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EASTERN EUROPEAN HISTORY REVIEW: LA RIVISTA

Il Comitato redazionale e scientifico ¢ lieto di presentare al pubblico la rivista
scientifica Eastern European History Review.

Con un carattere internazionale e interdisciplinare, una cadenza annuale e una
fruibilita open access la rivista focalizza i propri interessi sulle dinamiche occorse
nell’Europa Orientale durante tutta I'eta moderna (XIV-XIX). Eastern European
History Review ¢ espressione del Centro Studi dell’Universita della Tuscia CESPoM
(Centro Studi sull’eta dei Sobieski e della Polonia Moderna) nato nel 1997 per
intuizione del Prof. Gaetano Platania, Direttore Emerito della Rivista.

Liniziativa editoriale che presentiamo nasce dall’evidente mancanza in Italia di una
rivista scientifica relativa alla storia dell’Europa centro-orientale in Eta Moderna,
nonostante la penisola abbia giocato un ruolo fondamentale per la Storia e la
Cultura di una parte integrante del continente, a torto considerata come lontana e
periferica.

Consapevoli di questo, il Comitato ha posto quale obiettivo primario della Eastern
European History Review quello di offrire uno spazio di riflessione e di discussione
su temi che appartengono alla storia dell’Europa centro-orientale, e insieme alle
relazioni - politiche e culturali - che questa vasta area del Vecchio Continente ha
avuto con l'occidente d’Europa, e I'Italia in particolare, incoraggiando il dialogo tra
studiosi e esperti di settore, e tra differenti approcci della ricerca scientifica.

Il Comitato Redazionale e Scientifico

EASTERN EUROPEAN HISTORY REVIEW: THE JOURNAL

The Editorial and Scientific Board are proud delighted to present the Eastern
European History Review under the aegis of Sette Citta Editore.

The Eastern European History Review is an international and interdisciplinary
annually online and open access peer-reviewed journal about studies on Ceantral
and Eastern Europe in the Modern Age (XIV-XIX). The Journal is also the
expression of the Study Center CESPoM (Centro Studi sull’eta dei Sobieski e della
Polonia Moderna - Center Study on the Age of Sobieski and Modern Poland) of
the University of Tuscia, born in 1997, from an idea of Prof. Gaetano Platania, today
Director Emeritus of this journal.

It publishes articles with significant approaches and original interpretations in all
research fields concerning Central and Eastern Europe, with specific attention to
the History sciences.

The editorial initiative we present comes from the obvious lack of a journal, in Italy,
concerning the history of Central and Eastern Europe during the Modern Age, this
despite its fundamental role in the history and culture of that part of the continent,
wrongly considered distant and peripheral.

Quite the contrary is true, in fact. Main objective of the journal is to create a space
for reflection and discussion on topics pertaining to Central and Eastern Europe,
but also relations with Continental Europe, encouraging dialogue between scholars
and experts in the field, and between different approaches of scientific research.

The Editorial and Scientific Board
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PREFACE

Considered after the World War II as obsolete fields of research, the political and
military history acknowledged in the last decades a spectacular revival due to
new perspectives, approaches and concepts borrowed from social sciences and to
the publication of new sources. The present volume intends to push forward the
research in the field by focusing on a major Early Modern conflict, the “Long Turkish
War” (1593-1606) as well as on the anti-Ottoman wars of the 17" century which
involved both major political actors and a number of “small states” (for instance
Transylvania, Wallachia). This multiplicity of actors had, as a side effect a fractured
perception of the wars'. In the 16th century and the 17th century the fragmentation
was due to the discrepancy between the political discourse of Christian powers
involved in the war (which argued that the war against the Porte is pursued in
the benefit of all Christendom) and the particular and divergent interests of the
political actors. The modern national schools of historiography developed in their
own way the above-mentioned dichotomy insisting on specific events and political
actors and setting aside or minimizing what happened on other theaters of the
same war. For instance, for the Habsburg-Ottoman war of 1593-1606, the Austrian
and Hungarian historiographical schools insisted on the military confrontations
in the Upper Hungary while for the Romanian scholars the “Long Turkish War”
was first and foremost the background of Michael the Brave’s actions occurred
between 1594 and 1601. The irony consists in the fact that Wallachia continued
the war even after Michael’s death. His successor, Radu Serban (r. 1601-1611 with
interruptions), achieved several important victories, contributing to the restoration
of the Habsburgs’ temporary control over Transylvania.

The examples concerning the abovementioned fragmentation could go on, as the
war had a deep impact on several other regions of Central-Eastern Europe and is
viewed as a key-event in several national historical narratives. This approach created
an incomplete and distorted image of the war and, most importantly, failed to grasp
the actions of different political actors in all their complexities. It is precisely the
case with the Romanian historiographical perspective on the conflict, which insisted
extensively and, sometimes, exclusively, on Michael the Braves deeds ignoring
the objectives, the interests and the strategies of other political actors, such as the
Habsburgs, the Ottoman Empire, Poland, Transylvania, Moldavia, the Crimean
Khanate and so on?. Furthermore, until the recent years, there was no discussion
in Romanian historiography about the transformation of the art of war in the early
modern period’, an evolution labeled in Western historiography as the “military

1 Same separate analysis was adopted by one of the rare syntheses concerning the
“Long War” see Jan Paul Niederkorn, Die europdischen Mdchte und der Lange
Tiirkenkrieg Kaiser Rudolfs II. 1593-1696 (Vienna: OAW, 1993).

2 There are, obviously, exception see, for instance, Stefan Andreescu, “O pace
prefacutd la Dunarea de Jos tratativele transilvano-muntene cu Poarta 1597-
15987, in Id., Restitutio Daciae. Studii cu privire la Mihai Viteazul (Bucharest:
Albatros, 1997), 175-226.

3 The exceptions are an overview of Ovidiu Cristea, “A Second Front: Wallachia
and the ‘Long War’ against the Turks” in Gdbor Karman, Radu G. Pdun (eds.),
Europe and the “Ottoman World”. Exchanges and Conflicts (Istanbul: Isis Press,
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revolution™. Characterized by significant increase of the armies, the diffusion of
the fire arms, the extensive use of mercenaries units, improvements in the art of
fortifications this so-called “revolution” had a huge impact in the emergence of the
modern state and serious consequences on social and economic levels.

Turning back to Wallachia, unlike most modern scholars, Michael the Brave was
painstakingly conscious of these military transformations and of the other actors’
agenda and shaped his own actions as to fit within the all-encompassing evolution
of the conflict. Thus, paradoxically, the historians that aimed to praise Michael
the Brave's actions ended by taking them out of the broader political and military
context and by oversimplifying them.

The present number of the Eastern European History Review intends to propose a
different view on the conflict and the focus on small principalities as Wallachia or
Transylvania will allow a better grasp of the implications of the war atalocal, regional,
and inter-imperial level. Due to two giornate di studi organized by Professor Rudolf
Dinu, Director of Accademia di Romania in Rome in collaboration with Professors
Gaetano Platania and Alessandro Boccolini from the University of Tuscia, some
Romanian scholars were able to confront their approaches, methods and conclusions
with colleagues from the same field of research. Despite of different topics and the
variety of sources analyzed (chronicles, diplomatic and military reports, letters,
print sheets, maps, memoirs, woodcuts etc.) the presentations and the discussions
which followed tried to identify the multiple threads that linked the topics together
and to see how the different sources interweave an overarching interpretation of

2013), 13-27 and the book of Florin Ardelean, Organizarea militard in principatul
Transilvaniei (1541-1691) (Cluj-Napoca: Centrul de Studii Transilvane, 2019),
especially chapter II: Razboi, societate si organizare militard in Europa secolelor
XVI-XVII, 25-50.

4 There is an overwhelming bibliography on the topic which started with Michael
Roberts, “The Military Revolution 1560-1660”, in Id., Essays in Swedish History,
(London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1967), 195-225; Geoffrey Parker, “The Military
Revolution: a Myth ?”, Journal of Modern History, 48 (1976): 195-214; Id., “In
Defense of the Military Revolution”, in The Military Revolution Debate: Readings
on the Military Transformation of Early Modern Europe, ed. Clifford Rogers
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1995), 337-65; Geoftrey Parker, The Military Revolution:
Military Innovation and the Rise of the West, 1500-1800, (Cambridge: University
Press, 1988). For different perspectives see David A. Parrott, “Strategy and
Tactics in the Thirty Years’ War: The Military Revolution”, Militdrgeschichtliche
Zeitschrift, 38 (1985): 7-25; Jeremy Black, A Military Revolution? Military Change
and European Society 1550-1800, (Basingstoke-London: MacMillan Press, 1991);
Id., European Warfare 1660-1815, (London: Routledge, 1994); Id., Beyond the
Military Revolution. War in the 17th century World, (Basingstoke: Palgrave-
MacMillan, 2011); for a Central and Est-European perspective see Jozsef Kelenik,
“The Military Revolution in Hungary”, in Ottomans, Hungarians and Habsburgs
in Central Europe, eds. Géza David and Pal Fodor, (Leiden-Boston:Brill, 2000),
117-159; Michael C. Paul, “The Military Revolution in Russia 1550-1682", The
Journal of Military History, 68 (2004): 9-46; Glinhan Borekgi, “A Contribution
to the Military Revolution Debate: the Janissaries use of volley fire during the
Long Ottoman-Habsburg War of 1593-1606 and the probem of origins”, Acta
Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae, 59 (2006): 407-38.
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the anti-ottoman wars in the 16™ and 17" centuries. One of these threads was to
consider the political actors” discourses as performative tools which enabled them
to convince, to pursue and, eventually, to achieve their own ambitions. Instead of
interpreting the sources as unbiased testimonies of the past, or, on the contrary, as
doubtful or untrustworthy evidence, the analyses considered them as constructed
“artefacts” influenced by a wide range of factors, such as the different strategies of
persuasion, the circulation of information, the political short-term or long-term
objectives. Such an approach enables us to understand better why the same political
actor could use divergent discourses and strategies in different contexts and why, in
the long run, those able to adapt their means to a balance of power in continuous
change and reconfiguration were the most successful.

Thus, despite the different topics discussed the authors hope that through the
detailed analyses undertaken, the texts brought together in the present issue of
Eastern European History Review will contribute to a global view of warfare in
Central-Eastern Europe in the 16th and 17th centuries.

Ovidiu Cristea
Institute of History “N. Iorga”
Romanian Academy of Bucharest (Romania)
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INTRODUCTION

The monographic issue titled From the Long Turkish War (1593-1606) to the
Liberation of Vienna (1683) emerges from a productive and collaborative endeavour
between the “Centro di Studi sull'Eta dei Sobieski e della Polonia Moderna”
(CESPoM) and the Romanian Academy in Rome, directed by Prof. Rudolf Dinu.
Both institutions share a longstanding dedication to the exploration of early
modern political cultures, dynastic systems, and interconfessional interactions.
This volume brings together scholars from diverse historiographical backgrounds
to examine, through complementary lenses, the extended duration of the Ottoman-—
Christian conflict in Central, Eastern, and Southeastern Europe. Chronologically
encompassing the period from the inception of the Long Turkish War to the
liberation of Vienna, this publication intentionally transcends a strictly military
narrative. It aims to shed light on the multifaceted dimensions of conflict, including
territorial transformation, frontier defence, diplomatic negotiations, information
exchange, representation, confessional identities, and political legitimisation. The
contributions collectively contend that the wars against the Ottoman Empire were
not mere episodic disruptions but rather formative moments that significantly
reshaped European politics and mentalities throughout the Seventeenth century.
The volume commences with Marian Coman’s article, Framing Conflict: Maps of
the Ottoman-Habsburg Long War, which addresses the visual and conceptual
representation of warfare through cartography. By analysing Western European
maps produced between 1593 and 1596, Coman elucidates how cartographers
navigated the tension between established sixteenth-century spatial frameworks,
the exigencies of wartime information, and prevailing market demands. Through
an examination of Nicander Filippius Fundanus’ 1595 map of Hungary and its
German prototypes, the article reconstructs the transnational circulation of
obsolete cartographic paradigms while illustrating how ephemeral news maps—
often overlooked in scholarly discourse—were pivotal in experimenting with novel
methods to depict a multiregional and dynamic theatre of war, thereby contributing
to the gradual emergence of the theatrum belli.

In Transylvanian Defensive System and Territorial Changes on the Ottoman
Frontier in the First Half of the 17th Century, Livia Magina evaluates the long-term
repercussions of the Long Turkish War on the western frontier of the Principality
of Transylvania. Her analysis underscores the detrimental impact of the conflict
on lesser fortifications and surrounding settlements, as well as the precarious
post-war stabilisation that followed the Peace of Zsitvatorok. By tracing the loss
of Lipova in 1616, the fortification of frontier strongholds, and the significant
territorial concessions of 1658 and 1660, Magina elucidates how sustained Ottoman
pressure ultimately dismantled the Transylvanian defensive framework, profoundly
reconfiguring the regional balance of power.

Adrian Magina presents a military-focused perspective in Confrontation on the
Transylvanian-Ottoman Frontier: The Battles in Banat During the Long Turkish War.
Concentrating on Banat as a critical theatre of operations, this article reconstructs
Transylvanian attempts to reclaim territories lost following the events of 1552,
assessing both their temporary successes—such as the recapture of Lipova—and
their recurrent failures, notably at Timisoara. The examination underscores the
ephemeral nature of territorial gains achieved during the Long War, revealing

13
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that the peace of 1606 merely established a fragile status quo that would soon be
reasserted by Ottoman control.

The discourse surrounding war narration and information management is central to
Ovidiu Cristea’s contribution, Notabili successe nel viaggio dell’'Ungheria: A Testimony
about the Ottoman Campaign of 1596. Through an analysis of an Italian rendition
of Edward Barton’s report, Cristea investigates the narrative strategies, omissions,
and emphases that influenced early modern travel and diplomatic accounts. The
article elucidates how such texts conveyed not only factual content but also political
aspirations and interpretative frameworks aligned with the author’s location and
intended audience.

Oana-Andreia Sambrian, in Girolamo Frachetta, una spia per la Spagna durante
la lunga guerra turca (1593-1606): Tecniche, strategie e alcune informazioni sulla
Transilvania, shiftsthefocusto therealmsof political communicationand intelligence.
By examining Frachetta’s theoretical writings and his Orazioni, particularly those
directed to Sigismund Bathory, the article highlights the utilisation of news, avvisi,
and rhetorical strategies as instruments of persuasion and mobilisation within the
anti-Ottoman campaign.

Dorel Tuineas article, The Habsburgs and the Transylvanian Diets convened by
Michael the Brave, scrutinises questions of sovereignty and institutional power by
reconstructing the political dynamics surrounding the Diets summoned by Michael
the Brave. The analysis elucidates the tensions inherent in the relationship between
Transylvanian autonomy and Habsburg diplomatic pressures, highlighting the
Diet’s pivotal function as an arena for political legitimisation.

Florina Ciure’s examination, The Transylvanian Contribution to the Thirty Years’
War in 17th-Century Venetian Historiography, analyses the broader European
perceptions of Transylvania through an extensive survey of Venetian historical
texts. Ciure’s research illustrates how Transylvania’s engagement in the Thirty Years’
War was woven into larger narratives of European conflict and power politics,
underscoring its significance within a continental framework.

In The Battle of Khotyn in 1621 in the Accounts of Papal Diplomats, Pawel Duda
foregrounds the Polish-Ottoman theatre, employing Vatican manuscript sources to
reconstruct contemporary Roman perceptions of the battle. This study emphasises
the role of diplomatic correspondence in shaping political expectations, framing
Khotyn as a dual narrative of military success and lament—a moment perceived in
Rome as a missed opportunity for a broader anti-Ottoman coalition.

Cristina Codarcea’s article, La lutte anti ottomane et le monde catholique de la
Bulgarie du XVIIéme siécle. Sémantique et mythes historiographiques autour dune
réalité confessionnelle marginale, delves into the confessional dimensions of the
conflict by analysing Roman missionary policy alongside local Catholic experiences.
Codarcea challenges prevailing historiographical stereotypes about the “anti-
Ottoman struggle’, offering a nuanced understanding of confessional realities in the
Balkans.

The volume shifts its focus to Poland and the road to Vienna, particularly through
the lens of Jan Sobieski. Susanna Pisellis contribution, The Battle of Khotyn
(1673): A Road to the Throne, provides a detailed reconstruction of the battle as
a critical juncture in Polish political history. By drawing on both published and
unpublished papal diplomatic sources, Piselli underscores the Holy See’s decisive
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role—specifically through the actions of nuncios Francesco Buonvisi and Angelo
Maria Ranuzzi—in upholding Polish resistance following the Peace of Buczacz.
The victory at Khotyn is contextualised not merely as a military triumph but as a
moment of profound symbolic and political significance that facilitated Sobieski’s
ascension to the throne.

In From Zurawno to Grodno: Jan III Sobieski and the Ottoman Threat, Alessandro
Boccolini traces the trajectory of Sobieski’s foreign policy from a stance of pragmatic
accommodation with the Ottomans to strategic alignment with the Habsburgs.
Utilising Vatican archival materials, Boccolini situates this policy evolution within
the complex frameworks of papal diplomacy, Franco-Imperial rivalry, and the
encroaching threat to Vienna, culminating in the critical alliance of 1683.

The volume concludes with Gaetano Platania’s Sobieski, Leopoldo, Innocenzo XI e la
liberazione di Vienna (1683) attraverso alcuni documenti editi e/o inediti. Platania
transcends singular biographical accounts to present an integrated analysis of the
political, diplomatic, and military manoeuvres that culminated in the liberation
of Vienna. By emphasising the Holy See’s mediating role and the transformation
of previous coalition initiatives into an urgent defensive alliance, the article
characterises 1683 as a pivotal moment that fundamentally altered the balance of
power in Central and Eastern Europe.

Collectively, this monographic issue endeavours to illustrate that the timeframe
spanning the Long Turkish War to the liberation of Vienna constitutes a coherent
historical continuum. Through diverse methodologies and sources, it reveals the
intricate intertwining of war, diplomacy, information, and ideology in shaping early
modern Europe’s engagement with the Ottoman Empire.

Alessandro Boccolini
University of Tuscia
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Marian Coman

INSTITUTE OF HISTORY “N. IORGA”, ROMANIAN ACADEMY OF BUCHAREST
UNIVERSITY OF BUCHAREST (ROMANIA)

FRAMING CONFLICT. MAPS OF THE OTTOMAN-HABSBURG LONG WAR

ABSTRACT: This article investigates how Western European mapmakers
addressed the cartographic challenge of mapping the theatre of the Ottoman-
Habsburg Long War. Although most simply sought to circumvent this spatial
conundrum, some mapmakers directly confronted it, seeking a viable solution. My
contention is that, of the three cartographic genres involved in the process, the most
innovative was the news map. The article has a twofold structure. In the first part, I
identify the main centres of cartographic production related to the Long War (such
as Augsburg, Frankfurt, K6ln, and Nuremberg) and briefly discuss the relationship
between printed and manuscript maps. In the second part, I examine the spatial
frames used by different cartographic genres, focusing on a series of news maps and
propaganda maps produced between 1593 and 1595. My main argument is that the
mapping of the Long War was a key moment in the making of a new cartographic
genre, that of the theatre of war.

KEYWORDS: Ottoman-Habsburg Long War; Cartography; Theatre of war; News
printing; Propaganda.
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In May 1595, a map entitled The new and very precise map of the entire Hungary
drawn up according to the present state of affairs was published in Rome'. The
cartouche, placed in the lower right corner, comprised a twelve-line description,
starting with a dedication to Philip II’s ambassador in Rome, Antonio Fernandez
de Cérdoba y Cardona, continuing with the explicit political purpose of the map,
to promote an alliance of Christian princes in order to rescue Hungary from the
“ferocity of the tyrant”, and ending with its author’s name and credentials, Nicandro
Filippini di Fondi, doctor in philosophy and sacred theology*. At a first glance,
the map was an original work meant to nurture Christian solidarity by depicting
the miserable state of Hungary, devasted by the “battles, defeats and sieges” of the
Ottoman-Habsburg Long War (bellis, cladibus, obsidionibus aspersam, barbarica
immanitate devastatam)®. The moment of publication was propitious. Just a few

1 Nicander Philippius Fundanus, Nova et Exactissima Totius Ungariae Descriptio
ad Praesentem Rerum Statum Concinnata, Rome, 1595. The map is available at
a high-resolution scan at the Barry Lawrence Ruderman Antique Maps website
https://www.raremaps.com/gallery/detail/89146/nova-et-exactissima-totius-
ungariae-descriptio-ad-praesentte-fundanus [accessed January 23, 2025].

2 For a transcription of the cartouche and an analysis of its content, see Giovanni
Pesiri, “Nicandro Filippini da Fondi, autore di una carta dell’Ungheria (1595)
e agente della Tipografia Orientale Medicea alla fiera di Francoforte del 15947,
Annali del Lazio Meridionale, Nuova Serie, 43-44/1 (2022): 76-7.

3 The classical monograph on the subject remains that by Jan Paul Niederkorn,
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days later, in a solemn mass at Santa Maria Maggiore, the pope was to invest his
nephew, Gian Francesco Aldobrandini, captain of the papal troops sent to support
the imperial army at Esztergom*. The said Aldobrandini had just returned, less
than a month before, from Philip II's court with promises of financial and military
aid for the Hungarian front’. Thus, the publication of the map, issued on the 25th
of May, nine days after Aldobrandini had entered the city and nine days before
his formal appointment®, was circumscribed to a specific context. The map hit the
press at the height of Clement VIII's diplomatic efforts to involve Philip II into the
Holy League’s actions on the Hungarian front”. Nonetheless, the cartographical
content of the map tells a different story, both of the war itself and of its mapping,
one far more in-depth chronological and less contingent to these specific events.

