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lerome of Prague as the second
in the Hussite ideology

PawEE F. NOWAKOWSKI

Abstract:
Jerome of Prague, who died burnt on a stake in Constance in 1416 even be-

fore his actual death became a symbol of martyrdam for the followers of
the Czech reform movement. However, he was always seen in the shadow
of John Hus, who preceded him not only chronologically in martyrdom, but
also with his own significance. The aim of the article is to show how Jerome
of Prague was shown by the Hussites, both in their inner discussions and in
the polemics with opponents. The role of the second one, as preserved in the
primary sources, comes with particular characteristics of the person and

his case.

Key words: .
Jerome of Prague; Hussites; John Rokycana; Nicholas of Pelhfimov; Jan Hus

There is something in the human nature tha

: is
fwe look at sports rivalry it seems quite natural, but tl'le Phegonl?:;lyozth—
not limijte ‘ irst inventions, first discoveries, an .

d to this area. First inve 1 <on. These also in-

r “being first” confirm the importance of the first per o celf.de-
ude spectacular things, some condemned by the society or €

d
uctive. The first person is usually remembered, all that follow blur an
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sous. it is not uncom Qi
" l;mb)tllt:motive by the followers. In long term this is usually 5 f,;
deed as ti

:mes though, it is the course of history which sets g,
tempt. SOMELIME? he person is unintentionally seen as such,
as the second, and t e. pan example of the tragic role of being the secong
Jerome oIfl ferziiliz l;oun d for that role. He was neither the majy thin,
;il: rri;: Zﬁlzopreacher who influenced the minds of both Fhe P€:0p1€ and
the elites. Being a well educated an(d respected person, his position Was
not of that importance as the Huss. The Qeath n C'onstance, however
treated as a martyrdom by his supporters in Boh?mla, also lacked thy
crystal transparency characterizing earlier the Hus $ process. Comparing
them both, one could not blink at his evasive attitude in the first part
of the trial. On the other hand one could argue that it took greater coy.
rage to face the fate, already knowing what happened to Hus, Among
the opponents, the new reform movement in Bohemia was described as
“Wycliffite” or “Hussite” heresy'. And accordingly its followers were qui-
te early called Wycliffites or Hussites, but not Jeromians®. Nevertheless,
Jerome of Prague was the second with all the consequences for his po-
sthumous presence in the Hussite ideology.
There are detailed studies concerning Jerome of Prague, mainly con-
centrating on his philosophical works. It is difficult, if possible, to add
anything about his life to the biographical work of Frantisek Smahel’

'1 ’ Pavel Soukup, “Kalich jako teré. Znameni hereze v prvni fazi protihusitské pole-
miky”, In Kalich jako symbol v prvnim stoleti utrakvismu, ed. Pavel Soukup i Ota Halama
(Praha: Centrum medievistickych studii, 2016), 125-30. The author shows the develop-
ment of the terms and their coexistence at the beginning of the polemical struggle. He

mention i - is impor-
" salso term »Jacobites’, given after Jacob of Mies, what clearly proves his impor
fice, even in comparison with Jerome who died

2 | The unique case, when itis
hemia, may be seen i one of the
(however including him in hig ea

in Constance,

Jerome who was seen as a founder of the heresy in B
works of Johannes Nider, who omitted Hus Comple;’ely
. rlier works), see: Marti “The Changing **/
ception of . » see: Martin PJECHA, “The 5

reftyP}’ 3;;:;2::5::; Sdbz ]}S hannes Nider”, In Kaciti, barbati, neptitelé. Odlisnost 4 Srt:

. edoveky, jté zant i V& jry ’ -

medlevistick)'fch studii, 20?6;[, 211(11 ik e Ve Voot (e -
of::}, Frantigek SMAHEL, Zivot g d
: e altempts to Say once more som
ontext of building the hussite move

38

ilo Jeronyma Prazského (Praha: Argo, 20_10)_; Czﬂz
ething about Jerome of Prague and set him me i
ment was made by: Thomas A. FUDGE, Jero™
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ko diflicult to evaluate Jerome's importance for the
(i he specitics of his work narrow the cirele of its re
Je. This way he is almost invisible ag

