically or confessionally biased
historians brings us to the conclusion that in maays the message of Milicius de Chremsir
was overshadowed by later events. Milicius gaingdifsicance only in the light of the
Bohemian Reformation or even of the National Revivdaderstanding Milicius as a
forerunner of the Hussite Reformation of the fiftdkecentury closes our eyes to many details
of Milicius’ work and finally misleads us in our darstanding of the nature of it. Even if
nowadays the modern version of this approach ejeet nationalistic language and
perspective of Palacky and Loskot, it still regavtiBcius mainly as a forerunner to Johannes
Hus, thus overlooking the deeply medieval and st concerns of the preacher’s
theological ideas.

The understanding of Milicius as a representatiii®Devotio modern4®® though

attractive, does not fully take into account thiel*tashioned” character of the preacher’s
devotion. He did not reflect on the way the indinatisoul may live with God, nor did he refer
to a threefoldsita activg contemplativeandnova An alleged similarity between the lives of
Geert Groote and Milicius or between Milicius’ rangf activities and the nature of the
Devotio modern@annot justify this model of understanding. A serénd profound
conversion like Milicius or Groote experienced befthey became preachers and founders of
their communities belongs to the life of any sgipirson in the biblical and ecclesiastical
tradition. In all his writings Milicius stressed tihis full weight the significance of a renewal
of the old and safe order. His ideas about thigiongkere close to those of Boniface VIl as

formulated in his bulUnam sanctanat the beginning of the fourteenth century: argiro
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church, to which the secular power is obedienteRuand kings have to guarantee a peaceful
life for their people and the church. In Miliciugew preachers have to play a key role in the
return to the old world. There is no sign in Milisi writings of an inner, individually
experienced spirituality — he simply did not allbimself time for that. To him the presence
of corruption and decay in the church was a sigimn@feschatological character of the age.
This study has tried to understand Milicius de @ise primarily in the light of the preacher
movement that found its origins in the Renaissaricbe twelth century. This approach offers
some new insights into the work and motivationhaf preacher who devoted his life to
reforming the church by using the weapon of thedv®o him the church is a holy body
threatened by the moral attitude of many of theggleln spite of their many faults, Milicius
does not doubt in any way the authority of thegstehey belong to the hierarchy, the
backbone of the holy order, of which the pope &hbad. He is the highest authority on earth,
who has to decide which steps to take toward reform

Milicius was without a doubt a venerator of saif@sir survey of the way he regarded the
Bohemian saints in both his postils pointed out Mé#icius did not pay much attention to
their miraculous qualities. Saints are charactdrizetheir evangelic life, helping the poor,
defending the helpless, leading the people to €and pouring out their blood for the church.
Milicius encouraged his audience to follow theiample, thus defining sainthood from a
moral point of view.

Milicius was primarily a person and theologian wias fascinated by the power of the
spoken and, to some extent, written word. To hios¢hwho use the word are able to change
the world either in a good or bad way. The worthesmain weapon against the power of evil
present due to the lack of discipline in the chuaot disorder in society. In this respect we
could compare Milicius to many individuals fromfeifent groups in our times who use mass
media to evangelize the world. His understandingrefching brought him to regard it as a
separate office in the church, with preachers Ingldheir own mandate. Their role is to
distinguish between good and evil and identify tescharacteristic of an eschatological age.
It is deceiving to portray Milicius as an apocaiggireacher who predicts the exact year of the
coming of Antichrist. His two writings about Antigkt were both written in a year of crisis,
which the year 1367 was without a doubt to Milicitiss experiences in Rome may have
colored the wording of both ti&ermo de die novissinamd thelibellus de AntichristoThe

sermons irAbortivusand inGratiae Deido not elaborate on apocalyptic issues anywhere.

“%85ee p. 248 ff. and 253.
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Milicius’ ideas about the end of time have to bareleterized as eschatological and not as
apocalyptical.

As such Milicius was very much a part of the prélagimovement which started in the
twelfth century and gained an important place endevelopments of the late Middle Ages.
As a result, ordinary people were more and mordraoted with the church and its demands,
which were mainly of a moral character. The preach@vement of the twelfth till the
fourteenth centuries was the main vehicle of thoad Christianization of Europe. Milicius’
idea of the preacher and his influence being adelge reform of the church and society is a
product of this movement and a contributing fattoits reception in Bohemia.

Many questions about Milicius and his significant¢éhe Bohemian context have yet to be
answered. Special attention should be paid todleeaf saints in the works of Milicius’
contemporaries to identify the character of his s@amarks about them. The sermons of
Conradus de Waldhausen, Milicius’ fellow preaclhave not been analyzed yet. Many other
preachers have worked in Prague during the foutttezamtury, but their work and importance
has not been studied systematically. Archbishopestus de Pardubicz played an important
role in the reform efforts during the reign of ClearlV. What was the scope of his ideas and
church politics? The relationship and mutual infloe of those men is basic to
comprehending the spiritual mentality in Praguthmthird quarter of the fourteenth century.
What was the interdependence between Milicius adhilieu in Prague and, in a broader
context, in Central Europe aedentually in Avignon and Rome?

For the first time after a long period of totalitar rule the political orientation of the Czech
Republic is not an obstacle anymore for the stddyexdieval church history. This offers
many new possibilities for scholars to continu¢hie work of their ancestors of the nineteenth
century. At the same time they have the difficatik to pull down the many historical myths
in Czech history and historiogragfiyand to show new ways of understanding key periods

and figures of the past.

“For a survey of the Czech national myths and fhsent significance in Czech society see Ladidlaly,
The Little Czech and the Great Czech Nation. Nafitatentity and the Post-Communist transformatién o
society Cambridge 1996. For an impression of the newsta$iCzech historiography see: Dusaeskik, Die
Tschechische Geschichte un die Tschechische Histanach dem 17. November, Bohemia, 341991), p.
277-295.
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