Of the inscriptions placed on the map only a few discuss the events of the Long
War, while considerably more refer to previous battles, exposing the successive
historical layers of a bicentennial conflict. From Sigismund of Luxemburg’s siege
of Golubac, mistakenly dated 1409%, to the recent military events, such as the 1594
clash from Gyor?®, the map projected a longue-durée perspective on the Christian-
Ottoman conflict in Hungary. The Long War was only the latest layer added, quite
literally, on top of a long-lasting conflict. Embedded in the map was the image of
the Hungarian kingdom as a theatre of war between the Roman Emperors and the

Die europdischen Mdchte und der “lange Tiirkenkrieg” Kaiser Rudolfs II. (1593
1606) (Wien: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, 1993).

4 John A. Marino, “An anti-campanellan vision of the Spanish Monarchy and
the crisis of 15957, in A Renaissance of conflicts: visions and revisions of law and
society in Italy and Spain, eds. John A. Marino, and Thomas Kuehn (Toronto:
Centre for Renaissance and Reformation Studies, 2004), 377-78.

5 Pesiri, “Nicandro Filippini”, 80-7.

6 Fundanus was not the only Roman humanist that tried to take advantage of
this context. On the 13 June 1595, Juan de Garnica started to write a small treaty,
dedicated to the same Spanish ambassador in Rome, on the Turkish prophecy
of the red apple and on the imminent threat of an Ottoman invasion in Italy, see
Marino, “An anti-campanellan”, 367-94.

7 On this topic, see the recent monograph by Giampiero Brunelli, La santa
impresa. Le crociate del papa in Ungheria (1595-1601) (Roma: Salerno Editrice,
2018).

8 The inscription reads: “Hic imperator Sigismundus Calombecium cum

Mahumete Turcarum imperatore infoeliciter pugnavit 1409”. For the 1428 battle
and its long-lasting legacy in the historical memory, see Laszlé Veszprémy,
“King Sigismund of Luxemburg at Golubac (Galamboc) 1428”, Transylvanian
Review, 18, supplement 2 (2009): 299-300.

9 These are the five inscriptions mentioning events from the year 1594: “Die
Schlacht bey Iasbrin auf primo May sighaftt erhalten A° 15947 “Bujak 1594, den
10 Martiy eingenomen”; “Hatwan auf 26 April 1594 eingenin”; “Bresenza, Segest,
Seczen auf 23, 24, 25 1594 Martij eingenom”; “Kyavarino capitur a Turca die 8
Septemb. 1594”. For an explanation of the bilingual nature of the inscriptions,

see Pesiri, “Nicandro Filippini”, 80-7.
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Ottoman Sultans, from Sigismund of Luxemburg, emperor and king of Hungary
at the beginning of the fifteenth century, to Rudolph II of Habsburg, emperor and
king of Hungary at the end of the sixteenth century'. At a first glance, Fundanus
might seem a genial mapmaker that designed a cartographic format by combining a
news report on the war with a history lesson, and quickly transposed it onto a map,
actually the only one ever signed by him. At a closer look however, this flattering
portrait falls apart.

Fundanus never produced any other map for the simple reason that he was not a
mapmaker, but a humanist working for the Tipografia Orientale Medicea in Roma''.
As Giovanni Pesiri convincingly argued, Fundanus shamelessly appropriated the
content of a German map recently acquired at the Frankfurt Book Fair, printed by
Alexander Mair in Augsburg in 1594'*. Heavily depending on his source, Fundanus
included few additions of his own on the map®. In a sense, the Roman humanist
copied Alexander Mair’s modus operandi, as the Augsburg-based mapmaker also
based his work on a previous model, amending a map published by Matthias Ziindt
in Nuremberg in the 1567". Fundanus also had access to Ziindt’s map, probably in
one of the recent editions’, as he perpetuated some of his mistakes that had been
corrected by Mair, the most important being the year of the battle of Mohacs'.
However, the similitudes between the Roman humanist and the Augsburg mapmaker
turn out to be rather superficial. In contrast to Fundanus’s quasi-plagiarism, Mair
had done a far more substantial work by altering his previous model in an attempt
to produce an up-to-date map of the Long War. The rabbit hole goes even deeper,
as Zindt’s 1567 map also took over a previously existing format, the conventional
territorial frame of the kingdom of Hungary designed by Wolfgang Lazius in mid-

10 On Fundanus’s map, strategically placed near Buda, there is the Habsburg
double-headed eagle wearing the imperial crown and holding the coat of arms
of the Hungarian kingdom.

11 Pesiri, “Nicandro Filippini”, 89-96.
12 Pesiri, “Nicandro Filippini”, 92-5.
13 Such was the case with the inscription on the Gyor’s siege that mentioned the

name of Virginio Orsini, duca di Bracciano. Most likely, Fundanus used an
avvisi, such as Avvisi di Giavarino venuti di Ratisbona. Dalli 22 d’Agosto 1594,
Firenze 1594 or Aviso venuto da Vienna. Dove s’intende la presa della fortezza di
Giavarino, Venezia 1594. See Pesiri, “Nicandro Filippini”, 96.

14 For Ziindt’s map in the larger context of the 16" century maps of Hungary, see
Elmar Csaplovics, “The Emergence of Early Regional Maps of Hungary and
their Influence on the Mercator Maps of Hungary”, in A World of Innovation:
Cartography in the Time of Gerhard Mercator, eds. Gerhard Holzer, Valerie
Newby, Petra Svatek, and Georg Zotti (Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars
Publishing, 2015), 93-95.

15 Matthias Ziindt’s map of Hungary was reissued several times during the Long
War, see below footnote 43, 44 and 45.

16 Instead of 1526, both Ziindt and Fundanus refer to 1520. For the cartographic
transmission of this mistake, see Julia Papp, “Az 1526. évi mohdcsi csata
helyszinének emlékezete”, Torténelmi Szemle, 62/3 (2021): 387-88.
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sixteenth century'. Thus, a cartographical frame designed in Vienna around 1550
was successively used in Nuremberg (1567), in Augsburg (1594) and in Rome (1595)
in order to map two different Ottoman-Habsburg wars (1565-1568 and 1593-1606,
respectively). Ironically, when it came to mapping the Ottoman-Habsburg war of
his time (1551-1562), Lazius did not use his frame of the Hungarian kingdom,
but tried to design a more fitting one, as his Rei contra Turcas gestae anno MDLVI
brevis descriptio was restricted to Western Hungary'®. The challenge any sixteenth-
century Western mapmaker faced, either experienced or novice, was to find the
best territorial frame to capture the continuously changing and expanding Ottoman
warfront in Central and Eastern Europe.

In this respect, Fundanus did not try to deceive his buyers, but rather his potential
patron. After all, “his” map was capturing the events of the Long War up to the
autumn of 1594%. A fraud could have done much worse, as proven the same year,
1594, by Giovanni Battista de Cavalieri*®.Working also in Rome, Battista de Cavalieri
published a map of Hungary and Transylvania cut to an unusual frame, with the
outskirts of Vienna in the upper left corner, and the hinterland of Timisoara in
the lower right one*. The map skilfully captured the military operations on the

17 For Lazius, see Petra Svatek’s PhD dissertation: Wolfgang Lazius als Kartograph.
Eine Analyse seiner Karten in Bezug auf die Werke anderer Kartenmacher des
16. und 17. Jahrhunderts (Universitit Wien, 2005). For a brief English summary;,
see “Wolfgang Lazius A Viennese Scholar of the 16th Century and his Political
and Historical Maps”, IMCoS. Journal of the International Map Collectors’
Society, 104 (2006): 36-46. Lazius’s map of Hungary was adapted for their atlases
by Ortelius, de Jode and Mercator, thus becoming highly influential in the last
decades of the sixteenth century.

18 Petra Svatek, “Rei contra Turcas gestae anno MDLVI brevis descriptio. Eine
Geschichtskarte des Wolfgang Lazius aus dem Jahre 15577, in Festschrift fiir
Univ.-Prof. Dr.-Ing. Kurt Brunner anldsslich des Ausscheidens aus dem aktiven
Dienst, eds. Hans-Dieter Beineke, Thomas Horst, Otto Heunecke, and Uwe
Kleim (Miunchen: Universitit der Bundeswehr Miinchen, 2012): 237-48.

19 As the map was published on the 25™ of May 1595, there is a gap of more than
eight months between the moment of publication and the latest information
inscribed on it (the conquest of Gyor on the 8" of September 1594).

20 For the activity of this Roman printer, see Christopher Witcombe, Copyright
in the Renaissance: Prints and the Privilegio in Sixteenth-Century Venice and
Rome (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2004), 162-66. Cavaleri had already printed in 1592
Il vero ritrato della Forteza di Bichat asituata in mezo del Fiume Vna in Crouatia
asediata da Turchi il mese de Giugno 1592.

21 Giovanni Batista de Cavallerij, Ungaria et Transilvania, con li confini (Roma:
1594). The map had a least two imprints, one comprising the name of the printer
(Apresso Gio Batista de Cavallerij 1594), the other without it. As the second is
far more common - see for instance the high-resolution scan at Gallica, https://
gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btvib8445449b [accessed January 27, 2025]; the map was
sometimes ascribed to Nicolas van Aelst. However, van Alest was mainly known
for his print series of ancient monuments and there are no traces of this map in
his portofolio, see Loredana Lorizzo, “Nicolas van Aelst’s Will and a List of his
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Habsburg-Ottoman front, with vivid illustrations of the troops’ movements and of
the fortifications. This time however, the map was thoroughly deceiving, as it was a
faithful copy of a woodcut made and printed in Venice by Paolo Forlani in 1566*. It
was a war map indeed, but one of a previous war.

The two Roman printers, Giovanni Battista de Cavalieri and Nicander Fundanus
had different approaches to mapping the Long War. Fundanus tried to obtain a
profitable patronage by passing as his own a relatively up-to-date cartographical
representation of the war, while Battista de Cavalieri tried to deceive his audience
by disguising a snapshot of the 1566 campaign as a map of the recent events in
the Long War. Most significantly, both had been utterly dependent on the existing
cartographical frames, unable to innovate and to design a proper theatrum belli
map to encapsulate the Long War. The two were improvised mapmakers, but, as we
shall see, the specialised cartographers that faced the same challenge hardly did any
better.

More importantly than yet another example of Renaissance cartographic plagiarism,
the Roman printers’ choices are suggestive both for the market demand during
the Long War and for the mapmakers’ difficulties to meet it. Due to the growing
cartographic literacy and to the impact of printed news-sheet®, publishers were
facing an increasing demand for maps of the ongoing theatre of wars*. There is a
stark contrast between the tremendously rich and updated cartography of sieges and
battles during the Long War and the extremely scarce and outdated cartography of
the theatres of war. When it came to the Ottoman-Habsburg conflict, late sixteenth-
century cartographers felt more at ease when mapping the trees than the forest®.

Plates”, Print Quarterly, 31/1 (2014): 3-20. A version of the imprint with the name
of the printer, which clarifies the problem of the authorship, recently emerged
at an auction, see https://www.reiss-sohn.de/en/lots/9454-A193-2762/%sale_
type=SOLD_AT_ AUCTION [accessed January 27, 2025].

22 Paolo Forlani, Vera et ultima discrittione di tutta ’Austria, Ungheria, Transiluania,
Dalmatia, et altri paesi (Venezia: 1566). A digital version of the map is available on
the website of Royal Museums Greenwich, https://www.rmg.co.uk/collections/
objects/rmgc-object-1112820 [accessed January 27, 2025]. For Forlani’s activity
as mapmaker and map printer see David Woodward, “Paolo Forlani: Compiler,
Engraver, Printer, or Publisher?”, Imago Mundi, 44 (1992): 45-64.

23 See Robyn D. Radway, “Brief Notes on the Long War in the Early Modern News
Cycle”, Austrian History Yearbook, 50 (2019): 17-33.

24 The overlapping of cartography and news publishing was discussed by Helmer
Helmers, based onan early17th century Amsterdam case study, see “Cartography,
War Correspondence and News Publishing: The Early Career of Nicolaes van
Geelkercken, 1610-1630”, in News Networks in Early Modern Europe, eds. Joad
Raymond, and Noah Moxham (Leiden-Boston: Brill, 2016), 350-74.

25 For an overview of regional cartography in the context of the Habsburg-Ottoman
conflicts see Robert Born, “The Ottoman Expansion and the Development of
Cartography in East-Central Europe (15"-18" centuries)”, Revue des études sud-
est européennes, 55 (2017): 121-52 and Robert Born, “Festung und Grenze. Die
habsburgisch-osmanischen Auseinandersetzungen und die Entwicklung der
Kartografie in Ostmitteleuropa”, in Beschreiben und Vermessen Raumwissen in
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Partially, this was due to the fact that the cartography of war, either for public
consumption or for military purposes, was still being dominated by the bird’s eye
views®®. And unlike a battle, a siege, or even an army, a theatre of war is virtually
impossible to map using this technique. Thus, mapmakers had to invent new ways
to pin down the ambiguous and continuously changing geographical frame of a war.
Arguably, one of the most difficult theatres of war to capture on a single map was
precisely the Ottoman-Habsburg conflict in Central Europe. The frontline covered
several hundred kilometres, from Bosnia to Vienna and from the northern Black
Sea steppes to the Dalmatian coast, disregarding both classical Ptolemaic frames,
such as Pannonia or Dacia, as well as the more recent, Renaissance one, such as
Hungaria or Sclavonia®. The difficulties in mapping the Ottoman-Habsburg Long
War reveals an inherent tension between the desire to convey the latest war news
and the dependence on pre-designed, often obsolete, cartographical formats. By
preserving Lazius’s territorial format, Mair, and implicitly, Fundanus, focused on
Central Hungary. Although this was indeed the main front during the Long War,
some other theatres of combat, such as Croatia and Wallachia, came to be left
outside the map*®. Adapting the famous military adage that generals tend to fight

der oOstlichen Habsburgermonarchie im 18. und 19. Jahrhundert, eds. Reinhard
Johler, and Josef Wolf (Berlin: Frank & Timme, 2020), 227-98.

26 The bird’s eye views were particularly suitable for mapping sieges and battles.
A collection of such printed maps related to the Long War (approximately 20)
is available on Royal Collection Trust, https://militarymaps.rct.uk/ottoman-
habsburg-wars-1521-1791/the-long-war-1591/3-1606 [accessed January 27, 2025].
Their number was considerably bigger and a full inventory is still missing. For
a discussion on the mapped fortresses, see Palmira Brummett, Mapping the
Ottomans (Cambridge: University Press, 2015), 138-50. The same technique was
also used for manuscript maps, such as those made by Christofaro Tarnowskij
toward the end of the Long War, see James P. Krokar, “New Means to an
Old End: Early Modern Maps in the Service of an Anti-Ottoman Crusade”,
Imago Mundi, 60/1 (2008): 23-38. For the development of the Habsburg
military cartography related to the Ottomans conflict, see Géza Palfty, Die
Anfinge der Militdrkartographie in der Habsburgermonarchie. Die regelmdifSige
kartographische Titigkeit der Burgbaumeisterfamilie Angielini an den kroatisch-
slawonischen und den ungarischen Grenzen in den Jahren 1560-1570 (Budapest:
Archivum, 2011) and Zsolt Gy6z6 Torok, “16™ century fortification atlases of the
Habsburg-Ottoman border zone”, in Holzer, et al., A World of Innovation, 63-83

27 For the 16™ century Ptolemaic and post-Ptolemaic cartographic templates
of this region see Toni Veneri, “Framing Southeastern Europe: Patterns in
Cartographical Regionalization (1477-1636)", CAS Sofia Working Paper Series 10
(2018): 1-39 and Marian Coman, “Ottoman Europe in Ortelius’s Theatrum Orbis
Terrarum”, in Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Cografya ve Kartografya/ Geography
and Cartography in the Ottoman Empire, eds. Mahmut Ak, and Ahmet Ustiiner
(Istanbul: University Press, 2024), 589-606.

28 See for instance the geographical focus of the newssheet printed by Georg Kress
in Augsburg, in 1595, Newe Zeytung: kurtze Anzeigung, welcher Gestalt die
Sibenbiirger, Moldawer, vnd Wallachen die gewaltige Statt vnd Vestung Simblt in
der Moldaw an der Thonaw gelegen, discussed by Radway, “Brief Notes”, 18-20.
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the last war, one might say that Renaissance European cartographers tended to map
previous wars, instead of the unfolding ones.

My article aims to investigate how the Western European mapmakers tackled this
cartographic challenge during the Ottoman-Habsburg Long War. Although most of
them simply tried to find a way around this spatial conundrum, some mapmakers
directly addressed this problem, looking for a valid solution. My contention is
that of the three cartographic genres involved in the process, the military maps,
the propaganda maps and the news maps, the most innovative one was the last
one”. The article has a twofold structure, as in the first part I will identify the main
centres of cartographic production related to the Long War and I will briefly discuss
the relation between printed and manuscript maps. In the second part I will take
a look at the spatial frames used by different cartographic genres, focusing on a
series of news-map produced between 1593 and 1595. My main argument is that the
mapping of the Long War was a key-moment in the making of a new cartographic
genre, that of the theatre of war, which was to be fixed considerably later, in the early
eighteenth-century, by Carel Allard’s atlas, Magnum Theatrum Belli*.

THE MAIN HUBS OF CARTOGRAPHIC PRODUCTION

When cataloguing the printed maps related to the Long War, a network of hubs and
nodes of cartographic production clearly emerges. Its focal point was Augsburg,
encircled by a core region that included Frankfurt, Kéln, and Nuremberg®'. At the
periphery of the network were placed important printing centres such as Rome,
Antwerp, Amsterdam, or politically significant ones, such as Prague®. Venice, one
of the most important centres of sixteenth-century cartographic commerce, is
missing; and the reasons for this unexpected absence are political*.

29 Obviously, the three genres were closely entangled. Of the three, better studied
are the military maps (see above footnote 26) and the propaganda maps, see
Robert Born, “Daker und Tiirken. Antikenrezeption und kartographisches
Wissen im Dienste der Propaganda fiir den siebenbiirgischen Fiirsten
Sigismund Bathory”, in Con bella maniera, Festgabe fiir Peter Seiler, eds. Michail
Chatzidakis, Henrike Haug, et al. (Heidelberg: Arthistoricum.net, 2021), 311-40
and Robert Born, “Maps and Propaganda. The Example of Transylvania During
the Long Turkish War”, Revue des études sud-est européennes, 60 (2022): 45-76.

30 Carel Allard, Magnum theatrum belli, quousque se hodie in orbe extendit
(Amsterdam: 1702).

31 The main editors involved in the production of maps (but not only) related
to the Long War had been Theodor de Bry, Theodor Meurer, Jakob Friedlieb,
and Conrad Memmius (Frankfurt), Alexander Mair and Dominic Custos
(Augsburg), Johann Sibmacher, Lucas Mayr, Levinus Hulsius and Hieronymus
Ortelius (Nuremberg), Matthias Quad and Peter Querradt (Koln).

32 Maps related to the Long War were published by Cornelius de Jode (Antwerp),
Cornelius Nicol (Amsterdam), Giovanni Batista Cavalieri and Nicander
Philippius Funadanus (Rome), Jacobus Pross (Prague),

33 The only two exceptions I was able to find are a battle map and a siege map.
The first was that of the battle fought near Raab that involved Don Giovanni
de Medici, Girolamo Porro, Disegno di laverino con le tre fattioni seguite tra
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The Serenissima’s cautious neutrality during the Long War directly hindered the
printing of war-related maps®. The Venetian cartographic silence becomes even
more manifest when contrasted with the intense activity during the previous
Ottoman-Habsburg war (1565-1568). Out of the thirty-six dated plates issued in
Venice in 1566, no fewer than eight were associated with the Ottoman wars*. Most
of the Venetian war maps were an innovative mixture of bird’s eye views and close-
ups®. A year later, in 1567, the two competing composite atlases of town views
published almost simultaneously by Domenico Zenoi and Paulo Forlani included a
significant number of sieged cities from the Hungarian front*”. Even after the end of
the war, in the early 1570, the pseudo-isolarii, which closely resembled composite
war atlases, merged into a single booklet the two Ottoman fronts, the first in the
Eastern Mediterranean, directly involving the Venetians, and the second in Central

gl Imperiali e Turchi, [Venice] 1594. The second was the map of the siege of
Agria (Eger), engraved by Giacomo Franco: Citta principalissa et fortissa nell’
Hungaria superiore Assediata dall’ Cssereito Turchesco I'anno 1596, [Venice], 1596.
See https://www.raremaps.com/gallery/detail/75385/agria-citta-principalissa-et-
fortissa-nell-hungaria-super-franco [accessed January 28, 2025]. I suspect that
Franco prepared this map for his 1597 composite atlas, Descrittione geografica
delle isole, citta’ e fortezze che si trovano in mare nel viaggio da Venetia a
Costantinopoli. Significantly, in the end the published version included only
maps pertaining to the Ottomans’ expansion in the Eastern Mediterranean (si
trovano in mare), without any reference to the Hungarian Habsburg front. The
1597 atlas opened with a revolutionary map, entitled Description of all what the
Turks held in Europe (Descrittione di quello che i turchi possedono in Europa),
which might be considered the prototype for the later “Turkey in Europe” maps.
For Giacomo Franco’s printing activity in Venice see Carlo Pasero, “Giacomo
Franco, editore, incisore, calcografo nei secoli XVI e XVII”, La Bibliofilia 37
(1935): 332-56. Obviously, some maps of the regions had been published in Venice
during those years, but without any explicit or implicit reference to the ongoing
war, see for instance Di Hungaria et Transilvania Tavola Novissima included in
the sixth edition of Ruscelli’s translation of Ptolemy’s Geography published in

1598.

34 For Venice’s neutrality during the Long War, see Kenneth M. Setton, Venice,
Austria, and the Turks in the seventeenth century (Philadelphia: American
Philosophical Society, 1991), 7-23.

35 David Woodward, Maps as Prints in the Italian Renaissance: Makers, Distributors,
and Consumers (London: The British Library, 1997), 45.

36 Bronwen Wilson, The World in Venice: print, the city, and early modern identity
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2004), 155-60.