Hussite move-
e ' CIpients to the aca-
oo ‘ a thinker in Jate

here is some trace ol Jerome, however, in the
i, He is remembered and mentioned as an o

r discussions,
Sources of the Hussite
Xample victi

tully qccused and sentenced lo death. He becomes, ag :Llfstt::llg 1:;(;?%
apart of the ideology, one of the symbols of the movement. The aim Z,)f’
the article is to show some examples of the remarks on Jerome of Prague
which may be found in the Hussite texts after his death. The analysis of,
the texts would allow to describe the role that Jerome played for the
jormers in building and supporting their own convictions,

The term “ideology™ has many definitions. It may be understood as
asct of ideas shared by a group and showing its interests - and this is how
the term is used in this article. The keystones of the Hussite ideas (some-
times significantly different) are undoubtedly - among others - deaths
of Hus and Jerome. It is not so important, if the philosophical ideas pre-
sented by Jerome were known to the particular Hussites. His death, seen
as a defiance against the oppressive ecclesiastical hierarchy, presents the
Hussite attitude. And it was shown as such.

One may consider, whether it is not proper to use a term “propagan-
da” in this case. I am not convinced of that. Taking its wide definition
into account one may think of propaganda as mere persuasion®. However,
usually propaganda is closely connected with pejorative reception, often
uses falsehood, and is generally aimed outside of the group. In the case of
Hussitism and the death of Jerome those features do not exist. But even
il we drop the pejorative association (seen and felt esP_eCially i‘n Central
Europe), propaganda is seen as a form of communica.tlon, Yvhl.Ch Jgufl_l;(;'
S¢1s "to convey an ideology to an audience with a relative ob]'ectlve. ; o
Xample of Jerome was used in such a way, but surp assed it ‘/}S, 1t sha
be g : : - buildi he movement’s identity

¢shown, it was important both for building of th

Al |§

re-

—

i OUP USA, 2016).
Merit Mo-
(2002): 17,

)y

Pragye and the Foundations of the Hussite Movement (
u-‘l a\m?hlmjyl 'l‘m,”“ ROSS, “Undcrs(umling l’u}P;g
(’iill)?;(;; Al?l’llrcilliun o Art”, Journal of Aesthelic
Gath g e b Persuasion (Los An-
‘(;u”h S. JOWETT i Victoria O’'DONNELL, Propagamia o

SAGE, 2014), 4,

New York:
anda: The Epistemic
Education 36, 1T 1

Rk‘lcs:
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1 in the discussions with opponents. As such, j, .

tatio d
““dd”‘ci‘ﬁ“iiﬁresem the ideology as a symbol rather, than g - i
his dea

propagagda- ot the work of Petr of Mladoﬁovice.gives a reader Quie
Lothnil?n sight at the beginning. In his relation about Joh, Hug,
impor

the writer gives just two remarks, abou.t Jer(?me. The firg o

Constan'ce_’ hat Jan Nz, king Wenceslaus’ official, gives aboy his ry,
is an Opmsorzotwards Hus and Jerome®. He says, that the king once said
er’s atilﬂg i{u s: “You always cause me troubles with your comrag, _ T
S;ZS,Z \:fenceélaus said the words while both Hus and Jerome were in
the king’s presence. The second remark 1s.a relation of the conversat%on
between king Sigismund and two Bohemian nobles, one of them being
John of Chlum. The king says that there must be some en.d to the Hug
case as well as to his followers, among them the one that is already im.
prisoned. The king cannot remember Jerome’s name. Only after one of
the interlocutors asks whether it is Jerome he had on his mind, the king
agrees and adds: “the one is a disciple, the other one is a teacher”™. The
king’s words, as quoted by Petr, show us the position of Jerome as seen by
the two sides of the conflict. These are all the comments on Jerome in the
description of Hus’ case, Naturally, one must remember, that Petr wrote
another work on the death of Jerome, this time entirely focusing on him’,
The way of remembering Jerome presented by this example shoTV'S
one form of being “the second” - jt is: treated as a pupil or minor partici-
Pant in the case, That is obviously true, but implements other consequen-
¢, too. Jerome as a person is strictly connected with the death of John
Hus, and is mentioned iy the second place each time. A visible example
may be the famous Lt stizny, a letter dated 2nd September 1415 by the
Czech and Moravian nobles, who protest after the death of Hus and link