37 For a comparison between the two books, see Albert Ganado, “The Forlani-
Zenoi town books of 1567 a description and analysis”, in Florilegium
cartographicum: Beitrage zur Kartographie-geschichte und Vedutenkunde des 16.
bis 18. Jahrhunderts: Fritz Hellwig zu Ehren, eds. Peter H. Kohl and Peter H.
Meurer (Leipzig: Pfaehler, 1993), 21-34. For a specific analysis of the Hungarian
town views see Béla Szalai, “The Representation of the Hungarian Towns in
Domenico Zenoi’s and Paolo Forlani’s Cartographic Work”, Cartography ¢
Geoinformation, 11/18 (2012): 4-37.
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Europe, where the Serenissima closely observed the Habsburgs' advancements or
retreats®. Although the bird’s eye view continued to dominate war cartography,
Venetian mapmakers tentatively tried to find alternative ways of conveying a more
comprehensive picture of the theatre of conflict by using chorographic maps. Already
in 1565 Ferrando Bertelli was publishing a map entitled Austria e Ungaria Nova
Descripcio®. Taking its cartographic content from Lazius's map of Hungary, Bertelli
meddled with the original territorial frame, cutting his map from Belgrade in the
lower right corner to Linz, nearby the upper left one. The map frame was suggestive,
but Bertelli restrained from adding any explicit reference to the Ottomans and to the
ongoing war. In contrast, Paulo Forlani had a bolder approach when he designed his
theatrum belli map printed in Venice in 1566 (the one reissued by Giovanni Battista
de Cavalieri in Rome in 1594)*. Starting from one of Gastadi’s maps, Forlani cut out
a frame that fitted the current theatre of war, from Vidin to Vienna, adding several
vignettes with the Habsburg and the Ottoman troops and fortifications*'. It was a
ground-breaking approach in mapping the Ottoman-Habsburg theatre of war, but
it proved to be a false start, as Western cartographers continued to remain largely
committed to the bird’s eye view technique. Such mapping experiments multiplied
during the Long War, but they no longer took place in Venice, but north of Alps.

During the Long War, the role of Venice, as both a hub of cartographic production
and a disseminating centre, was taken over by several German cities: Frankfurt,
Augsburg, Koln, and Nuremberg. The German mapmakers and publishers
continued to exploit the bird’s eye views, which provided a vivid rendition of battles
and sieges*?. Hesitantly, they also tried to supplement and to complement the
cartography of the Ottoman-Habsburg Long War by using regional mapping. The
most frequently used template was provided by Matthias Ziindt’s map of Hungary,
as seven new editions were issued in three years (1594, 1595 and 1596), including
Fundanus’s version. Cornelis de Jode, the Antwerp-based cartographer, included a
new version of Ziindt's map in his atlas, Speculum Orbis Terrae, adding the portraits
of the Sultan and of the Habsburg Emperor, along with a new caption of the 1594

38 See Marian Coman, “The Ottoman Mediterranean and the Renaissance
Venetian Isolarii”, Studii si Materiale de Istorie Medie, 33 (2015): 127-48.

39 Ferrando Bertelli, Austria e Ungaria Nova Descripcio, [Venice] 1565. See https://
www.raremaps.com/gallery/detail/75425/austria-e-ungaria-nova-descripcio-
bertelli [accessed January 28, 2025].

40 Paolo Forlani, Ungaria et Transilvania con li confini, Venice, 1566, available at
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Ungaria_et_Transilvania_con_li_
Confini_(FL35073019_2535181).jpg [accessed January 28, 2025].

41 As one might expect, the map is most vivid around Vienna, with several troops
under different banners (crosses, crescents and the Habsburg eagles) moving
on the city. The Sultan’s tent is depicted nearby Buda, with its gold and silver
treasure carried by camels.

42 As these maps are not relevant for the subject I investigate in this article, I will
refer only incidentally to them. However, one needs to remember that these maps
were far more numerous than the chorographic ones, probably to a ratio of 9o%.
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fights around the city of Gyor®. In the following two years, new versions of the
same map were printed as separate sheets by Jacobus Pross in Prague, by Balthasar
Caymox in Nuremberg, by Alexander Mair in Augsburg, by Theodor de Bry in
Frankfurt and by Jan van Deutecum in Amsterdam*. Their contributions to Ziindt’s
original map were often reduced to the redrawing of the cartouche, in more martial
tones, or to the addition of some new vignettes. For instance, Theodor de Bry used
the image of the fallen Turk for his cartouche, while Jan van Deutecum replaced
the original icon of a rather chaotic fight with the image of a clash between two
very ordered armies®. The overuse of Ziindt's map points to the homogeneity of
the network of mapmakers, printers and engravers that extended from Frankfurt to
Amsterdam and from Prague to Rome, but it also suggests a shortage of templates.
Zindt provided an easily accessible prototype, but one that was only partially
suitable to the mapping of the Long War. Vast areas of the theatre of war laid outside
of Ziindbs territorial frame, whereas some other regions included on his map were
not affected by the ongoing conflict.

The stimulus for devising new spatial frames, more suitable for capturing the
territorial extension of the Ottoman-Habsburg conflict, came from a secondary
actor in the Long War: Sigismund Bathory, the prince of Transylvania. Trying to
take advantage of the larger conflict, Sigismund claimed the rulership over the
two Ottoman tributary states of Wallachia and Moldavia, in an attempt to shape
for himself a buffer polity on the Danube frontier between the Habsburgs and the
Ottomans. In order to publicize his claims, he turned to cartographic propaganda
and asked the German printers from Augsburg and Kéln to produce several maps*.

43 Hungariae totius uti ex compluribus aliorum geographicis chartis, Antwerp, 1594.
The map is available on the Magyar Nemzeti Mizeum website, https://www.
museumap.hu/record/-/record/oai-aggregated-bib10699054 [accessed January 29,
2025].

44 On these editions, see Tibor Szathmary, Descriptio Hungariae, Magyarorszag
és Erdély nyomtatott térképei (1477-1600) (Fusignano: Grafiche Morandi, 1987),
159 and Lajos Szantai, Atlas Hungaricus. Magyarorszdg nyomtatott térképei
1528-1850, vol. 1 (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado, 1996), 371. For the fate of the
original copper plate, that repeatedly changed hands, see Peter H. Meurer, Der
Niirnberger Verlag Caymox und die Kartographie”, Quaerendo, 23.1 (1993): 29-
30. To this already long list, one could also add the simplified version of Ziindt’s
map, such as the one published by Georg Kress in Augsburg in 1595, Hungaria
Regnum, or by Johannes Matalius Metellus in Cologne in 1598, Hungaria Ungarn.

45 Theodor de Bry, Vetustissimi potentissimique Hungariae regni, Frankfurt, 1596
(available on Gallica, https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btvib8469714z [accessed
January 29, 2025]) and Jan van Deutecum, Nova et recens emendata totius Regni
Ungariae una cum adiacentibus et finitimis regionibus delineatio, Amsterdam,
1596 (available on the Library of Congress, although mistakenly ascribed,
https://www.loc.gov/item/2017586292/ [accessed January 29, 2025]).

46 For the geopolitical context, see Ovidiu Cristea, and Ovidiu Olar, “War and
Diplomacy in the Black Sea Region during the ‘Long War’ (1593-1606)”, in From
Pax Mongolica to Pax Ottomanica. War, Religion and Trade in the Northwestern
Black Sea Region (14"-16™ centuries), eds. Ovidiu Cristea, and Liviu Pilar
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Thus, Sigismund’s ambitions were visually endorsed by the maps printed in 1596 by
Alexander Mair and Domenic Custos from Augsburg and by Matthias Quad from
Koéln?. These propaganda maps used abundant vignettes and illustrations to praise
the Transylvanian price, but, as I will argue in the last section of this article, they
also played creatively with the territorial frame.

Last but not least, an important group of printed maps of the Long War were
produced in close connection to the dissemination of news. As early as 1593, in
Nuremberg, Johann Hans Sibmacher printed a map of the region where the spark
that ignited the Long War had struck®. Croatia cum finitimis locis versus Turcarum
ditionem was accompanied by an explanatory text that survived only because the
publisher decided to include it as an addition to his reprint of Bessarion’s orations
against the Turks®. Sibmacher was not the only German publisher that came with
the idea of putting out for sale a map of Croatia, enabling his buyers to visualize
the front of the ongoing war. A year later, in 1594, a broadsheet published in
Augsburg by Georg Kress included as illustration a map of Croatia overlapped by
two vignettes®. The map was based on Cornelis de Jode’s Croatia included in the
1593 edition of Speculum, as it faithfully reproduced not only its title, but also the
location of the vignettes depicting military troops®'. The Augsburg publisher added

(Boston-Leiden: Brill, 2020), 228-48. For Sigismund Bathory’s propaganda of the
tripartite federation comprising Transylvania, Wallachia and Moldavia (“Salus
Daciae”), see Born, “Maps and Propaganda”, 63-9.

47 Alexander Mair, Transylvaniae, Moldaviae, Valachiae, vicinarumque
regionum nova descriptio, Augsburg 1596 (available at https://dspace.oszk.hu/
handle/20.500.12346/80688;jsessionid=967DE6EA1A9D1AE0BE36E1F9DE98249C
[accessed January 29, 2025]); Domenicus Custos, Moldavia, Valachia, et
Tartariae pars, Augsburg 1596 (available at https://dspace.oszk.hu/bitstream/
handle/20.500.12346/80685/App.M_o0120_1024.jpg?sequence=2&isAllowed=y
[accessed January 29, 2025]); Domenicus Custos, Transylvania/ Sibenbiirgen,
Augsburg 1596; Matthias Quad, Celeberrimi tractus Danubiani pars praecipua
ab Austriae Vienna Constantinopolim usque se protendens Ungariam
Transulvaniamque complectens, Cologne, 1596. For an analysis of the visual
elements of these maps, see Born, “Daker und Tiirken”, 320-330 and Born, “Maps
and Propaganda”, 63-9. For Custos see also Gizella Cennerné Wilhelmb, “Der
Augsburger Kupferstecher Dominicus Custos und Ungarn”, Folia Archaeologica

67 (1966): 227-49.

48 Johann Sibmacher, Croatia cum finitimis locis uersus Turcarum ditionem
(Nuremberg, 1593), available at https://www.raremaps.com/gallery/detail/44246/
croatia-cum-finitimis-locis-uersus-turcarum-ditionem-1593-siebmacher
[accessed January 29, 2025].

49 Bessarion, Orationes duae accuratissimae [...] (Nuremberg, 1593). The map
explanation is introduced by the following title: Brevis descriptio incursionum
turcicarum in Croatiam factarum Anno Christi MDXCII usque ad hoc tempus,
cum explicatione praecipuorum locorum tabule praesentis chorographicae.

50 Georg Kress, Der Rom: Kayserl. Mayestat Rudolphi II. Unsers Aller Gnadigsten
Herrens, wie auch des Turggischen Keysers Amuraths 111 [...] (Augsburg, 1594).

51 Croatiae & Circumiacentium Regionum versus Turcam Nova Delineatio in
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to the Dutch cartographic material two vignettes that illustrated the casus belli that
triggered the Long War, a frontier skirmish between a Bosnian Pasha and a Habsburg
border captain®>. The map was printed in the upper half of a larger broadsheet
that comprised four columns of text that, once again, placed the Long War in a
longue-durée perspective, as it covered the 1395-1594 period, ending with the latest
news. A year later, the theatre of war already extended from Croatia into Hungary,
and Georg Kress looked for a way to update their cartographical illustration. His
unspectacular but efficient solution was to extent the 1594 illustration by adding a
map of Hungary, with the use of a variant published by Mercator a decade earlier™.
Thus, the Augsburg broadsheet editor allowed his readers to follow cartographically
the progression of the Habsburg-Ottoman theatre of war, narrated in the text bellow
the map. The survival of these broadsheets is a most fortunate case, as such news
maps were cartographic ephemera rapidly discarded that rarely made their way into
the archives, as they quickly became, quite literally, yesterday’s news>. Nonetheless,
some of the cartographic illustrations of the broadsheets made their way into a more
enduring genre, that of the so-called mefSrelation, prints developed in connection
to the Frankfurt book fairs that reported yearly on the recent political and military
events®. Sometimes, these yearly reports were reprinted in collected formats to

Cornelis de Jode, Speculum Orbis Terrarum (Antwerp, 1593). For a detailed
analysis of this map, see Mirko Gr¢i¢, “Historical-geographical analysis of the
Cornelis de Jode's map ‘Croatia versus Turcam’ from 1593, Glasnik Srpskog
geografskog drustva, 97/1 (2017): 81-108. For a larger overview, see Mirela Slukan
Alti¢, “Between the Cross and the Crescent: Countries Bordering the Ottoman
Empire in the Eyes of Dutch Cartographers”, The Cartographic Journal, 49/2
(2012): 118-24.

52 Palmira Brummett assumed that the combined version was compiled by De
Jode, using illustrations brought to him from the Frankfurt book fair, see
Brummett, Mapping, 232-33. However, the two Frankfurt broadsheets that used
the map, of whose existence Brummett was unaware of, clarify the matter.

53 The German broadsheet had a Latin title Nova Totius Hungarie, Croatiae et
partis Turcicae Chorographia, followed by a German one: Cosmographische
Beschreibung des Konigreich Hungern auch Crabaten und eins theils in Tiirckey
(Frankfurt, 1594). I am extremely grateful to my colleague and friend, Robert
Born, for sending me digital scans of the two, very rare, broadsheets.

54 I use the concept of cartographical ephemerality not in the larger sense proposed
by Christian Jacob (ephemeral vs. monumental maps), but rather in the
restricted one advanced by Catherine Delano-Smith (“cheap and popular maps,
easily damaged and discarded, such as maps in news-sheets and pamphlets”),
see Christian Jacob, The Sovereign Map: Theoretical Approaches in Cartography
throughout History (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006), 33-46 and
Catherine Delano Smith, “Map Ownership in Sixteenth-Century Cambridge:
The Evidence of Probate Inventories”, Imago Mundi, 47 (1995): 77.

55 For the development of this genre, see Klaus Bender, Relationes Historicae. Ein
Bestandsverzeichnis der deutschen MefSrelationen von 1583 bis 1648 (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 1994) and Juliane Gliier, Mefrelationen um 1600 - ein neues Medium
zwischen aktueller Presse und Geschichtsschreibung. Eine textsortengeschichtliche
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cover longer periods of time. Thus, the Relatio Historica Quinquennalis published
at Frankfurt by Conrad Memmius, a volume of more than 500 pages, included
among other illustrations the map of Croatia printed in the 1594 broadsheet”.

The Long War news shaped a market for the Hungarian history books that German
publishers quickly seized. Two chronological compendia of Hungary were published
by Levinus Hulsius in Nuremberg, in 1595, and by Theodor de Bry in Frankfurt, in
1596%. Both publishers mainly used bird’s eye views for cartographic illustration,
but Hulsius also decided to add a regional map of Hungary®. It was a rather unusual

56

57

58

59

Untersuchung (Goppingen: Kiimmerle, 2000). Unfortunately, Virginia Dillon’s
unpublished dissertation only captures the last years of the Long War, see
Virginia Dillon, News of Transylvania in the German printed periodicals of
the Seventeenth Century, from Istvan Bocskai to Gyorgy II Rakoczi (Oxford:
University of Oxford, 2013).

For this transition from ephemeral formats to more enduring ones, see Noah
Millstone, “Designed for collection: early modern news and the production of
history”, Media History, 23/2 (2017): 181-82.

Conrad Memmius, Jacobi Franci Relatio Historica Quinquennalis: warhafftige
Beschreibungaller fiirnemmen unnd gedenckwiirdigen Geschicht, so sich innerhalb
funff Jahren, nemlich von Anno 1590. bifS 1595. in hoch und nieder Teutschland,
Braband, Holland, Seeland, Dennemarck, Schweden, Polen, Behem, Liffland,
Franckreich, Engelland [...] Podolia und Tiirckey verlauffen und zugetragen haben
(Frankfurt, 1595). In the copy of the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek from Munich
the map is placed in between pages 388 and 389. There is also the possibility
that this map, printed on an unnumbered page, was added by the buyer to this
particular copy.

Levinus Hulsius, Chronologia Pannoniae Ein kurtze Beschreibung de Konigreichs
Ungern (Nuremberg, 1595) (with another edition in 1596) and Theodor de Bry,
Pannoniae historia chronologica: res per Ungariam, Transylvaniam iam inde
a constitutione Regnorum illorum, usque ad invictiss. Rom. im. Rodolphum II.
Vngariae regem christianum 4o. et sereniss. Sigismundum Bathorium Trans. etc
ducem, maxime vere hoc bello gestae (Frankfurt, 1596). The two publishers, one
from Nuremberg, the other from Frankfurt, were working together. Thus, in the
application for the printing privilege addressed to the Frankfurt authorities, de
Bry acknowledged Hulsius’s authorship for his own compilation, see Michiel van
Groesen, The De Bry collection of voyages (1590-1634): editorial strategy and the
representations of the overseas world, unpublished PhD dissertation (University
of Amsterdam, 2007), 243. For Hulsius’s sources with regard to Wallachia see
Marian Coman, “Levinus Hulsius”, in Cdldtori strdini despre tdrile romdne.
Supliment II, eds. Stefan Andreeescu et al. (Bucharest: Editura Academiei
Romane 2016), 449-54.

Hulsius’s map (Def8 Konigreichs Ungern Fiirnembster theil, Geographische
beschreibung Darzu ein kurtze Chronologia gemacht, was sich ald, Seyt hero
Anno Christi 909 Bif$ auff den Monat September, defS 1595, Nuremberg, 1595) is
available at https://mapy.mzk.cz/en/mzko3/001/052/245/2619316426/ [accessed
January 28, 2025]. Some copies of de Bry’s Pannoniae are bound with his version
of Zindt’s map, Vetustissimi potentissimique Hungariae regni, published in
1596; see for instance the copy from the University Library of Cluj, digitally
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cartographic representation of Hungary;, as its territorial frame was narrowed down,
leaving out everything south of Balaton and east of Eger. The two portraits of the
Sultan and of the Emperor, facing each other across the river Marcal, conveyed the
meaning of the map: both rulers claimed and fought for the territories depicted on it.
A few years later, a more than 200 pages-long volume was published in Nuremberg
by Hieronymus Ortelius, comprising a historical description of the Ottoman wars
in Hungary from the 1395 crusade to the ongoing Long War®. The first edition of
Ortelius’s Chronologia, issued in 1602, was abundantly illustrated by 28 maps, 23 of
which depicted Long War events. All maps used the same bird’s eye technique to
render sieges, battles and even executions. The 1613 edition increased the number
of plates to 59, adding portraits of famous rulers involved in the wars and, most
significantly, a chorographic map. The map, usually ascribed to the publisher, Johann
Hans Sibmacher, was entitled Totius Ungariae et Transylvaniae praecipuorumque
Walachiae et Moldaviae locorum delineatio®'. The mapmaker heavily used Ziindt’s
map of Hungary, but instead of reducing its territorial frame as Hulsius had done,
he expanded it in order to include most of Wallachia and Moldavia. Evidently, the
change was meant to capture better the theatre of war that had enlarged once the
prince of Wallachia, Michael the Brave, rebelled against the Ottomans and even
conquered briefly Transylvania and Moldavia.

The German network of mapmakers, engravers and publishers involved in producing
printed materials related to the Long War had yet another connection, more
difficult to investigate, that linked them to the manuscript military cartography. The
impressive Angielini’s atlas, studied by Geza Palfty, or the Tarnowskij’s fortification
maps analysed by James Krokar, offer only a few glimpses into the rich archival
material of the late sixteenth-century manuscript military cartography generated by
the Ottoman-Habsburg wars®. Unfortunately, the circulation of these manuscript
maps is difficult to document and their influence is hard to assess®>. When it came to
spatial framing, the military cartography was highly innovative on alocal scale, when
mapping fortifications. On a larger territorial scale, the military engineers were far
more conservative and usually turned to conventional frames. For his manuscript

available at https://dspace.bcucluj.ro/handle/123456789/40, [accessed January
29, 2025]. The same map is also bound to the copy of de Bry’s 1608 Pannoniae
found in the collections of the same library, available at https://dspace.bcucluj.
ro/handle/123456789/45 [accessed January 29, 2025].

60 Hieroymus Ortelius [Oertel], Chronologia der Historische beschreibung
aller kriegsemporungen unnd belagerungen der Statt und Bestungen auch
Scharmusseln und Schlachten so in Ober und Under Ungern auch Siebenbiirgen
mit dem Turcken von Anno 1395 biss auff gegen wertige Zeit denckh wiirtig
gescheben (Nuremberg, 1602).

61 The map is digitally available at the Herzog August Bibliothek Wolfenbiittel,
http://diglib.hab.de/varia/karten/k-12-15/start.htm [accessed January 29, 2025].

62 See above, footnote 26.

63 Krokar convincingly associated Tarnowskij’s maps, drew in the last years of the

Long War, with the anti-Ottoman crusading, without however being able to
identify their intended audience, see Krokar, “New Means”.
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map of Croatia and Sclavonia, Angielini used the same framing template as most
late sixteenth-century printed maps, based on Augustin Hirschvogel’s format®.
Increasingly accurate in mapping fortress plans, route sketches and report maps, the
late sixteenth century military cartographers were less concerned with providing a
larger picture of the theatre of war. The task to convey cartographically an overall
geographical image of the war was assumed instead by the propaganda cartography
and by the news maps.

FRAMES AND GENRES

In the spring of 1593 the skirmishes on the Habsburg-Ottoman border in Croatia
erupted into an open war. The battle of Sisak (22 June 1593) was the first major
confrontation and news of the Christian victory spread quickly. By the end of
the summer, an account of the battle was already printed in Vienna®. As the war
escalated, the consumption of news intensified. German publishers immediately
sized this commercial opportunity and started to print, in different formats,
materials pertaining to the war, incorporating the latest news from the front. In 1594
Georg Kress printed in Augsburg a large broadsheet comprising a summary of the
Christian-Ottoman two-century long war®. The chronological entries started with
1395, but almost half of the text referred to the events from the first two years of the
Long War. Most importantly, Kress decided to add a cartographical illustration to his
broadsheet. To this purpose, he used the most recent map of Croatia available, that
of Cornelis de Jode from 1593. The map was perfectly fitted to the purpose, given its
martial overtone®. The map seems to have been a success, as it was incorporated in
the mefSrelation and chronological compendia printed in Frankfurt in connection to
the book fair in 1595°. However, by that moment, the Long War already expanded
from Croatia into Hungary.

In the autumn of 1593 Sinan pasha’s Ottoman army entered Habsburg Hungary and
laid siege on several cities and fortresses. Gyér (Raab) fell in the summer of 1594
and, once again, news spread rapidly. A bird’s eye view of Raab’s fall was printed

64 The popularity of this map was largely due to its inclusion in Ortelius’s atlas,
under the name Schlavoniae, Croatiae, Carniae, Istriae, Bosniae Finitimarumqve
Regionum Nova Descriptio, auctore Avgvstino Hirsvogelio.

65 The publisher was Leonhard Nassinger: Soli deo gloria. Newe Zeittung warer
erhaltenen und erlangten Victori, so undter der Fuerst (Vienna, 1593). The
account was translated into English by mid-November, see Anders Ingram,
Writing the Ottomans: Turkish History in Early Modern England (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2015): 42-3.

66 Kress, Der Rom.

67 The Dutch cartographer followed closely the increasing tensions on the
Habsburg-Ottoman frontier and he included on the 1593 map some vignettes
with military troops facing each other. For a discussion on de Jode’s accurate
and up-to-date information on the Ottoman front in Croatia see Alti¢, “Between
the Cross and the Crescent”, 122-23.

68 Memmius, Jacobi Franci and de Bry, Pannoniae historia. See above footnotes 57
and 58.
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in Germany shortly afterwards®. If snapshots of the war could be relatively easily
mapped, a much difficult challenge was to illustrate cartographically the whole
theatre of conflict. For his 1595 broadsheet news Georg Kress used a simple method,
expanding the previous year’s illustration to the north, by simply adding a map of
Hungary”. His Hungaria Regnum was a simplified version of Ziindt’s 1567 map,
transmitted through Mercator”'. Although the result was cartographically awkward,
as the two joint maps were drawn on different scales, it conveyed nonetheless
the idea of an expanding theatre of war. By using Ziindts cartographic template
Georg Kress was hardly original, as numerous publishers and mapmakers turned
to the same map to illustrate the Long War”>. Ziindt's model had, nonetheless, an
important shortcoming, as its geographical scope was too broad, covering on one
of its diagonal axes the whole territory from Golubac to Vienna. As the Hungarian
front was located in the western and north-western regions, much of the map was
of little use in following news on the Long War.

In 1595 Hulsius advanced a bold solution to this problem, by simply cutting down
the map to leave outside its frame much of Ottoman Hungary”. His map was no
longer a cartographic representation of Hungary, but of the ongoing theatre of war
in Hungary. Hulsius’s ground-breaking approach had no followers, partly due to
the Renaissance mapmakers’ reluctance to recognize cartographically the Ottoman
expansion into Europe”. Even more important however was the fact that Hulsius’s
map quickly became outdated, as the theatre of the Long War expanded once more,
this time eastward.

In the autumn of 1594 the two tributary states of Wallachia and Moldavia rebelled
against the sultan to join the Holy League. In the summer of 1595, news on the
battles of Calugareni, Targoviste and Giurgiu, all in Wallachia, spread throughout
Europe”. When asked to produce images of these confrontations, emphasising the

69 Aigentlicher abris der vestvng Rab so den 25 ivly fom Tvrken pelegrt Anno
Do. 1594, 1594. The map is available at https://militarymaps.rct.uk/ottoman-
habsburg-wars-1521-1791/view-of-the-siege-of-raab-1594-gyor-gyor-moson-
sopron-hungary-47deg410on-17deg38o6e [accessed January 30, 2025].

70 Kress, Nova Totius Hungarie.

71 Gerhard Mercator, Hungaria (Duisburg, 1585). For Mercator’s sources for this
map see Csaplovics, “The Emergence”, 91-100.

72 See above footnote 44.

73 Hulsius, Def§ Konigreichs Ungern. See above footnote 59.

74 See Brummett, Mapping, 82-4 and Coman, “Ottoman Europe”, 590-92.

75 Some of these prints have been included in the fourth volume of the collection

Mihai Viteazul in constiinta europeand. Vol. 4. Relatdri si presd, ed. Ion Ardeleanu
and al. (Bucharest: Editura Academiei Romane, 1986). Two German prints were
included in the series Cildtori strdini despre tdrile romane, vol. 111, ed. Maria
Holban, M.M. Alexandrescu-Dersca Bulgaru, and Paul Cernovodeanu (Editura
Stiintificd, 1971), 693-706. For a thorough analysis on the circulation of news
related to the Wallachian front of the Long War see Ovidiu Cristea, Puterea
cuvintelor. Stiri si razboi in secolele X V-X VI (Targoviste: Cetatea de Scaun, 2014),

337-371.
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miraculous elements such as the descent of a great eagle or the apparition of a comet,
most engravers let their imagination fly”®. In contrast, mapmakers were constrained
by the available cartographic material and by the pre-existing templates. The
limitations of Ziindt's map of Hungary became evident, as it captured only Western
Wallachia with the capital city of Targoviste placed exactly on its margins. One
could extend slightly the right margin of the map eastward, as to include more of
Wallachia. This was Johann Hans Sibmacher’s approach, as he extended the map up
to Giurgiu”’. However, such an improvised solution was inadequate when it came to
illustrate cartographically Sigismund Bathory’s ambitions.

Sigismund had been a key figure in disseminating the news of the battles on the
Wallachian front, as he self-fashioned himself not only as prince of Transylvania,
but also as ruler of Wallachia and Moldavia’. His propaganda maps are filled with
illustrations, from his portrait on Quad’s map, to his coat of arms, genealogical tree
and spectacular arch of triumph with him riding over a fallen Turk on Mair’s map”.
Squeezing such an abundant visual material into a map posed some challenges
and forced the mapmaker to adjust the territorial frame. Thus, Quad turned to the
template of the course of the Danube, designed by Giacomo Gastaldi in mid-16"
century®. Unlike Quad, a regular mapmaker and author of a successful geographical
atlas, Alexander Mair was an engraver who got involved only exceptionally in
cartographic activities®’. Unsurprisingly, in order to satisty Sigismund’s request,
Mair turned to the same Giacomo Gastaldi’s map.

The template suitable for Quad’s purposes was far less adequate for Mair’s aims.
By covering the entire region from Constantinople to Vienna and by inserting
Sigismund’s portrait between those of the Sultan and of the Habsburg Emperor,
Quad conveyed a clear political message. Sigismund’s new polity was meant to be
a buffer state in the way of the Ottomans’ advancement. Mair instead had a more
difficult and potentially troublesome task, as he had been asked to map Sigismund
Bathory’s dream polity. First of all, he had to manage the Habsburgs’ sensibilities
and to emphasise that Sigismund had no territorial ambition in Hungary. Hence,

76 Already de Bry’s Pannoniae historia chronologica illustrated these episodes
(on pages 106, 112, 121). The engravings were to be copied by different other
publishers.

77 Sibmacher, Totius Ungariae. See footnote 61.

78 For the political roots of this idea, see Marius Diaconescu, “Géndirea politica

a lui Stefan Jésika, cancelarul principelui Sigismund Bathory (Paternitatea
unei idei politice: unirea Transilvaniei cu Tara Roméneasca si Moldova)”, Acta
Transylvanica, 1 (2004): 17-42.

79 Born, “Daker und Tiirken”, 320-30 and Born, “Maps and Propaganda”, 63-9.

80 For the origins and the widespread use of this template (“the Danubian frame”),
see Veneri, “Framing”, 29-33.

81 For Quad’s mapmaking, including his use of news maps, see Bram
Vannieuwenhuyze, “Entangled Maps; Topography and Narratives in Early
Modern Story Maps”, in Motion in Maps, Maps in Motion. Mapping Stories
and Movement through Time, eds. Zef Segal and Bram Vannieuwenhuyze
(Amsterdam: University Press, 2020), 67-75.
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Mair abruptly cut out Gastaldi’s template west of Belgrade, making sure to keep only
Transylvania on the map and to leave outside Ottoman and Habsburg Hungary.
Thus, he refocused the view on the three polities of Transylvania, Moldavia and
Wallachia, preserving nonetheless the southern extension of the map up to
Constantinople, according to the original template. The drawback, however, was
the lack of space for displaying the rich iconography desired by Sigismund. Thus,
Mair decided to extend the map eastward up to an oversized Crimea, transforming
the Western Black Sea intro a rather strangely looking lake®.

Another Augsburg-based engraver, Domenic Custos, who worked under the
double patronage of Sigismund Bathory and of the Fuggers, chose a different
path®. Instead of a single map, he made two, a solution that partially solved the
framing conundrum. Custos had no problems in mapping Transylvania, given the
established cartographical tradition that went back for more than half century®. The
difficult part of the task was to design a pairing map to incorporate the polities of
Wallachia and Moldavia®. The newly designed map extended from Constantinople
to Podolia and from western Crimea to eastern Carpathians. Under the eyes of both
Sigismund and Rudolph II, whose portraits adorned the map, an angel armed with
a cross was chasing a fleeing Nequitia who dropped a crescent. There was still a
dissonance between the title of Custos’s map and its cartographical content, but
considerably diminished in comparison with Mairs. Although the propaganda
cartography played creatively with spatial framing, it mainly advertised Sigismund
Bathory’s military victories and political claims through the visual elements added
onto the maps.

There is a striking parallelism between the format adopted by Custos for his
propaganda maps and the one used by Kress for his news maps. Both placed their
cartographic representations above a consistent text, arranged in columns, inviting
the viewers to place on the map the events they read about. In order to fit such a
format, the publishers had to meddle with the territorial framing and to challenge
the traditional templates. To conclude, the most ingenious ways of framing the Long
War can be found neither in the atlases made by renowned cartographers, nor in
the military plans drew by engineers, but rather in such cartographic ad hoc and
ephemeral experiments.

82 For the involvement of the Crimean Khanate in the Long War see Stefan
Andreescu, “Wallachian Diplomacy During the Long War: Michael the Brave’s
Negotiations with the Chanate of Crimea”, Historical Yearbook, 3 (2006): 29-54.

83 For Custos and the Fugger patronage, see Born, “Maps and Propaganda”, 60.

84 Custos based his map on Sambucus’s (1566), which in its turn used Honterus’s
template (1532), see Born, “Maps and Propaganda”, 59-60.

85 Custos, Moldavia, Valachia. See footnote 47. One of the cartographic sources
used by Custos was the map of Moldavia entitled Moldaviae, Finitimarumaque
Regionum Typus printed in Cologne in 1595 to illustrate a new edition of
Reicherstorffer’s Chorographia Moldaviae, which was published as an addition
to Martin Broniowski’s Tartariae Descriptio. The map, wrongfully labelled by
Romanian scholars Reicherstorffer’s map, is available at https://www.raremaps.
com/gallery/detail/111214/moldova-moldaviae-finitimarumque-regionum-
typus-broniovius [accessed January 30, 2025].
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TRANSYLVANIAN DEFENSIVE SYSTEM AND TERRITORIAL CHANGES ON THE
OTTOMAN FRONTIER IN THE FIRST HALF OF THE 17™ CENTURY

ABSTRACT: The Long Turkish war (1593-1606) was a devastating one for the
western frontier of the Principality of Transylvania, especially for the small
fortresses. The aftermath of this long conflict at the western border of Principality
was really disruptive: the fortresses were in bad shape; their villages were emptied
of inhabitants and a lot of fugitives take shelter near the fortifications. When
the battles ended, a period of calm followed for about a decade after the peace of
Zsitvatorok (1606). The Principality of Transylvania retained some territories won
in the conflict, located in the Mures valley around Lipova. In the face of pressure
from the Crescent, the prince Gabriel Bethlen ceded Lipova and the surrounding
area to the Ottomans. Transylvania's involvement in the Thirty Years’ War
changed the foreign policy of the principality, as the frontier with the Ottomans
was relatively calm, marked only by minor clashes. In spite of a relatively well-
structured defensive system, in the face of Ottoman pressure, and in order to be
appointed prince, Akos Barcsay ceded Caransebes, Lugoj and Ineu to the Turks in
1658, a major change that drastically altered the frontier in favour of the Ottomans.
The occupation of Oradea in 1660 marked the collapse of the entire Transylvanian
defensive system on the frontier with the Ottomans.

KEYWORDS: Transylvania; 17th century; Frontier; Ottomans; Fortifications.
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In this analysis, I intend to discuss the situation of the Transylvanian-Ottoman
borderin the firsthalf of the 17th century, focusing on few key moments of this period.
I proposed to highlight both the immediate and long-term effects of the Ottoman
conquest on the population living along the western border of the Principality of
Transylvania, starting from the time of the Long War until the middle of the 17th
century. I paid particular attention to the smaller fortresses surrounding the city
of Oradea, as these minor fortifications have not been systematically studied by
historians. However, their development can serve as a valuable reference point
in supporting various theories regarding the anti-Ottoman defensive system—
whether through the construction of new fortresses, the consolidation of existing
ones, or the optimization of the system.

In theory, the western border of the Principality of Transylvania was well structured
and strong enough to withstand threats. The question we started with is this: was the
defensive line on the border ready to face a conflict?

The issue of the principality’s western border is particularly complex, especially
because, unlike southern Transylvania, the western part has no natural defensive
barriers, with settlements located in the plains'. Undoubtedly, the fortress of Oradea

1 The issue of the western border of the Principality of Transylvania in Florin
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was one of the pillars of the entire western border defense system, which consisted
of a series of smaller fortifications—fortresses and castles—some of which acquired
their strategic function due to historical circumstances rather than the intentions
of their builders or the architectural principles on which they were originally
based. North of Oradea, the defensive system included the fortresses of Diosig,
Sdcuieni—considered the most important in the Bihor region after Oradea—and
Adoni, backed by the fortresses of Adrian, Saniob, and Piatra Soimului, the latter
located in front of the fortresses of Pocei (Pocsaj) and Nagy-Kereki (in present-day
Hungary). In the northeastern part of the county was the fortress of Nusfalau (now
in Sélaj County). South of Oradea, the defensive system included the fortresses of
Cheresig, Salonta, and Girisul Negru, while in the Beius Valley, in the southeastern
part of the county, the fortifications were located at Finis, Pomezdu, and Beius. A
careful examination of the circumstances in which these fortifications were built, as
well as their geographical location, reveals the successive phases in the formation of
the defensive system in Bihor County. In the early days of Bihor County, the only
fortification was the earthen rampart and palisade at Biharea, followed by a similar
structure at Oradea. However, the Tatar invasion of 1241, which destroyed both,
demonstrated that such fortifications no longer met evolving military requirements.
In the second half of the 13th century, the Hungarian monarchy allowed the nobility
greater freedom to undertake their own fortification projects. As a result, this
period witnessed the reconstruction of the fortress in Oradea and the construction
of fortresses in Diosig, Adrian, Cheresig, and Finis, marking the establishment of
the first fortified defensive line in the Bihor region®.

During the Long War at the end of the 16th century and the beginning of the next,
Ottoman pressure on the Bihor region reached a critical point for the first time in
1598. On this occasion, the Ottomans sought to capture the fortress of Oradea, a
situation that would have precipitated the fall of a sizeable portion of Transylvania’s
western border into Ottoman hands and led to serious problems for the Principality.
After setting fire to Cenad and Arad, which had been recaptured only three years
earlier by the Transylvanians, the Turkish advance seemed unstoppable. A combined
Ottoman-Tatar army of over 20,000 soldiers began the siege of the fortress on
September 25, 1598, and continued for almost a month. Convinced that the fall of
Oradea would decisively tip the balance of power in Transylvania in favor of the
Ottomans, Michael the Brave (Mihai Viteazul), ruler of Wallachia, intervened to
support the fortress, sending a contingent of 1,500 soldiers under the command
of Aga Lecca to help’. At the same time, Michael indirectly diverted enemy forces
from Oradea by launching an attack south of the Danube, destroying the Ottoman
army stationed at Nicopolis, capturing the fortress, and devastating the surrounding

Ardelean, “Political boundaries and territorial identity in early modern Central
Europe: the western frontier of Transylvania during the sixteenth century”,
Territorial Identity and Development, 6/1 (2021): 21-38.

2 For the history of fortifications in the Bihor area, see Alexandru Avram,
“Fortificatii medievale din Crisana”, Biharea (1973): 191-222.

3 Doru Marta, Cetatea Oradiei. De la inceputuri pand la sfarsitul secolului al
XVII-lea (Oradea: Muzeul Tarii Crisurilor, 2013), 49.
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region®. His assistance to the defenders of Oradea, the diversion he created south of
the Danube, and unusually heavy rains eventually forced the Ottoman-Tatar army
to retreat from the walls of Oradea, postponing its conquest for another 62 years>.
The assault on Oradea also put immense pressure on the smaller fortifications
in the surrounding area, which formed a defensive network around this
important stronghold on the Ottoman-Transylvanian border. Among the minor
fortifications near Oradea were Cheresig and Adrian, located south and north of
Oradea, respectively. Starting in 1395, these fortresses and their domains were
in the possession of the Csdky family, thus becoming private fortifications®. At
the beginning of the 17th century, in 1602, during the ongoing conflict with the
Ottomans, both fortresses were subjected to an inventory intended to assess their
defensive capabilities. The document, written in Hungarian, is preserved today in
the Hungarian National Archives in Budapest and reflects the precarious state of
military and human resources in the region. Although later inventories, compiled
in the mid-17th century, reveal an even more inconvenient situation, the decline
of these two small fortifications was already evident. Let now examine them
individually.

Cheresig Castle was most likely built at the end of the 13th century, serving a dual
purpose: to control the domain and, at the same time, to provide a place of refuge
in case of conflict’. The medieval structure proved to be relatively resilient; in 1514,
it withstood an attack by rebellious peasants, who only managed to set fire to the
adjacent settlement of the same name, leaving the castle itself intact®. However,
advances in military technology eventually took their toll on the medieval fortress.
After the attack on Oradea Fortress in 1598, Cheresig was captured and burned
by Tatar and Ottoman forces. The assault left severe damage, as four years later, in
1602, the fortification had only been partially restored. The inventory made that
year noted the absence of a roof, partial collapses of the walls, and serious structural
weaknesses that threatened the entire fortification. According to the records, the
castle’s defenses included two large cannons, called tharaczk, 27 small firearms, or
zakallas, which were a type of arquebus, 22 dismantled artillery pieces of poor quality,
probably taken out of service during previous battles, an infantry drum, two flags, a
compact six-barreled gun, called sereghbonté in Hungarian, meaning “the one that
scatters the army”, 74 cannonballs, and 201 smaller projectiles for arquebuses, four

4 Dumitru Noane, “Momentul Mihai Viteazul in istoria cetatii Oradea”, Crisia,
LIII (2023): 142.

5 Florin Ardelean, Organizarea militard in principatul Transilvaniei (1541-1691)
(Cluj-Napoca: Academia Roménd, Centrul de Studii Transilvane, 2019), 143-44.

6 For the history of the two fortifications, see Avram, “Fortificatii medievale”, 191-
207 and Gheorghe Gorun, “Contributia cetatii Adrian la lupta pentru autonomia
Transilvaniei”, Crisia, VII (1977): 425-31.

7 Avram, “Fortificatii medievale”, 191-201, and Ambrus Molndr, “Adatok a
korosszegi uradalom XVII. szazadi torténetéhez”, Bihari Miizeum Evkonyve, 2

(1978): 109-28

8 Georgius Sirimiensis, Epistola de perdicione regni Hungarorum, eds. Laszl6
Erdélyi, and Laszlé Juhasz (Budapest: 1944), 35.
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iron tools, called clavos ferraros or vas csdkdny — essentially iron pickaxes used in
sieges or construction work, 4,000 tablets of sulphur and four barrels of gunpowder
mixed with sulphur. In terms of supplies, the inventory lists seventeen measures of
wheat, thirty-six of barley, eleven of oats, and thirty additional measures of wheat
and hulled barley (spelt). While the fortress was in poor condition, the situation
in the surrounding villages was catastrophic. Human resources were most severely
affected by the Ottoman conflicts. In the villages of Gyula, Vari, and Turi, there
were no inhabited houses left—all had been abandoned. Some inhabitants had
been taken captive by the Ottomans, while others had fled to avoid repeated enemy
attacks. In other settlements, the surviving population was so sparse and poor that
some residents resorted to begging to survive, with many fields left empty and
uncultivated. Due to extreme poverty, the number of horses and oxen was critically
low. Despite their condition, the remaining peasants still owed tithes in wheat, barley,
oats, barley flour, and honey, all of which were delivered to the fortress of Oradea.
However, no rents or tithes were collected in cash, due to the desperate economic
condition of the region. Although manual labour duties were not abolished, the
lords showed some leniency, allowing the peasants, between the feasts of St. Michael
and St. Martin, to measure their own wine and deliver only a portion to the castle.
Weekly markets were held on Mondays, with the most important ones taking place
on the Monday before Christmas and on Fehér hétfé (White Monday), the Monday
after Easter. Due to the difficult circumstances, revenues from customs duties were
minimal. No tariffs were levied on those attending the markets, nor were any special
holiday taxes (e.g., for Christmas). The area was a refuge for many people from
other regions who, lacking adequate shelter, lived in makeshift huts near the castle,
seeking the limited protection offered by the ruined fortification’.

Thirty years later, as Ottoman pressure reached its peak, the defensive capacity of
Cheresig Castle seems to have reached a low point, as evidenced by the inventory
made in 1635. The inner fortification featured a residential tower, adjacent to
which was a palace structure with several rooms and a chapel. The outer perimeter
was accessed through a gate flanked by watchtowers, and a palisade surrounded
the complex. Although the castle had been rebuilt, its function at that time was
primarily residential and symbolic rather than military, as it had effectively become
a manor house with limited defensive capabilities'®. In 1658, Transylvanian historian
John Szalardi described it as “old and ruined [...]”"!, abandoned by its defenders, no
longer used as a military outpost in the context of increasing Ottoman pressure
along the western border of Transylvania.