S

- Ji-
© Inthe spring of 145 Jan Néz was acrive as the Council reported about the ™

810 stir in Bohemyia, see: SMAHEL, Husitsks revoluce, v. 1-4 (Praha, 1993), 276
7 Petr MLADONQyy¢s «

rav
' ZPréva o Mistru Janu Husovi v Kostnici’, In Z¢ @
a kronik doby hycirers va ru Janu Husovi v : cvobodd
1981, 101 Y Ausitské, ed, Tyay Hlavicek, trans. Franti§ek Hefmansky (Praha: Sv

8 Ibid, 151,

9 Petr M - . ’ i
V Kostnicj prOL-AD,ONO\_]IC' Vypravovani o Mistru Jeronymovi Prazskéms uplf; oiick
trans. Ey, Kami':ll(enq KrlstovO”, In Ze Zprav a kronik doby husitské, ed. Ivan

>4 1 Rudolf Urbének (Praha; Svoboda, 1981), 205-19.

40
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]ER —

:+ with the sameé fate of ]erom.elo. Similar connecti
jeclaration lssuecll, b}{ t?}f [tjmvilmy of Prague fr
415 which also [inks de bwo eaths? together!!,
feaths Jerome Was already | ogdefl with Hus. In e
e Jescription of Jerome is significantly shorter
. dditional case. .

Jerome’s death might be treated as an echo of Huyg’s martyrdom, but
it was still seen as such and that elevated him with Hus into the Circ’le of
qew saints. SO called “satirical letter of king Sigismund” a short and sharp
Pamphlet from 1419, evokes that conviction in Prague, saying that “John
Hus and Jerome and some other laymen, who were killed - as you say -
for the Christ’s law, you include among saints and you celebrate their
commemoration forgetting about the other feasts”'2. The remark may be
supported by another important source - the sermons of John Ze]ivsk)"
from 1419, which show the way Hus and Jerome were sanctified in the
Czech reform movement. In a sermon given in the Eastern octave, Zeliv-
sky makes a simple comparison - the one who conquers the world is tru-
ly that person who fights for the truth. When Christ said - I am with you
till the end of times, it was also dedicated to Hus and Jerome'’. In another
sermon, given on the Ascension, he draws an interesting picture. The pre-
acher says that there were many such occasions when people were being
seduced with wine. But some passed the test unharmed, because they
refrained from drinking the wine. Among them were John Hus, Jerome,
Michael in Poland, Nicholas from Meissen. Zelivsky presents emperor

On may be see i the
om 11th of September
Even before his actuai
ach mentione source
and formulated 45 an’

10 There were numerous editions of the letter as it is one of the fundamental sou-

rees for the foundation of the Czech reform movement, among chose’r1 Cd'itio.ns il
Petr CQRNE] et al, ed., Stizny list ceské a moravské slechty proti upah’z'm sttrg /az:_
Husa 1415-2015 (Okrouhlice: Spolek Za zichranu rodného dom,u'malmi IanaZ rzz:dv
ho, 2015), 9; Ivan HLAVACEK, ed., ,Stizny list teské a moravske §lechty’, Inlg ;-Z,fme-
@ kronik doby husitské, trans. Franti$ek Hefmansky (Praha: Svoboda, ,19?'1)1’ Ht,tsitské
deo MOLN AR, ed., “Stizny list ceskych a moravskych pani do Kostnice', in
Manifesty (Praha: Orbis, 1980), 50.
1 Amedeq MOLNAR, ed., “Osvédéeni prazské univerzity 0
N Husitskg manifesty (Praha: Orbis, 1980), 56. . -+ oké manifesty (Pra-
2 A MOLNAR, ed., “Satiricky list «kréle zikmunda»’, I

” -
Husovi a Jeronymovi,

a; : .
lorbls’ 1980), 72 The , letter” was composed in L1419 Jeo Molndr, v. 1 (Praha:
Nalfl d]‘ ZELIVSKY, Dochovand kdazani z roku 1419 ed. Amedeo
*datelstyi Ceskoslovenské Akademie Véd, 1953), 56 41
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he one who was seducing clergymen with Winels
as t s he sets Hus, Jerome and others among
¢t follow the corrupted part of the Chyrc},
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Constantine .
paring the two situatio

. did no . ' . '
hristians, who ivsky's sermons, w
‘ There is another excerpt from Zelivskys hich resembles

e formula: verba docent et exem'pla. tra?unt. Th(; pr Eacher S'fl)’f% tha‘t Joh

‘o ity was more convincing for peop e.t an Christ Mirg
Baptists ?}Lllztzlr‘lle}’who needs confirmation with miracles is not 5 true bel
E:\izzsfiowever, quite surprisingly Zelivsky leads his thOl.lghts 0 Hus gng
Jerome, saying that after their deaths Fhere were many \:251ble Signs. An
their heroic attitude was the biggest sign one coyld get . Again, Jerop,
is strictly connected with Hus and both are mentioned because of the fate
they met in Constance.

The early years of the revolution are covered by an invaluable soyr
which is the Chronicle of Laurentius of Bfezova. The author gives a de-
tailed description of Jerome’s trial and death, each time comparing it to
Hus and also intermingling the events from Jerome’s life with some in-
formation about Hus, for example that there were services in churches
for Hus’s soul"®. Jerome is clearly the second, however Laurentius gives
the reader a deeper picture of him as a person facing the overwhelming
adversities leading to his heroic death. Laurentius also gives an account
of the diplomatic struggle between Bohemians and king Sigismund. He
mentions the envoy sent to the king to Brno in 1419, which stated that

the sentence issued in Constance against Hus and Jerome should be con-
demned"’,

0’h~
the Pur

th

1421. Jeromes case got a special place

. v. He is again the second after Hus, but
h i : 8 )
» case Is described Separately and with 4 different accusation against

Sigismund!® =

tir?g ther:i ' Th-e King’s reply mentions Hus and Jerome only when

o j;lsatlona_;. However, his own words cleverly omit mentioning
- Olgismund Just answerg that he tried to justify the paSSEd brother

In the articles composed ip Casla

14 1bid, 1:126-27.

15 Thid,, 1:128-9
16 Vaviinec 5 pi
BREZOVE « . . rmﬂ)
ed. J. Gol, V.5 (Prahg, 1893) 3:10 Kronika husitsk4” n Fontes Rerum Bohemic?
17 lbid_,353_ »9%U-44,
18 1Ibid, 489,
42
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i Constance and experienced lots of resistance for that re
qund ocuses nn.ly on John I-Ius., does not mention Jerom
while avoiding using the name of John Hus in this sentence
st “the brother of happy memory” and creates the impression of ta]
king about both burnt thinkers". Laurentius also considers Jero e o
mnld calling him “the Hus’s comrade”®, Sk

Jerome ‘is nl.so p‘l.cscntc.d as ‘the second, but nonetheless important
person in hg‘htmg for purity of the Church in the Hussite manifestos.
In the manifesto issued by the Taborite hejtmans in 1431 the authors
discredit the opinion that ,Hus and Jerome were proven wrong by the
church authorities in Constance™'. They also announce that God will
send revenge to their oppressors. The same motive may be found in other
manifestos™.

The important Hussite thinkers were quite cautious in evoking the
two masters burnt in Constance. For example Jacob of Mies, when wri-
ting his Explanation on the Book of Revelation, gave just one hint about
Hus and Jerome even not mentioning their names. He said, that one
should avoid false testimonies about good people as it happened against
the ones that were burnt in Constance®, It is important, that he uses plu-
ral form, even not introducing names to his treatise. One may see that
among Hussite leaders it is Nicholas of Pelhfimov, who mentions Jero-
me in a more personal or even warm form. In his Chronicle he writes that
Jerome was an eloquent and wise person, unjustly sentenced for being

dason. Slng-
e at all, byt

- he writes

19 1bid., 492.
20 Vaviinec z BREZOVE, “Vytah z kroniky Vavfinc
hemicarum, ed. J. Goll, v. 5 (Praha, 1893), 537.