Adrian Castle has a history like that of Cheresig. It is located in the northwestern part
of the village of Silard, about twenty-five kilometers north of Oradea, on the right
bank of the Barcau River. Today, only a fragment of the original structure remains:
a section of the enclosure wall measuring three by 2.8 meters and approximately
eight meters high. Smaller than the fortification at Cheresig, the one at Adrian was
also built in the 13th century, serving the same purpose as the previously discussed

9 MNL OL, Urbaria et Conscriptiones, E 156 a, fasc. 1, no. o1s.
10 Avram, “Fortificatii medievale”, 199-200.

11 Janos Szalardi, Siralmas magyar krénika (Budapest: Magyar Helikon, 1980), 417.
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fortress: local defense and territorial control'>. However, the medieval construction
could not withstand the attack of 1598 and never fully recovered after that. At the
time of the 1602 inventory, only a few items were recorded inside the castle. These
included: five barrels of gunpowder mixed with sulfur, a measure of strained honey
(mellis decolati habet cub. 1), probably used for medicinal or military purposes.
Among the tools listed for military use were: two iron grates, a copper wheel,
vernacularly known as reez chiga, an elongated table, and three large-mesh nets. In
terms of defensive capabilities, the fortress possessed four cannons (vulgo tharaczk),
with both long and short barrels, six arquebuses, called szakalos in Hungarian. As
for the provisions stored in the cellar, the inventory mentions forty-five measures of
wheat, eighteen of flour, eighteen of barley, and sixty-four measures of Syttherion
wine. The castle’s economic income was modest, coming from thirty-two acres of
arable land near Marghita, eight acres in Silard, and revenues from the bridge tax.
However, in terms of human resources, the situation at Adrian was almost as serious
as at Cheresig. The population base was small, and the ability to recruit or sustain a
defensive force was severely limited'.

Considering only these two small fortifications - Adrian and Cheresig - it becomes
clear that their situation was extremely precarious at the beginning of the 17th
century, and the situation continued to deteriorate thereafter. Both castles were
underfunded and had outdated defensive structures, their defensive capacity was
limited because their artillery was inadequate and they lacked the characteristics
of modern fortifications, which made them extremely vulnerable to sustained
Ottoman military pressure. Nevertheless, they remain a valuable case study for
understanding the localized and often improvised nature of Transylvania’s border
defense system during this tumultuous period at the end of the Long War. Although
it is difficult to assess the overall condition of all these minor fortresses along the
western border of the Principality of Transylvania, their defensive capacity was also
extremely limited. Indeed, during the 1660 campaign that led to the fall of Oradea
Fortress, none of these smaller fortresses offered any significant resistance. This
suggests that their role was largely symbolic or administrative at the time, and their
contribution to the military defense of the principality had declined substantially.
After the end of the Long War with the Peace of Zsitvatorok (1606), a period of
calm ensued in the Principality of Transylvania for about a decade. Transylvania
retained the territories it had gained in the conflict, the most important of which
were in the Mures River valley, around the town of Lipova'®. Despite the relatively
calm situation, the western border of the Principality was not in the best condition,
as could be seen in the Oradea area, and the Ottomans continued to put double
pressure on it. First, there was military pressure from the Ottoman garrisons, as the
Turks found it difficult to accept the territorial losses of the Long War. Second, there
was political pressure exerted by the sultan on the Transylvanian princes, which
would manifest itself in territorial concessions in the Principality’s border area. The
period of peace at Zsitvatorok and the period immediately following it were also

12 Avram, “Fortificatii medievale”, 201-07.
13 MNL OL, Urbaria et Conscriptiones, E 156 a, fasc. 1, no. o1s.

14 Ardelean, Organizarea militard, 137.
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marked by the continuation of the dispute with the Habsburgs over the northwestern
border, around the present-day city of Satu Mare, which was an additional reason
for the state of insecurity on the western border".

To all these external pressures was added internal political disputes. As early as 1611-
1612, Andrew Giczy, Transylvania’s diplomatic envoy to Constantinople, conspired
to overthrow Prince Bathory from the throne, agreeing to pay an annual tribute
of fifteen thousand florins to the Ottomans and to cede to them the fortresses of
Lipova, Ineu, Caransebes, Lugoj, Oradea, and Arad with all their appurtenances'.
This news reached the Ottoman border, and on August 8, 1611, Michael Dengelegi,
captain of the fortress of Lipova, together with all the horsemen and footmen,
nobles and inhabitants of the city, sent a letter in Hungarian to Palatine George
Thurzo, lamenting the possibility of falling back under Turkish rule’. Precisely
because they were under Ottoman threat, the Diet of May 1612 decided that
Lipova, Ineu, and Oradea should be well maintained and that the garrisons should
be paid their wages'®. However, the Ottoman Porte put pressure on Prince Gabriel
Bathory to honor this agreement, so on August 30, 1613, the pasha’s troops from
Timisoara headed for the Transylvanian border”. Accompanying the Turks was
Gabriel Bethlen, a candidate for the throne, who had also accepted all the Ottomans’
demands. Although he had accepted the Turks’ demands, Béathory still lost his
throne to his rival. A report sent in May 1614 warned that the people of Lipova and
Ineu should prepare for the worst, as Bethlen was determined to surrender those
fortresses to the Turks®. The two fortifications were not only border fortresses,
but also controlled key areas of western Transylvania, with decisive military and
economic roles. Whoever controlled these fortresses had a major advantage in any
conflict involving Transylvania and the Ottoman Empire, respectively the borders
between the Christian and Islamic worlds. Bethlen tried to postpone the moment
of their surrender to the Ottomans, but he was aware that he would eventually
have to give in. Therefore, in July 1614, he wrote to the bishop of Cenad and asked
him to ensure that the inhabitants of the border: who suffer because of the Turks,
to be exempted “from all the services and taxes they have owed to our fortress in
Lipova until now, so that from now on they will give nothing and pay nothing. We
also ask you, for the sake of the Christian love you bear, considering the terrible
hardships that may be among the pagans, and for the sake of your love for us, not
to disturb them any longer and not to compel them to perform services, but rather
to let them seek the goodwill of the Turks; that they may not be forced, or even
compelled, to leave their homeland and native places because of many taxes and

15 Imre Lukinich, Erdély teriileti vdltozdsai a térék hoditds kordban 1541-1711
(Budapest: Magyar Tudomanyos Akademia, 1918), 206-213.

16 Lukinich, Erdély teriileti vdltozdsai, 228.

17 MNL OL, Magyar kamarai archivuma, E 196 Archivum familiale Thurzo6 de
Bethlenfalva, fasc. 36, nr. 11.

18 MCRT, vol. VI, ed. Sandor Szilagyi (Budapest: 1880), 229.

19 Lukinich, Erdély teriileti valtozdsai, 230.

20 MCRT, VI, 520.
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services, but that they may remain there, among their other poor brothers, who are
also subjects of the Turks”*'. On September 1 of that year, the inhabitants of Arad
and Lipova complained to the Hungarian palatine and other nobles that Bethlen
was putting pressure on them, that he had set fire to the border towns and fortresses
to achieve his goals and had left them at the mercy of the pagans®. Despite all the
pressure exerted, even on July 18, 1615, the Transylvanians did not surrender the
fortifications to the Ottomans, but as a contemporary record mentioned “the Turks
are again asking them for Lipova and Ineu, but they are trying, through gifts and
other means, to keep them for themselves, so that, for this reason, the current
goodwill of the Christian countries towards them will not be lost”*.

Faced with pressure and threats from the Crescent, Prince Bethlen decided to
surrender Lipova to the Ottomans in 1616. As the garrison was unwilling to
surrender, after the Diet of Alba Iulia, the prince began military preparations. He
personally took command of the army, which he led to the city walls, where he
had previously sent enough gunpowder and siege equipment. After an intense
siege lasting almost two weeks, on June 9, the inhabitants agreed to surrender the
fortification, which took place on June 12**. Certain that he had taken control of the
fortress, on June 10 Bethlen immediately sent the nobleman Tholdalagi to the pasha
in Buda®, and on June 14 he surrendered the city to the Ottomans. On the same
day, the prince apologized to Hakan Hasan Pasha for not being able to surrender the
city sooner due to the opposition he encountered*. The surrender of the city, along
with the fortifications at Soimos, Arad, Varadia de Mures, Margina, and Manastur,
completely nullified the gains of the previous century. Through these surrenders, on
the one hand, the principality permanently lost the territory of Arad County, and on
the other hand, the Transylvanian border lost an important series of fortifications,
being pushed several tens of kilometers inland. Through negotiations with the
Ottomans, Bethlen managed to keep the fortification of Ineu and the surrounding
area. In November 1616, Palatine Thurzo mentioned “that Bethlen never even
dreamed of, nor did he agree, that the fortress of Ineu should be entrusted to
the Turks or that the fortress of Oradea should fall into the hands of the Turkish
Janissaries™?.

Ineu thus became one of the most important fortifications on the border with the
Ottomans. An inventory from 1605, a decade before these events, indicates that the

21 MCRT, VI, 551.

22 Sandor Szilagyi, “Bethlen Gabor fejedelem uralkodasdanak torténetéhez”,
Torténelmi Tar, (1879): 225-27.

23 MCRT, VII (Budapest: 1881), 28 (footnote).

24 Sandor Marki, Aradvdrmegye és Arad szabad kirdlyi vdaros monographidja, vol. I1
(Arad: 1895), 70; Ardelean, Organizarea militard, 138.

25 Marki, Aradvirmegye, 70.

26 The letter was published in Latin by Georgius Pray, Epistolae procerum, vol. I11

(Posonii: G. A. Balnay 1806), 317-20. The original Hungarian version is kept in
Primadsi Levéltar Esztergom, Arhivum saeculare, Acta Radicalia, Clasis V, nr. 145.

27 MCRT VII, 62 (footnote, latin text)
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fortress was defended by two defensive lines: an internal one, consisting of fortified
gates and three bastions, and an external one consisting of five bastions, which
together held 67 artillery pieces and hundreds of cannonballs®. Between 1645
and 1652, the fortress was rebuilt on the old site of the medieval fortification, with
only the inner castle remaining today from the mid-17th-century construction®.
Immediately after its takeover by the Ottomans, the fortress was described by
Ottoman writer Evliya Celebi, who considered it to have small stone bastions,
each equipped with 10 artillery pieces®. In theory, Ineu, together with a series of
smaller fortifications, was to guard the border towards the territories west of the
Western Carpathians, namely the plain stretching towards Oradea and Satu Mare.
As mentioned previously, next to Ineu Oradea was the main fortification on the
western border of the Principality. The construction of the modern bastion-type
fortification in Oradea began in 1569, but work on the fortress continued for several
decades, with restoration work being completed in 1618. In 1632, the fortification
had five well-fortified bastions, with a total of 69 artillery pieces, 40% of which were
heavy cannons®.

The situation was different in Satu Mare, where it seems that the fortress was not
in very good condition. A report from 1632 indicated that it was difficult to defend
because the fortifications in that area had been neglected for along time. At that time,
there were 200 horsemen, 200-foot soldiers, and 60 Germans in the fortress. The
defensive structure and bastions were made of wood, so an architect was urgently
needed to remedy the problem’. The great advantage was that it was located on an
island in the Somes River. We find the same situation in the Mures Valley. After the
surrender of Lipova, to prevent the Ottomans from quickly gaining access to this
area, Gabriel Bethlen rebuilt the castle at Ilia, equipping it with four bastions, of
which only one survived, the others, along with the walls, being destroyed by the
Transylvanians after 1670. The reason for the dismantling: there was a risk that the
fortification would fall into the hands of the Turks, who would thus have obtained a
base for attacking the interior of the Principality®. The main fortification blocking
the road to the center of the Principality was the fortress of Deva, which until 1640
belonged to the Bethlen family. When Prince Rakoczy took it over, there were no
fewer than 140 artillery pieces there, of which only 17 were real cannons, the rest

28 Adrian Magina, “Conscriptia si inventarul bunurilor cetatii Ineu in anul 16057,
Banatica, 21 (2011): 89-104.

29 Melinda Gabriela Keresztes, “Studiu de caz: cetatea Ineu de-a lungul istoriei”,
Studium, XIII (2020): 9-10.

30 Caldgtori strdaini despre Tdrile Romdne, vol. VI, eds. M.M. Alexandrescu-
Dersca Bulgaru, and Mustafa Ali Mehmet (Bucuresti: Editura Stiintifica si
Enciclopedicd, 1976), 513.

31 Paul Gyulai, “Inventarul cetétii Oradea la 1632”, Acta Musei Napocensis, X (1973):
665-74.

32 HHStA, Ungarische Akten, Allgemeine Akten, fasc. 173, konv. A, f. 65-67.

33 For the history of the fortification, see Andras Kovacs, A marosillyei Veres-

bdstya (Kolozsvar: Entz Géza Mivel6déstorténeti Alapitvany, 2004).
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being larger arquebuses (szakalos)**.

During the same period, Caransebes is described as a fortified town with a
circumference of 400 paces, surrounded by a shallow moat. Inside this structure
was the five-cornered inner fortress, for the construction of which the inhabitants
of Severin County were exempted from military service owed to the princes in the
1632 Diet. The town of Lugoj, despite some investments made during the Bethlen
era, was fortified with earth and wooden walls, only the inner fortress, rectangular
in shape, being built of stone. The exemption obtained by those in Severin County
in the 1632 Diet was to be reiterated in 1643. At that time, Prince George Rakdczy
exempted the officials and all the nobles of Severin County, as well as their property,
from participating in the principality’s army, on condition that they defend their
own territory against the Ottoman threat. Through this act, the inhabitants of the
area were effectively removed from the major military events in which Transylvania
was involved and left to manage their own problems, specific to that border area®.
As can be seen, despite Gabriel Bethlen’s efforts to improve the defensive system on
the western border of the principality, it was not fully prepared for a serious conflict.
Transylvanias involvement in the Thirty Years War meant a change in the
principality’s foreign policy, with the border with the Ottomans remaining relatively
calm, marked only by minor skirmishes and local raids. The situation was to change
radically in the early years of the second half of the 17th century. Prince George
Rékdczy II's involvement in military operations against Poland did not please the
Ottoman Empire, which decided to remove him from the throne. As in the first
decades of the century, the Turks now exerted double pressure: political and military.
The political pressure was felt more than the military pressure, because there were
enough nobles interested in occupying the throne who, like their predecessors, were
willing to make major compromises with the Ottomans. One such figure was Akos
Barcsay, a nobleman of Romanian origin, who was willing to cede Ineu, Caransebes,
and Lugoj, along with the surrounding regions, and to increase the payment of
Transylvanian tribute to 40,000 gold coins™. As the acting prince, George Rakdczy,
did not surrender, in May 1658 Ottoman troops plundered the settlements around
Ineu. Although he defeated the Turks at Paulis, Rakdczy retreated to Oradea”,
which allowed the Ottoman army commanded by the Grand Vizier to march from
Timisoara to Ineu at the end of July®®, with the soldiers in the fortress surrendering
to the Ottomans without a fight on September 3*°. On September 12, 1658, Barcsay
wrote to the people of Caransebes and Lugoj to leave the towns urgently so as not

34 Adrian Magina, and Livia Magina, “Inventarul armamentului cetatii Deva in
anul 16407, Banatica, 33 (2023): 313-24.

35 Adrian Magina, “Aspecte militare din istoria comitatului Severin in secolele
XVI-XVII”, Tibiscum. Serie Noud. Arheologie-Istorie-Etnografie, 4 (2014): 46.

36 This tumultuous period and the struggles for the throne are reflected in
Ardelean, Organizarea militard, 340-50.

37 Marki, Aradvdrmegye, 106-08.

38 HHStA, Staatenabteilungen Tiirkei I, Turcica, kart. 130-2, f. 14

39 Marki, Aradvdrmegye, 111.

49



50

Livia Magina EASTERN EUROPEAN HISTORY REVIEW
n. 8/2025

to fall into Turkish captivity, because, following an agreement with the vizier, the
two places were to come under Ottoman rule, which happened two days later®. The
fall of the three fortifications into Ottoman hands drastically changed the border
in their favor and left the western border of the Principality undefended. While 40
years earlier Bethlen still had the military and financial resources to negotiate the
surrender of Lipova alone, in 1658 Akos Barcsay was in a much worse situation due
to the serious defeats of the Transylvanian troops in the Polish campaign and the
political situation in the country.

The only major fortification remaining in Transylvanian hands was Oradea, but
even this came under Ottoman siege in 1660. The restoration work carried out
during Bethlen’s reign and the numerous artillery pieces managed to hold off the
Ottomans for 46 days during the siege of 1660. However, limited resources and the
disproportion between the number of besieged and besiegers led to the defenders’
surrender on August 27, 1660*'. The occupation of the fortress marked the collapse
of the Transylvanian defensive system on the border with the Ottomans, which
meant that it had to be reorganized along the secondary line that existed at that
time.

If we examine the preserved inventories of the fortresses on the western border of
the principality, the amount of weaponry may seem impressive. In reality, however,
all these fortifications had major deficiencies, which were even more noticeable
in the case of the smaller castles. Under these circumstances, surrendering some
of them to ensure the continuity of the Transylvanian state was perhaps the best
solution at a time when the balance of power was totally in favor of the Ottoman
Empire. More than military pressure, it was the political situation and disputes over
the throne that led to the collapse of the western border and territorial concessions
to the Ottomans.

40 Frigyes Pesty, Krassé vdrmegye torténete, vol. IV (Budapest: 1883), 352-53.
41 Marta, Cetatea Oradiei, 19.
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CONFRONTATION ON THE TRANSYLVANIAN-OTTOMAN FRONTIER: THE BATTLES IN
BANAT DURING THE “LONG TURKISH WAR”

ABSTRACT: In the Long War between Habsburgs and Ottomans (1593-1606), the
Principality of Transylvania was also involved. In clashes between Transylvanians
and Turks, the most important theatre of operations was the territory of present-
day Banat. Conquered by the Ottomans following the military campaign of 1552,
the lowland area of Banat (the Mures valley, the area around Timisoara) remained
a territory from which the Crescent troops could put pressure on the principality
of Transylvania. This is why, during the Long War, the Christians constantly tried
to recover these territories from the Ottomans. Although they had a number of
notable successes (recapturing Lipova, for example), the Transylvanians failed
twice in their attempt to conquer the centre of the eyalet, the town of Timisoara.
The peace concluded in 1606 confirmed the new territorial configuration of the
Ottoman-Transylvanian frontier, but the situation was temporary; all the territories
conquered by the Christians during the Long War being recovered by the Ottomans
in the following decades.

KEYWORDS: Long Turkish War; Banat; Frontier; Transylvania; Ottomans.

THE BACKGROUND

The Central European political scene experienced major shifts in the first half of
the 16th century with the accession to the throne of the young Sultan Siileyman, the
future Legislator (Kanuni). His offensive aimed to eliminate the possible Hungarian
threat and gain control of the Middle Danube. The Ottoman-Hungarian conflict
was settled on August 29, 1526 on the Mohacs plain. The Hungarians lost their
king, nobles, clergy and most of their army’. The inevitable happened a little later.
On August 29, 1541, by order of the Sultan, Central Hungary became an Ottoman
vilayet with Buda at its center. The western and north-western parts of the former
kingdom remained under the direct administration of the House of Austria
and became known as Royal Hungary. The eastern part of the kingdom would
evolve into the autonomous principality of Transylvania under the protection and
suzerainty of the Sultan.

In what follows I will focus on some events of the late 16th century related to the
territory now known as Banat, an area located in the south-western part of Romania
and north-western Serbia. It is a space situated between the Mures River to the north,
the Tisa to the west, the Danube to the south and the Carpathian Mountains to the
east, which until the middle of that century was part of the Hungarian kingdom.

1 Ferenc Szakaly, A mohdcsi csata (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadd, 1979); Géza Perjés,
The fall of the medieval kingdom of Hungary: Mohdcs 1526 — Buda 1541 (Colorado:
Boulder, 1989).
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After the division of the kingdom, Ottoman pressure on this border area
remained constant. The Habsburg attempts to control Transylvania had negative
consequences for the territory between the Mures and the Danube. Following two
military campaigns in the years 1551-1552, the towns of Timisoara and Lipova,
together with a good part of the territories of the counties of Timis, Arad, Cenad
and Torontal were occupied by the Ottomans and turned into a vilayet. The eastern
parts of the province, i.e. the cities of Caransebes and Lugoj, together with the
adjacent areas, were annexed to the new autonomous Principality of Transylvania,
where they remained for more than 100 years, on condition of paying an annual
tribute to the Ottomans. Although integrated into the Principality of Transylvania,
this area was to retain the administrative organization specific to a frontier area.
During the medieval Hungarian kingdom, the areas along the southern border were
organized in the form of banates, and in the case of the territory between Mures and
Danube, the banat of Severin was functioning. Emerging in the 13th century as a
result of a Hungarian-Bulgarian conflict, this banat was in fact a frontier province
which controlled the Danube border with Bulgaria, Serbia and later the Ottoman
Empire. This administrative and military institution, which disappeared sometime
after the Mohacs disaster, was reactivated under the Banat of Caransebes and Lugoj
(nowadays in Romania), which superimposed the other existing administrative
structures at regional level: the county of Severin and the district of Caransebes?. At
the end of the 16th century, in the context of the conflict with the Ottoman Porte,
some of the most important battles of the long war between the Christians and the
Ottomans took place in this area.

THE “LONG TURKISH WAR” (1593-1606)

Begun as a frontier conflict in 1591, the war between the Ottoman Empire and the
Habsburg monarchy would really begin in the summer of 1593 and would only end
in 1606 with the Peace of Zsitvatorok. The main theater of operations was in present-
day Hungary, but it involved to a large extent the Principality of Transylvania,
Wallachia and Moldavia’. The boundary between the Ottoman-occupied territories
of Banat, organized administratively in the form of the Timisoara vilayet, and
the Principality of Transylvania fluctuated slightly during the 16th century, with
both states having a fortified belt to ensure balance in this sensitive area*. Klara
Hegyi estimates that before the conflict started, the Ottomans had about 4000-4500
soldiers in the garrisons of all fortresses in the Timisoara vilayet. After the outbreak
of hostilities, the number of soldiers increased significantly, only in Timisoara in

2 Adrian Magina, and Livia Magina, “Banatul medieval”, in O istorie a Banatului.
Compendiu, eds. loan Bolovan, and Rudolf Graf (Cluj-Napoca: Scoala Ardeleana,
2023), 198-200.

3 Tibor Szalontay, The art of war during the Ottoman-Habsburg Long War (1593-
1606) according to narrative sources, PhD Thesis (University of Toronto, 2004).

4 Florin Nicolae Ardelean, “Political Boundaries and Territorial Identity in Early
Modern Central Europe: The Western Frontier of Transylvania during the
Sixteenth Century”, Territorial Identity and Development, 6/1 (2021): 21-38
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1596 a number of 1417 janissaries of the Porte were recorded’. Being in the border
area, both the Christian and Ottoman territories in the Banat region were almost
immediately the subject of disputes in the long conflict that began at the end of the
16th century. As early as February 1594, rumours began to circulate that Christian
troops clashed with Turkish troops in the Danube and Vrsac area (nowadays Serbia),
and that the Transylvanian troops were victorious®.

Besides the dispute between the two states, there was also an expectation on the
Christian population of these territories to be liberated from Ottoman rule. The
almost permanent disputes between the Ottomans and the Christians on the
frontier further affected the population of the area, who suffered from these minor
skirmishes. Almost immediately after the outbreak of hostilities between the
Habsburgs and the High Porte, the Christian population began to move against the
Ottoman authorities in the territory of the Timisoara vilayet. The rebels, Serbs and
Romanians, one of their leaders being Bishop Teodor of Vrsac, attacked the Turkish
troops with some success, their initiative being supported by the Principality
of Transylvania through its officials in the Banat of Caransebes and Lugoj’. Thus
George Palatics, the ban (governor) of that region, and one of the instigators of the
uprising, received instructions from the prince to help the rebels with gunpowder,
ammunition, provisions and even soldiers®. In February and March 1594, the rebels
attacked and conquered the fortress of Vrsac, devastating the neighbouring villages®.
According to 17th century information from Transylvanian Saxon background, in
May the same year, troops led by Moses Székely took advantage of the uprising to
attack the Ottoman garrisons of Faget (Timis County, Romania), Lipova and Siria
(both in Arad County, Romania) with some success'. It is certain, however, that
only the fortress of Faget was briefly occupied by the Transylvanian troops, and was

5 Klara Hegyi, The Ottoman Military Organization in Hungary Fortresses, Fortress
Garrisons and Finances (Berlin: Klaus Schwarz Verlag, 2018), 169, 495.

6 Andrei Veress, Documente privitoare la Istoria Ardealului, Moldovei si Tarii-
Romanesti, vol. IV (Bucuresti: Cartea Romaneasca, 1932), 68.

7 The most comprehensive overview of these events in: Cristina Fenesan, “Din
premisele luptei antiotomane a Térilor Roméne in vremea lui Mihai Viteazul.
Miscérile populare din 1594 in eialetul Timisoara”, Anuarul Institutului de
Istorie si Arheologie Cluj-Napoca, XXVII (1985-86): 99-136; see also: Radu
Paiusan, and Corneliu Sav, “Lupta antiotomand din Banat si Mihai Viteazul”,
Studii de Istorie a Banatului, IX (1983): 29-42; Ilepa Hukonuh, “Braguka Teomop
Hecroposuh”, in M. Marunku, B. Josuh, eds. banam kpos eexose (Beograd:
ByxoBa 3apy»x06uHa, 2010), 123-31.

8 Florin Ardelean, “Contested Borderlands: war and territorial disputes between
Transylvania and the Ottoman Empire (1594-1595)”, Eastern European History
Review, 5: Central and South-Eastern Europe between the Christian and Ottoman
worlds: conflicts, encounters and compromises (16th-18th centuries), ed. Canan
Parmaksizoglu, (2022):34.

9 Fenesan, “Din premisele”, 107.

10 Theodor Trapcea, “Informatii noi in legatura cu rascoala antiotomana din
Banat”, Studii de Istorie a Banatului, IX (1983): 23.
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returned to the Ottomans as a gesture of goodwill''. The brief military intervention
of the troops of the Principality indicated that the Mures valley was the area in
which the Transylvanians were most interested in the conflict with the Ottomans.

While these border clashes were taking place, the Prince of Transylvania sent
his officials to negotiate with the leaders of the uprising. Thus, on June 13, 1594,
Michael Vaida from Caransebes secretly went to the rebel camp at Vrsac, where “the
Christians all gathered here and swore before Veli Mironit Sava and the bishop and
Michael Vaida that they all serve his Majesty faithfully and truly”'*. Reports sent
to Venice towards the end of the same month indicated that Sigismund Bathory
was preparing to besiege Lipova and attack Timisoara'. The princes intention
did not materialize, and Transylvanian troops did not intervene directly to help
the rebels. However, the insurgents managed twice to repel the Ottoman armies
that had attacked the Becicherec town (Nagy Becskerek, today Zrenjanin, Serbia)'.
The Habsburgs have sent a symbolic aid of 300 cavalrymen and 100 arquebusiers,
but the Transylvanian prince did not allow his troops to attack the Ottomans. The
Turks had to devote some resources to removing the danger, and were detained
for a while with the suppression of the revolt. Lacking a proper Christian military
support, the insurgents were eventually defeated in July 1594". After this moment
the Turks put pressure on the border territories of the Principality, Ottoman troops
led by Eucan (or Enean), the bey of Belgrade, crossed the Danube and attacked
the area of the Almdj district (Caras-Severin County, Romania) with the intention
of taking the Transylvanians by surprise. The bey of Belgrade was unlucky, as the
local population, taking advantage of their knowledge of the highland terrain of
that area, attacked and massacred his troops, Eucan himself was killed, his head
was sent to Alba-Iulia where it was hung above the city gate'®. Following these

11 Ardelean, “Contested Borderlands”, 34-5.

12 Veress, Documente, IV, 78

13 Eudoxiu de Hurmuzaki, Documente privitoare la istoria Romanilor, vol. I11/2:
1576-1600 (Bucuresti: Socec, 1888), 42.

14 Fenesan, “Din premisele”, 112.

15 Fenesan, “Din premisele”, 120-21; Paiusan and Sav, “Lupta antiotomana”, 31.

16 Szamoskozy Istvdn torténeti maradvinyai 1566-1603 vol. II, ed. Sandor Szilagyi

(Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadd, 1876), 189: “Enraged by the betrayal of the
Transylvanians and the losses suffered, Eucan gathered a strong Ottoman army
and crossed the Danube as secretly as he could. Then, in order to cause trouble
for the Transylvanians, he headed for the region called Almaj, situated beyond
Caransebes, on the border between Transylvania and Wallachia. When this
unexpected guest burst in and, spreading terror everywhere, began to plunder,
a large crowd of peasants rose up to fight. Seeing that the fate of their homeland
was at stake, they took up arms and, gathering in great numbers from various
places, attacked the enemy. Trapped in the woods and surprised by unexpected
traps, they slaughtered the enemy with heavy losses. There, Eucan lost both his
army and his life. His head, white-bearded and bushy, was sent to Alba Iulia, to
Prince Sigismund, where it was fixed to a stake at the Georgian Gate and left to
decompose”. The event is also reported by the Saxon chronicler Mathias Miles
in Siebenbiirgischer Wiirg-Engel [...] (Hermanstadt: Fleischer, 1670), 169.
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small-scale skirmishes, which were more local uprisings than military campaigns,
the Principality of Transylvania decided to intervene directly in the conflict on the
Christian side in the attempt to regain the territory lost to the Turks almost half a
century earlier.

THE FIRST STAGE OF THE CONFLICT

In the long war for the Banat area, the confrontations between the Principality of
Transylvania and the Ottoman Empire went through three phases. As early as April
1594'7 and then in November the same year, new information began to surface that
Prince Bathory had set out for Timisoara with an army of 40,000 good men'®, but
everything remained at the project stage. The first phase of the clashes began in fact
in 1595, when the Transylvanians did their best to take as much territory as possible
from the Ottomans, especially the areas in the Mures valley and the area around
Timisoara. Initially, it was the Ottomans who launched military operations in the
Principality. On April 18, 1595, a detachment of 400 Turks attacked the town of
Lugoj from Timisoara, but all except around 20 of them were captured or killed"™.
This attack can be included in a series of frontier raids, as the Ottoman forces were
too small for strategic gain, but rather an attempt to plunder and put pressure on
Christian territories. Shortly after this moment, the Transylvanian army took the
initiative under the leadership of the Ban of Caransebes and Lugoj, George Borbély.
The Transylvanian troops began the offensive against the Ottomans by attacking the
border fortifications between the Timisoara vilayet and the banat of Caransebes-
Lugoj. Setting out from Caransebes on July 8, 1595, Borbély attacked the Ottoman
fortification at Bocsa (Caras-Severin County, Romania), which was bombarded
with twenty-seven cannons, besieged, captured and the garrison slaughtered*’. On
August 2, 1595, Father Alfonso Carillo wrote to the General of the Jesuit Order,
informing him that “it has been 16 days since the prince’s armies occupied two
fortresses in the Timisoara area: one is Bocsa (Boxa) and the other Vrsac (Varsyz),
both in the Timisoara district™!. Also in the mountainous area, not far from the
Bocsa fortress, four more villages were recovered. After this first Christian success
came the Ottoman response. Taking advantage of the fact that the Transylvanian
officials were busy with the prince’s wedding (August 6, 1595), the Ottomans
attacked and recaptured Bocsa and Vrsac, reaching Dobra and Ilia in the Mures
valley, which triggered the reaction of the Principality*.

17 Fenesan, “Din premisele”, 110.

18 Endre Veress, Epistolae et Acta P Alfonsii Carrillii S.] 1591-1618 (hereinafter
Carrillo I1), vol. IT (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadd, 1943), 129.

19 Veress, Carrillo 11, 159.

20 Patriciu Dragalina, Din istoria Banatului Severin, vol. II (Caransebes, 1900), 47-

48; Liviu Cimpeanu, ““Domnul fie ldudat [...], turcii au predat cetatea’: cucerirea
Lipovei otomane de catre transilvaneni, in 25 august 1595”7, Historia Urbana, 26
(2018): 100.

21 Veress, Carillo 11, 185

22 Cimpeanu, “Domnul fie laudat”, 102.

57



58

Adrian Magina EASTERN EUROPEAN HISTORY REVIEW
n. 8/2025

The same nobleman George Borbély was appointed at the command of the
Transylvanian army, which joined the troops coming from the Saxon land and
moved towards the fortification of Faget, with the aim of attacking Varadia de Mures
(Arad County, Romania) and Lipova, both in the Mures valley. After capturing the
fortification of Figet on August 13, Borbély had to face the Ottoman attempt to
retake it. Ahmed, the Pasha of Timisoara, set out for the fortress with an army of
about 8000 soldiers. Christian and Ottoman troops faced each other in front of the
fortification, which had just been conquered by the Transylvanians. The superior
firepower of the Christians® and the bravery of the ’black’ troops made up of Saxon
riflemen contributed decisively to Borbély’s victory. Immediately after the battle of
Faget, he advanced along the Mures valley and occupied the fortresses and towns of
Eperjes and Chelmac (Arad County, Romania)*.

The commander of the Transylvanian troops will proceed from here to Lipova. The
Ottoman garrison of Lipova, the main urban center on the Mures valley, composed
of about 350 soldiers surrendered after a siege of 5 days, on the evening of August
24, 1595 according to some information® or the next day according to others®,
being the most significant city regained by Christians. The news of the conquest of
this urban center was transmitted on September 29 in Rome, to Claudio Acquaviva,
general of the Jesuit order, being mentioned that the Pasha of Timisoara lost 8000
men, and along with Lipova Christians have recovered another 12 towns, hoping
to recover the city of Ineu (Hung. Borosjend, Arad County, Romania) which was
besieged by the Transylvanian army”. The impact of the conquest of Lipova was
enormous, as the Ottoman garrisons of Soimos, Siria, Cenad, Felnac, Pancota
and Arad (Arad and Timis Counties) abandoned these fortifications, which were
immediately occupied by the Transylvanians®.

As a consequence of the Transylvanian victories on the front in what is now Banat,
the inhabitants of Lugoj and Caransebes refused to pay the annual tribute of 2000
florins to the Ottomans®. From June to October 1595, the Transylvanian troops
managed to recover a good part of the territory lost to the Ottomans in 1552, and in
November 1595, after a two-month siege, the fortress of Ineu was also occupied™.
The winter of 1595-1596 brought military operations to a halt, but both sides
prepared for resuming hostilities.

These started again in February 1596 with the typical border skirmishes’. Thus, the

23 Ardelean, “Contested Borderlands”, 38.

24 Veress, Carrillo 11, 187; Cimpeanu, “Domnul fie ldudat”, 103-04.

25 Veress, Carillo 11, 189.

26 Cimpeanu, “Domnul fie ldudat”, 105-06; Ardelean, “Contested Borderlands”, 38.

27 Veress, Carillo 11, 198-99.

28 Cimpeanu, “Domnul fie laudat”, 107; Dréagalina, Din istoria, 48-50; Paiusan, Sav,
“Lupta antiotomana”, 31-2.

29 Dragalina, Din istoria, 51.

30 Cimpeanu, “Domnul fie laudat”, 107.

31 Florin Nicolae Ardelean, “The Siege of Timisoara from 1596 in the Works of
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Christian garrison of Lipova had learned through spies that the Pasha of Timisoara
was traveling from his town to Constantinople accompanied by his family, his
wife, 75 carts full of slaves, 150 servants and ladies escorted by 300 soldiers. As a
result of the attack the Pasha was killed and his wife was captured alive, the spoils
captured were said to be worth 20,000 talers*. In the meantime, the Turkish troops
had received reinforcements in the Timisoara vilayet, one source estimating it at
about 50,000 men®. The Ottoman counteroffensive began in April 1596 with the
attack on Lipova, defended by the same ban Borbély and Captain Stephen Petki,
who repelled two direct assaults on the urban center*. News about this event
reached Rome, indicating that no less than 25,000 Turks were besieging the town,
with the Bey of Gyula wounded in the fighting and around 2,000 Ottomans killed™.
A group of 400 Janissaries was surprised by the Transylvanian garrison in Lipova
and massacred on their way to Timisoara or Gyula, with only a few managing to
escape®. Another report from May 1596 mentioned that the prince had finally
decided in the Diet to set out with troops to liberate Timisoara, with 18,000 cavalry
and 12,000 infantries”’, a number rightly considered exaggerated by historians
who have analysed the 1596 campaign®. In all probability, as a report from June
1596 indicates, the prince had around 20,000 soldiers at his disposal with whom he
prepared to attack Timisoara®. The Transylvanian army led by Prince Sigismund
Bathory first set out for Lipova, where alarming rumours were coming in that it was
under siege by 40,000 Turks led by the Pasha of Timisoara®. Arriving in front of
Lipova at the end of May, the Transylvanian troops defeated the attackers, who were
nowhere near the number indicated in the alarming reports*. Meanwhile, taking
advantage of the fact that the Ottomans were busy at Lipova, 800 arquebusiers from
Lugoj, together with a small number of cavalrymen attacked Timisoara, looted
and burned part of the unfortified town, returning fully loaded with spoils*’. After

Bernardino Beccari da Sacile”, in Politics and society in Central and South-East
Europe. Life under the shadow of the Ottoman Empire’s Expansion (15th-16th
centuries), ed. Zsuzsanna Kopeczny (Cluj-Napoca: Mega, 2021), 119.
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several days of marching, on June 10, 1596, the Prince’s army reached Timisoara,
which it besieged for two weeks, until June 24*, using 20 artillery pieces, of which
12 were 50-pounders and 8 30-pounders*. Giovanni Marco Isolano recalled that
the Christian troops had succeeded in conquering the town, being stopped in front
of the well-fortified fortress, which was also naturally defended by the marshes of
the Timis river*. The Transylvanian army probably occupied the suburbs inhabited
by Christians (Palanca Mare and Palanca Mica), but failed to conquer the citadel.
An attempt by 16,000 Tatars and 5,000 Ottomans to force the siege was repulsed
with heavy losses for the attackers*.

Timisoara successfully resisted the Christian attack, although Prince Sigismund
Bathory personally led the siege against the urban center. The arrival in the Banat
area of a new Ottoman army led by Giaffer Pasha, together with the lack of progress
in the military operation, prompted the prince to lift the siege and move across the
Mures River towards Lipova®’. The failure of the conquest of Timisoara was doubled
by the alarming news reaching the Christian camp. For example, on September 7, it
was rumoured that 40 thousand Turks had crossed the Danube and were marching
towards Timisoara, and there was the fear that they would attack Lipova, Lugoj or
some other town in the frontier area (delli confini)*, but this did not happen.
Abandoning the siege of the main center of the vilayet, Sigismund would move
on to make junction with the imperial troops led by Archduke Maximilian. The
Christian armies met the Turks in the fall of 1596 at Mezd6keresztes, the largest and
most important battle of the entire war. The battle fought between October 22 and
October 26, although at first it seemed to be won by the Christians, turned into
a defeat for the army of Archduke Maximilian and Prince Bathory*. Despite the
negative consequences of this battle between the Ottomans and the Christians, the
outcome did not have any significant impact on the course of military events in the
area between the Mures, Danube and Tisa.

The restoration within the Principality’s boundaries of the areas seized from the
Ottomans implied, on the one hand, the re-establishment of the Transylvanian
administration and institutions, and on the other hand, the return of some noble
estates to their former owners. In addition to the old owners, who were given
back the estates lost almost half a century earlier, a number of new nobles, mainly
involved in military operations, were rewarded. For their loyalty to the prince,
these nobles, most of them from what is now Banat, were granted estates in the
territory recaptured from the High Porte. The most important area reclaimed by

43 Ardelean, “The Siege of Timisoara”, 122.

44 Decei, “Avvisi”, 38.

45 Cdldatori strdini despre Tarile Romadne, supliment III, eds. Ovidiu Cristea, Dana
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49 For the details on this fight: Sandor Laszlé Toth, A mezdkeresztesi csata és a
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the Christians was in the Mures valley, around the towns of Lipova and Arad. In the
years following the liberation from the Ottomans, the most numerous donations in
favor of local nobles or nobles from other parts of Transylvania can be found in that
particular region. Those who contributed to the military operations were especially
recompensed, many of them Serbs who had settled permanently in the territory.
On the occasion of these donations, officials of the county of Arad are mentioned
(vice-captain of fortress of Arad, judge of the nobles) as well as numerous characters
whose names seem to be of South Slavic origin. The donations for the South Slavic
population were not limited to the Mures valley, but also included areas in the
former counties of Timis or Severin. The territories regained from the Ottomans
in Timis county were mostly situated either between Lugoj and Timisoara, in the
Buzias area (Timis County, Romania), or in the area delimiting the old medieval
counties of Arad and Timis. In some cases, the advance of the Transylvanian troops
returned to Christian control settlements in the immediate vicinity of Timisoara
(to the north and south of the city). Similarly to the Mures valley, the first to
benefit from the princely generosity in this area recovered from the Turks were
the great noble families, who had been driven out decades earlier by the Ottoman
conquest. Thus, Prince Sigismund Bathory gave the Bethlen family the Ictar estate
(Timis County), together with other villages and deserted places, which this family
had owned before 1552. The situation is almost identical in the case of Stephen
Zelemeri, to whom the prince recognized the property rights over Nadlac (Arad
County), liberated from the Turks by the Transylvanian armies (e manibus Turcicis
esse eliberatam)>. Fighting the Turks was a good opportunity even for ordinary
people to succeed and enjoyed the princely gratitude. This was the case of Gal Lazar,
a foot rifleman, who participated in the battles of Bocsa, Vrsac, Faget, Lipova, Ineu
and even in the siege of Timisoara, for which Prince Sigismund Bathory ennobled
him on August 18, 1596°'. The Transylvanian campaigns in the years 1595-1596
on the territory of the present day Banat were the most successful moment in the
conflict with the Ottomans, liberating a territory of several hundred, perhaps even
thousands of square kilometres.

THE SECOND PHASE

A second important moment in the military operations in Banat in the context
of the Long War took place between 1597-1598. Small-scale skirmishes occurred
in April, when troops from Caransebes, together with the Haiduks, attacked the
Ottoman fortress of Moldava (today Moldova Noud, Caras-Severin County,

50 Adrian Magina, “Documente privind comitatul Timis la finalul secolului al
XVI-inceputul secolului al XVII-lea”, Banatica, 29/11 (2019): 103-20.

51 Magyar Nemzeti Levéltar, Szabolcs-Szatmar-Bereg Varmegyei Levéltara, X V.24,
no. 19: “Lazari Gaal Szednyi centurionis peditum nostrorum pixidariorum,
quae ipse nobis et huic regno cum alias semper tum vero in ex pugnationibus
Bokchia, Varsocz, Facziat, Lippa et Jened, fortaliciorum ac proxima obsidione
Themeswariensis fideliter exhibuit et impendit...ex statu et conditione plebea
et ignobili in qua natus est...in coactam et numerum verorum regni Hungariae
et Transylvaniae nobilium annumerandum, aggregandum, cooptandum et
ascribendum”.
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Romania) for plunder, the Christians being ambushed by the local sanjak troops
and forced to flee’>. Some Ottoman and Transylvanian contacts took place in the
summer of that year with a view to concluding a peaceful agreement. In June 1597,
Sultan Mehmet III informed the beylerbey of Rumelia, the Pasha of Buda and
the Pasha of Timisoara that the envoy of the Prince of Transylvania had arrived
in Constantinople for negotiations. As a consequence, the high Ottoman officials
were ordered to hold back from attacking the principality’s territories during the
negotiations. Apparently, the Sultan’s order was not obeyed either by the Pashas
of Timisoara or by the Pashas of Gyula, whose troops attacked and plundered
Transylvania’s frontier territories™.