21 A. MOLNAR, rd., “Manifest tiborskych hejtmant’, In Husitské mar
Orbis, 1980), 158.

22 A. MOLNAR, ed., “List z celé zemé ¢eské’ In Husitské manifesty (

1980), 180. ,
. ek raha: Komise pro
23? Jakoubek ze STRIBRA, Vyklad na zjevenie, ed. F. Simek, V. l,fP sé pii Ceské aka-
‘l)’ﬂlil}falxmi pramenii ¢eského hnuti ndbozenskeého v 1415-1416, E M. Barto$ ex-
“emii véd a umeni, 1932), 436; As for his sermons form years bore H:JS is mentioned
Plains the lack of mentions about Jerome in the certain places (w

ing the
S mons, proceeding
8 sentence . ; i es of the sermon® £ 5-
\ ienced and burnt in Constance), with earhe'r Séazténl' Jakoubka z€ Sttibra z let 1415

l:clmld death. Frantisek M. BARTOS, “Betlemska e
" Kiestanska revue. Theologickd priloha 20 (1953): 39+ 75

e z Biezové’, In Fontes Rerum Bo-
tifesty (Praha:

Praha: Orbis,

43
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that after his death there were m

ds

od. He also ad . 24 )

. : oravia®®. Jerome is na

he fate 1n Bohemia and M turally Mep

d place after Hus, but his description is more iy & i
Nicholas’ words he gets an individual feature The Tn
bout Jerome also during the inner disputes wit, Othear.

reformers. Confronting John Rokycana he gllv«;.j a ?arsh l'flescl:ription of gr.
chbishop Conrad of Vechta. Among sc?ver a g Jefl 101;;1 € also mentjgy,
that Conrad of Vechta played his part m'the eaths of Hus and Jeromes
Nicholas of Pelhfimov played a sigmﬁcan.t r.ole in the Czech migy,

to Basel?’. During the dispute with the council it was he, who turneq the
Jttention to the case of Hus and Jerome. Till his speech in the end of},.
nuary 1433, both sides avoided the topic. The mutual diplomatic interes
as seen also during the Cheb assembly a year earlier, implied a complete
silence over the deaths of Hus and Jerome. It was a case in which neither
side could seek a compromise. First of the speakers thus, John Rokyc-
na, did not touch the case, sticking to his own topic, i.e. the communion
under both kinds. Nicholas — on the other hand - could not stay silent,
and speaking about different kinds of sins he tried to involve it into his
speech. We may read in his Oratio... about the unfair trial of Hus and the
pain that it caused also for Bohemia and Moravia, unjustly accused ofhe
resy. Nicholas continued the thought turning to Jerome and calling his
case “the renewing of the earlier pain”. He drew a short portrait of Jere
me as 2 person unwilling to accept the Hus’s death and Wycliff’s conden
Ezt;’(;r\lfer. I(1)'nce agam .]erome is the second one, the renewing of the paim,
With t;ilsc?lci;lﬁctils portraY.ed as an individual one. "

debte. His op & the sore point, Nicholas introduced the topic to t

ponent, Aegidus Carlerii responded to the defense of Hus

e

24 Nicholas de PE
hussitischen Bewegung
nigliche Hof-

faithflll to G ot €1

who shared t
oned in the secon
in other cases. In
borite remembers

LHRIMOV, “Chronicon Taboritarum”, In Geschichtschr eiber der

in Béhmen, ed. Konstantin 1 . S ardich-
s t : kaiser.
. und Staatsdruckerei, 1865) 477n RGeS
Mikula$ z PELHR] S
tisek M. Dobis ( MOVA