The actions of the Ottoman dignitaries were a casus belli for Sigismund Bathory,
who initiated a new campaign to occupy Timisoara. Chancellor Stephen Josika was
appointed to lead the troops. We do not know what prompted the prince to appoint
the chancellor to lead the army, perhaps the fact that he was originally from the
Caransebes area, his family having estates near the Ottoman border**. Jésika’s troops
began their campaign in the fall of 1597 by attacking the Ottoman fortresses around
Timisoara. A news of October 9, 1597 mentioned that the prince together with the
captain of Lipova would besiege Timisoara in the hope of gaining something, after
having occupied the fortresses of Felnac and Cenad, located 2 leagues from Lipova™.
Obviously, this was just one piece of news among many, the prince being far from
the battlefield. The one who conquered Felnac, Arad and Cenad on October 9-11
was the same George Borbély*, who had made a name for himself in previous
years. Chancellor Josika had around 25,000-28,000 soldiers at his disposal, with
whom he attacked the town from October 17°7. On November 15 the news reached
Rome that Timisoara would fall into Christian hands in a few days. A week later, on
November 22, 1597, there was another piece of good news: the Transylvanians had
breached the town of Timisoara, and although the fortress was holding out, there
was hope that they would eventually occupy the citadel®®. The coming of the cold
season and the presence of fresh Ottoman troops forced the Transylvanian army
to retreat. The Ottoman reply came in the summer of 1598, when Suleiman, the
beylerbey of Timisoara, launched an attack on Cenad, which had been conquered
by the Transylvanians the previous year, using mainly troops from his vilayet, along
with units from Belgrade and Smederevo. The siege began on June 19, and Suleiman
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tried to capture the fortress using his four cannons. Francisc Lugosi, the captain of
the fortress, asked for help, which came from Captain George Kiraly of Oradea.
Suleiman Pasha abandoned the siege and retreated towards Timisoara, pillaging the
area in retreat. Andrew Barcsai, the captain of Caransebes and Lugoj set a trap for
Suleiman Pasha, persuading him, with the help of some Ottoman deserters, to attack
Lugoj, which had been presented as an easy target. On the evening of July 6, the
beylerbey of Timisoara set out for the fortress of Lugoj with an elite army estimated
to be between 900 and 2,000 men. After the Turks had crossed the Timis river, the
bridge was destroyed and 200 infantrymen were hidden near the suburbs, behind
the Ottoman troops attacking the fortress. At dawn on July 7, Suleiman’s troops
storming the fortress fell into a trap: Barcsai attacked from the front and the infantry
from the rear. Surprised and desperate, the Turks retreated in disorder towards the
Timis river, where many drowned. In the battle of Lugoj on July 7, the Ottomans
suffered heavy losses, with 481 Turkish heads exposed on the walls of Lugoj fortress
and 250 prisoners captured. In the meantime, the Ottoman commander-in-chief
moved first to Belgrade, where he stayed for a while, then built a bridge at Pancevo
(today in Serbia) and crossed the Danube. After crossing the river, the Ottoman
army advanced towards Becicherec, where it halted to await the arrival of auxiliary
troops. The Ottoman-Tatar forces taking part in this offensive were estimated
at around 50,000-60,000 men, but two months had already passed and the time
favorable for military campaigns had passed®. This event marked the end of the
second phase of military operations in what is now Banat region. However, if in the
future the Voivode Michael the Brave might recapture the main fortresses, such as
Timisoara, Gyula, Solnok and Cenad, from the hands of the enemies, these must
be restored to the Habsburgs; in return, the smaller fortresses and places must be
granted to the him and his successors as fiefs, as long they ask the confirmation
from the Habsburgs®.

In the years 1599-1602 there were no major battles on the Ottoman-Transylvanian
front in Banat, only small-scale clashes, raids, raids on villages with a few dozen
men. This is the time when the ruler Michael the Brave of Wallachia succeeded in
politically and militarily controlling Transylvania, Wallachia and Moldavia.

THE LAST CAMPAIGNS

Following the death of Michael the Brave, the Banat area remained under the
influence of the imperial general Giorgio Basta. At least formally, Caransebes and
Lugoj remained loyal to the Habsburgs. Basta’s policy in Transylvania, however,
displeased some nobles, including Moses Székely. Székely set himself up as a
candidate for the princely throne, but in the face of Habsburg pressure he took
refuge in Timisoara, seeking help from the Ottomans. Caransebes and Lugoj were
caught in the middle between the two parties. This was the beginning of the third
stage of the clashes over the area between the Danube, Mures and Tisza, which was
in fact Moses Székely’s attempt to assert himself on the throne of the Principality.

59 Toth, A mezdkeresztesi csata, 293-294; Dragalina, Din istoria, 63-5.

60 Monumenta Comitialia regni Transilvaniae, vol. 1V, ed. Sandor Szilagyi
(Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado, 1878), 542.
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On August 5, 1602 the vice-captain of Lipova, John More, wrote to Basta that: “a
part of the Turkish army with two pasha and three beys encamped near Timisoara
[...] Bektes pasha arrived again in Timisoara with all the armies with which he was
stationed in Szolnok. The Tatars are also coming [...] about three hundred. We
don’t know for sure what they want to try and what their intentions are”'. These
Ottoman troops led by Bektas Pasha attacked Lugoj, set it on fire and plundered
the inhabitants, who in desperation sent requests for help to the imperial general
Giorgio Basta®. He did not respond to the petitions, being more interested in the
situation in the Mures valley. On September 1, 1602, Basta wrote to Archduke
Mathias that George Borbély with 3,000 Szeklers and 2,000 horsemen was going to
Lipova to reinforce the castle of Soimos®. In December of the same year, with 500-
foot soldiers, 250 horsemen and 20 cannons, Bektas attacked the Faget town, located
on the route into Transylvania, which suffered the same fate as Lugoj**. Even now
the imperial general does not intervene in favor of the urban centers of the Banat
of Caransebes and Lugoj, being occupied in Hungary. Taking advantage of this fact,
in March 1603 Moses Székely accompanied by Bektas Pasha, with Ottoman, Tatar
and Szekler troops set out for Caransebes, which surrendered without a fight. From
there, Székely’s army moved on to Lugoj, also occupied without a fight on April
11. The Transylvanian-Ottoman army, composed of about 10,000-12,000 soldiers
according to Basta’s estimate® (Christians and Ottomans) then moved towards the
Iron Gate (Porta Ferrea), entered Transylvania and occupied most of the country
forcing General Basta to take refuge in the northern part of the Principality (in
Satu-Mare). On July 17, 1603, near Brasov, Moses Székely suffered a catastrophic
defeat at the hands of the Wallachian troops of the voivode Radu Serban in which
he lost his life®. Immediately after this victory, on July 19, 1603, the emperor writes
to Basta to recapture Transylvania and to act against the enemy with fire and sword,
not to refrain from attacking the Turks by any means, namely to besiege Timisoara
or Gyula®. But first the territories in the Banat area of Caransebes and Lugoj had
to be recovered. On September 20, 1603, Basta issued letters of protection for the
Caransebes and Lugoj towns®, and on November 7, 1603, he notified the officials
there to surrender the fortresses and recognize the Serbian (in fact Croat) captain

61 Endre Veress, Basta Gyiorgy hadvezér levelezése és iratai (hereinafter Basta II),
vol. IT (Budapest: Magyar Tudomdanyos Akadémia, 1913), 47.

62 Dragélina, Din istoria, 89.

63 Veress, Basta 11, 59.

64 Dragélina, Din istoria, 89-90.

65 Veress, Basta I1, 202.

66 Victor Motogna, “Rézboaiele lui Radu Serban (1602-1611)", Analele Academiei

Romane. Memoriile Sectiunii Istorice, Seria 3, tom 6 (1926-27): 263-73; Cristian
Mares, “Prima bétalie de la Brasov a lui Radu Serban (17 iulie 1603)”, Acta Terrae
Fogarasiensis, VII (2018): 111-21.

67 Veress, Basta 11, 257.
68 Veress, Basta 11, 306.
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Simon Horvath (Lodi) as a ban®. Three thousand Serbian (Razzieni) soldiers were
stationed at Lipova and Lugoj to face possible Turkish attacks”™. These South Slavic
mercenaries caused disturbances in Caransebes and Lugoj, looting or even killing
some of the citizens of the two towns, which triggered a violent reaction from the
inhabitants, who, after a series of clashes, managed to drive them out of the area
(1604-1605)"". This was the last stage of the conflict between the Christians and the
Ottomans in the region between the Mures, Danube and Tisa.

CONCLUSION

What can be observed with regard to the three stages of confrontation in the
present-day area of Banat is that they represent probably by far the most serious
military engagement of the Principality of Transylvania in the Long War. Although
of local importance, the battles in present-day Banat mainly reflect the attempts
of the Transylvanian princes to reclaim and preserve the Mures valley, a strategic
route for the Principality. As for Timisoara, although the town itself could not be
conquered, the Christians succeeded in imposing themselves to the west, south and
north of the urban center by occupying settlements a few kilometers from the town
gates, which were donated to different nobles in an effort to win their loyalty and
involve them in the anti-Ottoman struggle. The first phase of the Transylvanian
offensive was also the most successful, and after the battles of 1595-1596 the frontier
with the Ottomans remained largely unchanged for about two decades. However,
the Christian revival was short-lived, as the first territories lost to the Ottomans
were those previously won in the Mures valley. In 1616 Lipova was recaptured by
the Ottomans, and in 1658 the High Porte annexed Caransebes and Lugoj with the
surrounding areas, thus integrating the whole Banat into the Timisoara vilayet,
where it remained until 1716.

69 Veress, Basta 11, 318.
70 Veress, Basta 11, 325.
71 Dragdlina, Din istoria, 101-107; Dragos Lucian Tigau, “Familia nobililor Fodor in

secolele XVI-XVII”, Banatica, 19 (2009): 86.
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“NOTABILI SUCCESSE NEL VIAGGIO DELL'UNGHERIA™
ATESTIMONY ABOUT THE OTTOMAN CAMPAIGN OF 1596

4 N
ABSTRACT: The Ottoman victory at Mezdkeresztes, was reflected in a multitude of
letters, reports, and prints from the period. Among the testimonies of participants
in the events is that of Edward Barton, England’s ambassador to Constantinople.
Along with the report sent from Belgrade to his superior, Sir Robert Cecil, Barton
also directed other letters to friends and collaborators about the unfolding events.
An Italian version of one of his reports contains a complete description of the
campaign from the moment of departure from Istanbul until the sultan’s return.
Even if the information contained in the document does not significantly change
the perspective on the main events and the outcome of the expedition, the way
in which the information is structured, as well as the things that are left unsaid or
quickly dismissed, tell us something not only about the author, but also about the
stakes involved and the problems posed by “travel accounts”.
KEYWORDS: Edward Barton; Battle of Mezbkeresztes; Long Turkish War;
Mehmed III; Eger.
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I libri non sono fatti per crederci, ma per essere sottoposti a indagine.
Di fronte a un libro non dobbiamo chiederci cosa dica, ma cosa vuole dire
Umberto Eco, Il Nome della Rosa

Going on a journey implicitly means facing the unexpected. When the voyage
involves being an eyewitness to a war, the risks multiply exponentially. The enemy,
the weather, sometimes hunger, thirst, or disease can be obstacles that are difficult
to avoid. In any case, the experience is an exceptional one, and if the “traveller”
finds the time to write down his impressions, then his testimony is an important
source for historians. Even if the evidence in question are not without pitfalls, like
any historical document, even if we may wonder about the difference between the
experience lived and that recorded in writing, and even though many of the things
conveyed may seem unclear, doubtful, contradictory, etc., the text of a participant
in the events remains an important piece in any attempt to reconstruct the event in
question.

This is the case with the source that inspired the following pages. If we are to go by
the first words (“Havendo io Oduardo Berton”), it would be an Italian translation of
areport by the English ambassador in Constantinople, Edward Barton, covering the
entire experience of the Ottoman expedition to Hungary (1596), from the moment
of departure to the epilogue. The text does not add significant new data to what is
already known. Moreover, some details and the lack of personal insights concerning
the war question the authorship of the report’.

1 As Paul Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat at War. Edward Barton’s
Attendance of the Ottoman Campaign in Central Hungary (1596)”, Revue
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In 1596, the departure of English diplomatic representative alongside the Ottoman
armies seems to have been planned long before the renewal of military operations.
This was not unusual. There were precedents?, and the context explains quite well
the reasons for Bartons presence in the sultan’s camp. Moreover, in 1596, the
ambassador was not a mere observer, but seems to have had a diplomatic mission
in the opening of peace negotiations between the Ottomans and the Habsburgs.
As in previous years, in parallel with the war, the two camps were trying to settle a
peace, and Barton seems to have played a key role as it was previously in the Polish-
Ottoman relations®. This would explain why Thomas Glover, Barton’s secretary and
author of a detailed report on the experiences of the 1596 campaign, made a point
of noting in a marginal note to his text:

If any think it ill that a Christian Ambassador should accompany the Turke in this
warre against Christendom: they may please to understand that his intents were
to doe service to the Christians, if occasions were offered for peace: as also he did
in deliverie of the Emperor Servants here mentioned*.

Roumaine d’Histoire, 28/4 (1989): 429-49 rightly points out, the report sent
from Belgrade to Sir Robert Cecil offers “a colourful description of the road
and of the places”. By comparison, the Italian version is much more succinct
and lacks the aforementioned colour. For the ideological stakes of the battle
of Mezdkeresztes (Hagova) in the Ottoman camp, see Jan Schmidt, “The Egri
Campaign of 1596; Military History and the Problem of Sources”, in Id., The Joy
of Philology. Studies in Ottoman Literature, History and Orientalism (1500-1923),
I: Poetry, Historiography, Biography and Autobiography (Istanbul-N. Jersey: The
Isis Press — Gorgias Press, 2010), 107-21 and, more recently, Ethan Menchinger,
“Myth, Miracle, and Political Theology in the Ottoman Empire”, Turcica, 55

(2024): 71-103.

2 Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 432; Noel Malcolm, Agents of Empire.
Knights, Corsairs, Jesuits and Spies in the Sixteenth-Century Mediterranean
World (Oxford: University Press, 2015), 353-360, 415 notes that in 1548, the French
ambassador, Gabriel de Luetz, Baron d’Aramon, accompanied Suleiman the
Magnificent on his campaign against Persia; in 1569 a Polish emissary was invited
to join the Turkish-Tatar troops sent against Moscow. Finally, according to the
same author, in 1596 Savary de Breves, the French ambassador, was also invited,
but refused due to lack of funds. In fact, if we are to believe the Venetian bailo
Marco Venier, the French ambassador should have accompanied the Ottoman
fleet. Venier claims that de Breves agreed to participate on condition that the
Porte would bear the expenses. See Calendar of State Papers and Manuscripts
Relating to English Affairs Existing in the Archives and Collections of Venice and
in Other Libraries of Northern Italy, vol. 9: 1592-1603, ed. Horatio F. Brown, IX
(London: Eyre & Spottiswoode, 1897) 184, no. 404.

3 Malcolm, Agents, 415-29 with a detailed discussion of sources and context.

4 “The Journey of Edward Barton Esquire, her Majesties Ambassador with
the Grand Signior, otherwise called the Great Turke, in Constantinople,
Sultan Mahumet Chan. Written by Sir Thomas Glover, then Secretary to the
Ambassador and since employed in that Honorable Function by his Majesty, to
Sultan Achmet”, in Hakluytus Posthumus or Purchas His Pilgrimes. Containing
a History of the World in Sea Voyages and Land Travels by Englishmen and
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It is difficult to say whether Thomas Glover’s explanation was an attempt to pre-
empt criticism or a response to rumours already circulating in diplomatic circles in
Istanbul. It is a fact that among the Western ambassadors, the Queen Elisabeth I's
representative was the only one who took part in the expedition (the Venetian bailo,
Marco Venier, wished, in his turn, to accompany the sultan’s army, but his efforts
were in vain)’, which could have been interpreted as a great favour, but also as proof
of the ambassador’s pro-Ottoman sympathies.

After intense preparations, delayed by the death of Koga Sinan Pasha on 3April
1596%, and, above all, by the efforts of the Mehmed III's mother, Safiye, who tried
to persuade her son not to leave Constantinople’, the sultan eventually left the
capital on June 20, and the English ambassador at the beginning of the following
month, July 2/12% The campaign’s target does not seem to have been established
from the beginning. Most likely, the Ottomans’ intention was to take Transylvania
out of the fight in order to weaken the Habsburg camp®. This is supported by several
documents contemporary to the expedition, as well as by the general context. Also,

Others, vol. 8 (Glasgow: James MacLehose & Sons, 1905), 304. The intervention
in support of the members of the imperial embassy is also mentioned in Barton’s
letter to Master Sandy, English consul in Aleppo, ibid., 315.

5 This refusal reinforces the idea that Barton’s presence had less to do with the
prestige of the Queen of England than with the Porte’s desire to make peace.
Edward Barton had played a key role in mediating the tense relationship with
Poland in previous years, and it was hoped that the presence of the English
ambassador would have the desired effect in the negotiations with Rudolf II.

6 See Marco Venier’s report of June 6, 1596, Calendar of State Papers, 1X, 217,
no. 465, which insists on the detail that Sinan Pasha’s death brought some
uncertainty regarding Barton’s presence in the Ottoman camp.

7 For the power wielded by Safiye Sultan, see Leslie Penn Peirce, The Imperial
Harem: Women and Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1993), 126-27, 238-39; for the sultana’s role in delaying
preparations in 1596, see the testimony of Bailo Marco Venier (Calendar of State
Papers, IX, 217, no. 465), which also recounts an anecdote. Safiye allegedly asked
one of the sultan’s favourites, “a woman of unique beauty”, to beg him not to go
to war. Mehmed III became enraged and allegedly killed the favorite with his
own hands. From that moment on, no one dared to bring up the subject in front
of the padishah. For other anecdotes about the sultana mother and criticism of
her role in the empire’s politics, see Nicolo de Lucha’s testimony analyzed by
Ovidiu Cristea, “Unfinished Stories. A ‘travelogue’ by Nicolo di Lucha in the
Ottoman Empire (1597)” (forthcoming).

8 Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 432.

9 The text of Mehmed bin Mehmed’s chronicle supports a similar interpretation.
See Cronici turcesti privind tdrile romdne, vol. I, eds. Mihail Guboglu, and
Mustafa Mehmet (Bucharest: EAR, 1966), 423-24. In contrast, a letter of John
Sanderson to Sir Robert Cecil seems to support the opposite view see The Travels
of John Sanderson in the Levant, 1584-1602, ed. Sir William Foster (London:
Hakluyt Society, 1931), 156; For Barton’s peace mission, cf. Cernovodeanu, “An
English Diplomat”, 434; Tamas Kruppa, “Pasquale Bruti tolmacs kalandos
pragai kovetsége 1596-ban”, Lymbus, 3 (2005): 27-47; Malcolm, Agents, 415-29.
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the dispatch of Barton’s dragoman, Pasquale Dabri (Brutti), to Prague together with
members of the imperial embassy (released as a sign of goodwill) would suggest that
the sultan tried to avoid further straining relations with the Habsburgs. It was only
the conquest of Hatvan by Archduke Maximilian that caused Mehmed IIT’s army to
focus his attack against Habsburgs’ territories.

AN ITALIAN REPORT OF EDWARD BARTON?

A detailed description of first part of the campaign has already been published and
analysed by Paul Cernovodeanu based on a report sent by Eduard Barton to Sir
Robert Cecil on 8/18 August 1596'°. However, an Italian version kept in the Vatican
archives, allegedly written by Barton, includes a full description of the expedition
from the departure of the sultan until the return to Constantinople'’.

One may wonder how the report ended up in the Holy See’s archives, who translated
the document and whether the text really belongs to Barton. The first two questions
seem to be related. In a previous case, a letter sent by Barton to the Prince of
Transylvania, Sigismund Bathory, on 14 May 1595 was translated on 22 June 1595
de verbo ad verbum in Prague; due to the fact that the document was preserved
among the Dispacci Germania one my assume that the translation was ordered
by the Venetian ambassador in Prague at that time, Tommaso Contarini'?. The
Venetian bailo, in Constantinople, Marco Venier, was also able to obtain documents
of other Christian representatives at the Ottoman court”. Nevertheless, in both
Contarini and Venier cases, it will be difficult to explain how the documents arrived
in the Vatican archives; at most, one may considered them an unauthorised copy of
a Venetian translation.

A more plausible way could be through Ragusan mediation. It is well known the
role of the Republic in the exchange of information between the Western world and
the Ottoman Empire'. Also, in 1596, Barton mentions in the report to Robert Cecil
that:

we be arrived in Sophia, where findinge merchantts of Ragusa and by them putt
in hope to have our let<ers> conueyed as well to Constant<ino>ple as by Ragusa

to Venice®.
10 Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 429-449.
11 Mss. Urb. Lat. 836 accessible on the website https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Urb.

lat.836, f. 4431r-450r. [last accessed 28.08. 2025].

12 The document is published by Tamas Kruppa, “Okmanyok és iratok a tizenot
éves haboru id6szakabdl (1594-1597)”, Levéltari kozlemények, 76/2 (2005): 57-8.

13 Calendar of State Papers, no. 392, 180 (on January 1595 he attached to his report
the correspondence between the Grand Vizier, Sinan pasha and the Polish
Chancellor, Jan Zamoyski). In the same report he includes a letter of the French
ambassador, Savary de Breves and another one of Edward Barton.