% A KRCHE
Byl KRCHNAK, Cechoyé "

s yzflgini a obrana Tdborr, ed. Amedeo Molnériira,n’
Istvi Ceskoslovenské Akademie Véd, 1972), 1 e

i : o 7 { }a‘v

¥lina, Podrz husyts do Bagye; z\‘;ﬂlejskem snému (Svitavy, 1997), passim: St;;“s
1 _73

(Warszawa; Instytut Historii PAN, 2013), 74 s

27 EM.BART
7 ' ) OS’ ed-: O 1 .
et Ulricus de 7y, ojimo, orp rationes, quibys Nicolaus de Pelhtimov, taboritar’” e'PLStCWr.

1y e hanor ;
ate verbi dej iy, concilio basilieni?;;acerdos, articulos de peccatis publicis pure" 215 .

n ; . .
44 0 1433 ineunte defenderunt (Tébor, 1935);
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put also touched the case of Jerome. In his T

ant and self-important person and if he had
;s aced the accusations there®, The dj

1d have ! .
peechess however it was focused mainly on

pinion, Jerome wqg an arro
not earlier left Parjs, he wou
ScCussi ' -

usslon appeared in severa]

Hus. Even Ro
ly driven into that, as he could not be separated by the casekf}rlcc)erlﬁ}:v & ﬁnaf—
eresto

the Czech delegation. The Taborite author of the relatiop ab
mission at the Council of Basel, noted each such occurrence ?[l: th; CZ?C.h
the more important what he wrote about Rokycanas remar-ks :ri}? re(;t is
stance events. The Utraquist leader spoke again about the case o fh (zf;
of March, trying to reach a formula that would be acceptable for thee
ties seeking mutual agreement. He said that Hus was sentenced rather gzz_
(o the false witnesses than it was a guilt of the Council in Constance. Or at
Jeast that is how the author of the relation perceived Rokycana’s words. He
added that Rokycana praised Jacob of Mies, spoke a lot about Wycliff, but
he remained silent about Jerome®. That single remark is very significant.
It shows the inevitable fate of being the second: importance that is fading
in time or may be omitted when it is needed because of the circumstances.
We may see that fading on other examples. The members of the Unity
of Brethren, who in their writings appealed to the heritage of the Czech
religious reform, turned to Hus, but not to Jerome. When they wrote that
the Czechs understood the maliciousness of linking the secular and spi-
ritual power, they evoked the name of John Hus. They remind that he
was burnt, but they do not evoke Jerome, as we should expect. They just
add: “as happened later to others, who followed his example”*’. In several
texts they mention Hus's martyrdom, even comparing him to a mfmifes-
ting angel or to his posthumous influence on the Church in Bohemia, but
they do not mention Jerome®'. _
The fading of importance may also be seen in the Czech translat%on
of the Laurentius’ of Biezova Chronicle I earlier quoted. The translation

—_—

o “Denik t4 4 7¢ 0 j  (echii na koncilu basilej-
28 1.HLAVACEK, ed., “Denik taborského kneze 0 Jedna;.nH e (rah, 081,

ském z roku 1433”, In Ze zprdv a kronik doby husitské, trans. " ile of the Hussite stay
358, According to the source, the opinion was expressed in the m1

In Basel, on 17t of February 1433.

29 Ibid., 369, Rokycana responded on 4t of March. e @ Tn Akt Jednoty
30" Jaroslav BIDLO, ed., “Kterak se maji lidé miti k Clizk‘119rll$ 36.;’

¥ , v. . e 5 ’ * o
Atrské, v. 1 (Brno: Historicka Komise pii Matict b anovi Rokycanovi:

. égné mistru ]
31 Jaroslay BIDLO, ed., “Psani knéze Martind yézne mis 45
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. _aly later than the original Latin text. There are at legst Sugh
is definite Y"amp]es- When Laurentius describes the case of j,, y
» crcs“nﬁtxj\/]arch 1420 in Vratislavia, he says, that among th, artidsa,
SENIEFESS Rvas supporting of the verdict in Constance against aned
;w r;)]LLClICH‘ g l(:yC ch translation however, we may find only Hyg na
erome. ’

. s Ine32.
Another example is connected with the description of the fugitiveg o
nothe

Prague, who were against the chalice Endtwll(l 0 }vef; eaé lier hglad hearjy
that Hus and Jerome were burnt at the 533 e. n. e Czec tr'aHSIation’
there is no mention about either of them?’. In this case Ehere_: i$ a pogs.
bility, that omitting both names was merely a translator’s mlstflke. It is
ot a rule without exceptions though, and there are sources which shg
that Jerome was still remembered. In an unfinished treatise Contrg 4.
versarios compactata non servantes, preserved in so called Manudh
Viclava Korandy one may find a short description of the initial phases of
the Hussite movement. Jan Hus and Jerome are mentioned together, their
fate is even presented in such a way that a reader may think their execu-
tions took place at the same time®*.

To conclude one must assume, that Jerome’s role was typical for the
“second one”. If it is an injurious description for him as a person, at the
same time it is the truth in terms of the Hussite ideology. He is ment
oned almost always in connection with John Hus, always in the second
place. With time passing by, even the significance of his death seems 0
“fade. In later decades of the 15t century more and more often expressio?
Hus and Jerome” was replaced with “Hus and the others”

In Akty jednoty Bratrské, v, 1

Jaroslay BIDLO, ed. “Psén{

P e . 562
(Brno: Historick4 Komise pti Matici Moravske, 1915)
Bratrské, v, | (Brno: Hj

0
Panu podkomotimy Kralovstvi Ceského’, In AktY Jedr 4

St i { 1 ve
zg\l;l'(a Komise pti Matici Moravské, 1915), 549.
33 Ibid, 360~61 E, Kronikahusitské”, 358.

nw

Cont - ; In MO

cslava Koy, ra adversarios compactata non servantes quks

1888), 155 ggu:ﬁ Josef Truhlat (Prahg: Igrélovské Ceskd Spoleé“‘iff, polt

. rantiq. pyr.. ., - S€€ Amede rmation”” oo
gelicks Fakylty Bla pnspé’vky k ds © MOLNAR, ed., Acta Refo sho B

déiing . ¢
Ohoslovecys 197%)" M utrakyismy (Kalich-Praha: Komen®
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oM N
1¢ of Prague as the second in the Hussite ideology
pAWEl 1. NOWAKOWSKI

A ’

lc rol

ome of Prague, who died burnt on a stake in Constance i
i . 1 1416,
efore his actual death became a symbol of martyrdom for the fol
owers of the Czech reform mqvement. He was a well known thinker
a philosopher who was recognized as an academic. However, he was)
Jlways seen in the shadow of John Hus, who preceded him not only
chronologically in martyrdom, but also with his own significance. Thus
it was the preacher rather than the academic who would be remembered
by wider circles of the society and the followers of the reform in Bohemia
w‘ould eventually be called the Hussites not Jeromians.
The aim of the article is to show how Jerome of Prague was present-
" ed by the Hussites, both in their inner discussions and in the polemics
' with opponents. The role of the second one, as preserved in the prima-
ry sources, COMmes with a particular characteristics of the person and his
case. One example is that of Petr of Mladoriovice who was the author of
the work dedicated to Jerome of Prague. However, in another work, de-
scribing John Hus's death, he mentioned Jerome just twice and shortly.
Hus and Jerome, always in that order, are enumerated in various sOurces
of the Hussite origin during the years of revolution, such as manifestos,
the Chronicle of Laurentius of Bfezova or John Zelivsky's sermons. AS
the time passed, the mentions became vague and less frequent. During
the disputes in Basel with the council, the both sides focused rather on
Hus than on Jerome. In one of his speeches even John Rokycana omitte_d
Jerome while recalled the death of Hus in Constance. The tendency 18
also visible with the new religious communities that appeared during the
decades of the Hussite period. The Unity of Brethren acknowledlged th_e
heritage of the first martyrs of the reform movement in Bohemia but it

Was again Hus not Jerome, who they referred to.

Jer

even D
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