14 See Ivan Dujcev, Avvisi di Ragusa. Documenti sull’ Impero Turco nel sec. XVII e
sulla Guerra di Candia (Roma: Pont. Inst. Orientalium, 1935); Malcolm, Agents,

91-7.
15 Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 446
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However, this solution faces a major obstacle: the account was written after the
sultan and the English ambassador had returned to Istanbul. Thus, even if Barton
sent from Sofia dispatches home through the Ragusans, they could only contain
information about the beginning of the campaign. Among Barton’s reports sent
in 1596 there is no one which describes the full campaign so that the Italian text
appears to be different. Under these circumstances, one may wonder, whether the
British ambassador is indeed the author of the document. The beginning of the
text (“Havendo io Oduardo Berton Ambasciatore d’Inghilterra in Constantinopoli
appresso Sultan Mehemet hauto comandamento [...]”/ I, Eduard Barton,
ambassador of England in Constantinople to Sultan Mehmed, have received
orders[...])'* along with the epilogue (“io 'accompagniai fino all'ultimo giorno et
havendogli publicam[en]te baciate le mani, me ne partij per Casa mia in Galata”/ I
accompanied him until the last day, and after kissing his hands, I left for my home
in Galata) seems to cast away any doubts. The author of the text wanted to convince
his readers that the testimony belongs to Queen Elizabeth I's representative in
Istanbul. However, there are some errors difficult to explain which cast doubt on
Barton’s authorship. A similar conclusion would also be supported by the absence
of certain details that are nevertheless present in reports written by Barton during
the expedition addressed either to Robert Cecil, to his collaborator John Sanderson,
or to the English consul in Aleppo. The Italian text has also little in common with
a text written by Thomas Glover - Edward Barton’s secretary — which contained a
detailed account of the expedition from the departure until the conquest of Eger (12
October 1596)".

The Italian document preserved in the Vatican archive begins with a brief
description of the size of the ambassador’s suite. The sultan provided Barton with
36 camels and four carriages (“carozze”) for the staft of the Habsburgs’ embassy
(“corte de Ambasciator Cesareo”), who were to be taken into Barton’s custody. The
details seem to be accurate as the number of camels is confirmed by other sources'.
The detail regarding the number of camels also has an anecdotal aspect. A report
by the Venetian bailo, Marco Venier, notes that, at the time when the Ottomans
were also considering the presence of the French ambassador on the expedition, he
was to receive 36 camels as well*. In this way, the Ottomans tried to avoid creating
problems of precedence and to show their equal appreciation for both kingdoms.
The Italian report mentions that the English ambassador set off on July 20, twenty
days after the departure of the sultan and his army. However, the date does not seem
to correspond. Mehmed IIT’s departure for Belgrade seems to have taken place on

16 See the document in the Appendix.
17 Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 304-15.
18 The English abstract of Marco Venier’s report in Calendar of State Papers, vol. 9,

no. 465, 217; see also Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 305, mentions the
same number and adds that for every six camels, there were two caretakers.

19 Unfortunately, the Venetian reports from 1595-1596 written by Marco Venier are
no longer available; a summary in English can be found in Calendar of State
Papers, IX, 217, no. 465.
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June 20%, while Barton’s took place on July 2, according to Glover’s notes?'. Since the
probability that the English secretary was mistaken is quite low, it could be assumed
that the mistake in the Italian version was either a translation error or a lapsus calami
by the author of the text. The time interval between the departure of sultan and that
of the ambassador seems also to be incorrect. If we accept the dates of June 20 and
July 2, respectively, then we can deduce that Barton set out in pursuit of Mehmed
IIT 12 days later, not 20 as the Italian text claims. Moreover, in one of his letters, the
English ambassador hoped to catch up with Mehmed III before Belgrade®.

The first place mentioned by the Italian text is Selymbria (Cellebria)®, the testimony
drastically summarizing the information from Barton’s and Glover’s texts. The
towns of Adrianople, Philippopolis, Sofia, Ni§, and Belgrade are briefly mentioned
with few details. The report mentions the time it took to cover the distances and
short descriptions of the cities resumed usually to general remarks. Thus, Selymbria
is described as an “ancient and famous city”, Adrianople as “a famous city’,
Philippopolis as “ancient” (the only detail mentioned concerns were some gardens
on the islands of the Maritsa River), while Sofia and Ni$ are described as ruined. This
is in stark contrast to Barton’s report to Robert Cecil or Thomas Glover’s account.
These are much more detailed and offer a different picture of the places visited. The
report to Sir Robert Cecil says that Philippopolis “was worthy the view” and that the
region was fertile, although, due to Ottoman tyranny, it was “desolate and almost all
uninhabited”*. Even more different is the description of Sofia. Instead of the ruin,
the city is described as a very populous one with active trade (“more populous and
merchant like than any other towne”)* and much appreciated hot baths. Like any
commercial city, Sofia was also an active centre of news; on the way, the ambassador
had learned that the Tatars had defeated the prince of Transylvania, but in Sofia, the
Ragusans knew the opposite: it was the Transylvanians who had won a great victory,
and the khan’s brother had been seriously wounded and had escaped with great
difficulty®. Later, in his report to Robert Cecil, Barton returned with more details.

20 This date is provided by two publications by Bernardino Beccari v. Eudoxiu
de Hurmuzaki, Documents relating to the history of the Romanians 111/2 (1576-
1600) (Bucharest: Socec, 1888) doc. 539, 501-03(501) and doc. 541, 505-06; cf.
Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 432 and n. 16, who also compares with
the Ottoman chronicles.

21 Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 305; we can deduce that the date in the
Italian text is erroneous from the fact that a letter from Barton to Sanderson tells
us that the ambassador arrived in Adrianople on July 10. See Foster, The Travels
of John Sanderson, 150.

22 Foster, The Travels of John Sanderson, 150

23 Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 305 adds the detail that they arrived at
11 a.m. Glover’s text mentions in detail, at each stop, the provisions received by
the ambassador from the local qadis.

24 Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat®, 446; Glover, “The Journey of Edward
Barton®, 307.
25 Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 446.

26 Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 446.
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The Transylvanian Prince, Sigismund Bathory, besieged Timisoara and, despite the
fact that his artillery had damaged the fortifications, he retreated when he learned
that the sultan had sent two viziers and the Tatars to support the besieged. The
Tatars, believing that the prince had retreated out of fear, set off in pursuit, but were
defeated and “the prince of Tatars was grievously wounded, barely escaping™’.

All these details are missing from the Italian report, which mentions Prince
Sigismund only once, when it refers to the junction with Archduke Maximilian’s
troops 15 miles away from Eger (“15 miglia lontano da Agria verso maestro”).

At Belgrade, the Ottoman camp resembled a real city. Barton joined the Ottoman
encampment and set up his 12 tents. The city is briefly described, with a special
note on the fortifications. The text emphasizes the preparations of the Ottomans,
who were building bridges, and the imminent arrival of the artillery that had been
transported on the Danube. It is curious that there is no mention of the exceptional
favour that the sultan showed to the English ambassador. In addition to the members
of the Habsburg embassy released in Istanbul, Mehmed III ordered the release of six
other subjects of the emperor imprisoned in Buda®.

In Belgrade, the doubts about the Ottomans’ target seemed to be dispelled. The idea
of a campaign against Transylvania was abandoned in favour of saving Hatvan and
confronting the Habsburg armies. Initially, the sultan tried to save the city besieged
by the imperials by sending Giaffer Pasha and Cigalazade Sinan Pasha along with
the Tatars in support, but the reinforcements arrived too late. The city had been lost,
the fortifications destroyed, and the Ottoman garrison massacred. This last detail
was important in the subsequent course of the campaign.

After learning of the fall of Hatvan, the Ottomans headed for Eger, where they
allegedly arrived on September 18%. The reasons for this choice are not explained
in the report, but according to the chronicler Mehmed bin Mehmed, Eger was the
“lock and key” to the conquest of Vienna™.

Once they reached the walls of the fortress, the Turks fired all their cannons and
arquebuses for three quarters of an hour to frighten those under siege’’. The next

27 Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 447.

28 We learn these details from Barton’s letter to Sanderson sent from Belgrade on
August 8, 1596. See Foster, The Travels of John Sanderson, 153; cf. Glover’s text,
“The Journey of Edward Barton”, 307-08, which, however, mentions an audience
in the tent of Grand Vizier Ibrahim Pasha.

29 The date seems incorrect. A letter from Barton to John Sanderson redirected on
November 13/23 to Sir Robert Cecil mentions 12 September as the moment of the
arrival of Ottoman troops in front of Eger. The text is published in Glover, “The
Journey of Edward Barton”, 313-15; Sanderson’s version in Cernovodeanu, “An
English Diplomat”, 448-49. 12 September is also the date mentioned by Glover
himself in “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 310. In fact, Glover’s chronology
closely follows that of Barton’s letter to Sanderson. The chronological error
would suggest either that Barton’s memory failed him or that the Italian report
was written by someone else.

30 Quoted by Jan Schmidt, “The Egri Campaign of 15967, 107-21.

31 This detail is missing from the letter to Sanderson; moreover, the number of
cannons in the Italian text - 1,500 (!) - is certainly exaggerated.
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day, the Ottoman camp did not make a move, but the Christians used their artillery
continuously. However, they were unable to prevent their opponents from installing
their cannons in four locations®”. After four days, the besieged, fearing that the city
walls would not hold, decided, under cover of night, to retreat to the citadel and
set fire to the city”. The chronology seems, once again, to be flawed. According to
the imperial Captain Claudio Cogonara, sent to support the besieged by Archduke
Maximilian, his forces entered Eger on the evening of September 14. According to
the same captain from Parma, the Ottoman army did not appear until the morning
of September 20**.

The siege then continued for 20 days, with the Christians defending themselves
courageously under continuous artillery fire. The Italian text omits a detail
mentioned in Bartons letter to John Sanderson, but also by Captain Claudio
Cogonara, who defended Eger. At one point, a woman (according to Barton’s letter)>
or a Hungarian (according to Cogonara, who claims he could not tell whether the
gesture was intentional or not)* allegedly set fire to a barrel of gunpowder, which
caused panic and favoured the Ottomans’ actions. In the days that followed, the
situation became increasingly unfavourable for the besieged. After a fierce “assault”
on October 12, the garrison decided to surrender in exchange for permission to
retreat”’. The date seems to be confirmed by the testimony of Claudio Cogonara,

32 According to the letter to John Sanderson (Glover, “The Journey of Edward
Barton”, 313), the artillery was placed in six distinct locations under the command
of: the Grand Vizier, the Beylerbey of Rumelia, the Beylerbey of Aatolia, the
Agha of the Janissaries, the eunuch Giaffer Pasha, and finally Mehmed Djerrah
Pasha. Cigalazade Sinan Pasha had been given command of the light cavalry
with the mission of going out on reconnaissance to prevent the arrival of a force
in support of the besieged. The error regarding the number of locations for the
Ottoman artillery raises another question about the author of the Italian report.

33 The letter to Sanderson gives the date as September 13, just one day before the
arrival of the Ottoman troops. The Italian text places it four days later, which,
if we take into account its chronology, would be September 22. The chronology
poses further problems. In addition, the letter to Sanderson states that the retreat
was made because of the small number of defenders. See Glover, “The Journey of
Edward Barton”, 314: “the defendants being few in number and distrusting their
own strength, left the defense of them and retired themselves within the Castle”.

34 Henrik Marczali, “Kozlemények a parisi nemzeti konyvtarbol”, Magyar
Tortenelmi Tar, 23 (1877): 113-22 (114 for Cogonara’s arrival, 116 for the appearance
of the enemies).

35 Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 314: “a woman in the Castle setting,
by chance, fire on a Barrell of Powder and the Souldeirs of the Castle thinking
it was a Mine fired in the Castle, for feare thereof retiring themselves, gave the
Turkes courage to enter a small but strong Bastion [...]”.

36 Marczali, “Kozlemények”, 118: “Alle 27 per opera d’un ongaro, fosse causato
permedi-tata non saprei dirlo, nel balvardo verso la montagna s’avesse [...].fuoco
in un barile dove era un poco di polvere et abbuggi alcuni soldati”.

37 The letter to Sanderson places the surrender on October 2 (Glover, “The Journey
of Edward Barton”). As in other situations, failure required finding someone to
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who claims that on that day, the “three nations, namely the Hungarians, Germans,
and Walloons, decided to surrender the place, and the Hungarians negotiated with
the Turks and agreed to leave with their weapons, horses, and baggage”®. Although
the condition was accepted, the Christian troops were subsequently slaughtered,
with the exception of a few commanders who were taken into custody by the
Grand Vizier, Damad Ibrahim Pasha. The text does not explain the reason for the
breach of the agreement, but another contemporary of the events, Giovanni Marco
Isolano, linked the act to the massacre of the Ottoman garrison in Hatvan by the
imperial forces”. The same reason is explicitly stated by Barton in his letter to John
Sanderson®.

The last part of the text insists, as expected, on the antecedents and the unfolding of
the battle of Mezdkeresztes (Hacova) on October 24-26, 1596. The Italian version
is interesting because, unlike many of the news items that circulated at the time*, it
seems to reflect the perspective of the Ottoman camp. For this reason, a comparison
with some of the news that originated in the imperial camp is not without interest.
The Italian text ascribed to Barton estimates the army initially led by Archduke
Maximilian at 30,000 soldiers (“although others say there were more”), but that,
after joining forces with Sigismund Bathory’s troops and those led by Palffy, it would
have had no less than 80,000 men. The figure seems very high, but other testimonies
offer even higher numbers. Thus, Antonio Dall'Oglio, one of the survivors of the
battle, estimated that after the Christian troops joined forces, there were “centomilia
soldati fra tutte le nationi ma piu cavaleria che fanteria e con 70 pezzi d’Artiglieria”*.

blame; Governor Pal Niary and military architect Claudio Cogonara blamed
each other. Archduke Maximilian, who waited to join forces with Sigismund
Bathory’s troops, leaving the garrison to fend for itself, could just as well have
been blamed. Cogonara’s report on the siege of Eger was published by Henrik
Marczali, “Kozlemények”, 113-22.

38 Marczali, “Kozlemények”, 121: “3.nazioni unite, cioé¢ Ongari, Tedeschi et Valloni
si risolsero di render la Piazza, et gl’Ongari trattarno con Turchi et per quanto
dissero accordarsi di uscire con ar-mi, cavalli et bagaglie”. The Turks took
control of the city the following day, October 13.

39 Caldtori strdini despre Tdrile Romdne. Supliment III (Bucharest: EAR, 2022),
94: “Our soldiers were allowed to leave so that they could then be cut to pieces
in revenge for the cruelties committed by our troops at Hatvan, a reason which,
however, does not excuse the perfidy of the Turks”.

40 Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 314-15.

41 See, for example, the documents and analysis by Zsuzsa Kovacs, “Accounts of the
Battle of MezOkeresztes in the Pinelli Collection of the Biblioteca Ambrosiana
in Milan”, in Serefe. Studies in Honour of Prof. Géza Ddvid on His Seventieth
Birthday, eds. Pal Fodor, Nandor E. Kovacs, and Bendek Péri (Budapest:
Hungarian Academy of Sciences, 2019), 265-79. See also Isolano’s estimates in
Caldatori strdini. Supliment I1I, 94.

42 Report to Colonel Francesco Cololongo, Biblioteca Ambrosiana Milano
(hereinafter B.A.M.), G 271 inf, doc. 117, 156r-159r. Dall’Oglio estimated that the
prince of Transylvania had contributed no fewer than 22,000 men. We intend
to return to Dall’Oglio’s testimony in a future study. For estimates of the two
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Significantly lower numbers are given by another eyewitness, Colonel Orfeo, whose
report was used by the Venetian ambassador to Prague, Francesco Vendramin® and
also by the Franciscan, Giuseppe Melfi** “provinciale d’Austria™.

To testthe strength ofhis opponents, the sultan sent Giafter pasha onareconnaissance
mission with 5,000 horsemen. After a brief skirmish, he retreated*, bringing back
information about the location and number of the enemy. A letter from Barton to
the English consul in Aleppo states that the failure would have led to the dismissal
of Giaffer pasha and of the Beylerbey of Rumelia®’.

The sultan’s entire army advanced towards the enemy and stopped three miles away.
On the 25th, two hours after noon (“due ore dopo mezzo di”), the battle began and
lasted until nightfall. The text mentions a detail that also appears in other sources.
The Turks were repelled several times, but the Christians did not pursue them.
The night passed without further incident (“senza rumore o fattione alcuna”). The
confrontation resumed the next morning, following a similar scenario. The Ottomans
attacked the imperial positions, and the Christians repelled them each time. Two
hours before nightfall, the imperial troops launched a general counterattack and
reached the sultan’s camp, causing panic. The Ottoman artillery in that place could
not be used “per 'infinita moltitudine di Turchi che tra essi erano scampati”. It was
astonishing, says the author, to see the utter confusion that had taken hold of a huge
army of 1,000,000 (sic) men. Some fled on camels, others in carts or on horses.
Everything had turned into a rout.

In this situation, in which the battle seemed lost, some Ottoman chronicles place a
dialogue between the sultan, who wanted to flee, and the hoca Sadud-din, who urged
the sultan not to leave because God’s will could give victory to the armies of Islam*.
The Italian text makes no mention of this, but adds a dramatic detail. Mehmed III,
with only a handful of subjects remaining around him, stood with his sword in one
hand, while with his left he wiped his tear-filled eyes. Seeing himself abandoned, he
cried out to his troops to ask if they had another master. To this image, intended
to inspire pity, a detail is added. The sultan wore an old and cheap vest (una veste
vecchia et di poco prezzo), but one that had been brought to him from Mecca and

armies, see also Schmidt, “The Egri Campaign”, 109 and n. 2.

43 Calendar of State Papers, I1X, 244, no. 516; Vendramin’s full report of November
27 was published by Tamas Kruppa, “Pasquale Bruti”, Lymbus, 3 (2005): 39-40.

44 B.A.M. Ambrosiana, G 271 inf, doc. 118, 160r-62r.

45 Acording to Vendramin Orfeo’s report frightened Rudolf II's councillors: il

colonello Orfeo colla sua sincera relatione ha smarrito assai tutti questi ministry
see Calendar of State Papers, IX, p. 244, no. 516; Kruppa, “Pasquale Bruti”, 39-40.

46 The Italian text says that the Turks lost 40 cannons on this occasion. A similar
account in Dall’Oglio (B.A.M., G 271 inf, doc. 117, 156v) which claims that the
Turks had 42 cannons and that, following the clash “si misero in fuga tanto che
furno tagliati e rotti assai de loro li quali lasciorno il passo con tutta PArtiglieria
(my emphasis) con poca perdita di n[ostr]a gente”.

47 Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 316.
48 Analysis in Schmidt, “The Egri Campaign”, 110 ff.



"Notabili successe nel viaggio dell’Ungheria"

to which the miraculous victory that followed was lately attributed. The cause of
the reversal of the situation was said to be the greed of the Christians. Seeing their
enemies fleeing, they showed negligence and lack of military discipline and began to
plunder the enemy’s camp. The horsemen dismounted and threw down their lances
and arquebuses in order to gather more booty, which allowed the Tatars, who had
remained in reserve until then, to launch a counter-attack. From another direction,
the imperial forces were struck by Cigalazade Sinan Pasha, so that in the end, the
Christians retreated, “lasciando a noi una vista miserabile di si gran rotta” The defeat
must have saddened the author, who states that he saw what happened with his own
eyes and with great pain. This picture of the climax of the battle differs significantly
from Barton’s description of the events in his letter to the English consul in Aleppo.
The sultan’s fear is mentioned, but it is added that, encouraged by his commanders
(chiefe Officers), he took his bow and shot three Christians (“with his bow and arrows
shot thrice and, as some say, slew three Christians”). These three arrows were given
to Mehmed III by Hodjee or the Schoole-master when the Christians entered the
camp, along with an incantation to be recited when the arrows were shot®. In this
version, too, the Tatars are said to have had a major impact alongside Hassan Pasha,
Beylerbey of Rumelia and commander of the rearguard™. The role of Cigalazade
Sinan Pasha is also mentioned, who is said to have been embraced by the sultan for
his merits in achieving success.

The scenario presented in the Italian text broadly corresponds to other accounts of
the battle from both the Christian and Ottoman camps, with the difference lying
in the details'. The author of the text emphasizes that he saw what happened with
his own eyes, but we are left to wonder how safe his own life was in the general
commotion. In addition, the account may have been influenced by things that
happened after the battle. The detail about the old vest worn by Mehmed III gives
the impression of a post factum interpretation. In the turmoil of battle, who could
have established a causal link between a garment brought from Mecca and what was
to happen?

However, the account does not add much after the epilogue of the clash. It is correct
that, in the chaos that engulfed the Ottoman camp, the governor of Eger®, managed
to escape, and that, after two days of rest, the sultan hurried home, arriving in
Constantinople 50 days after the battle. He was received with great pomp and a great
celebration was organized in honour of the victory. It is known that the sultan issued

49 Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 320.

50 Glover, “The Journey of Edward Barton”, 318; the role of Hassan Pasha is also
emphasized by Giovanni Marco Isolano (Caldtori strdini. Supliment III, 96):
“Hassan Pasha, who had been sent to attempt the crossing upstream and had
failed, observing that Ibrahim Pasha was being pushed back toward the camp,
returned in great haste and with great benefit to his own forces. Not only was his
arrival timely, but it caused much concern to our troops on the right flank”.

51 Schmidt, “The Egri Campaign”, 107-21; Zsuzsa Kovacs, “Accounts of the Battle of
Mezdbkeresztes”, 265-79.

52 The text does not name him, but it is Pal Nyari; another officer, Claudio
Cogonara, who had taken part in the siege of Eger, also escaped with him.
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a “letter of victory” (Fethname) to be read in cities and markets™. Finally, Barton, if
it is indeed he who is speaking, adds that he accompanied the sultan to the end and
that, after kissing his hand, he returned to his home in Galata™.

CONCLUSION

What is the value of this report? To suggest an answer, one should establish who is
speaking and to whom it was addressed. If we refer literally to the text, the answer
would be undisputable: Edward Barton. The beginning and the end leave little room
for doubt. However, there are discrepancies between the Italian version and texts
that were certainly written by the English ambassador or his close collaborators, so
as to maintain at least some caution. What seems certain is that we are not dealing
with an Italian translation of the report to Sir Robert Cecil®, nor with any of the
known letters from English diplomatic representatives in the Levant. The former
contained information about the events that took place until the departure from
Belgrade; those to John Sanderson or to the consul in Aleppo refer to phases of the
campaign that took place after the departure from Belgrade. The text in question is a
general presentation of the expedition’s adventures, in which the final part, referring
to the return from Hungary, is sent by telegram as if it were of no interest.
Regardless of the identity of the author of the document, the text, like any “travelogue”,
contains many pitfalls, ambiguities, and, like any testimony, combines what is said
with what is considered implicit, but also with aspects that are passed over in
silence’. It is interesting, for example, that Thomas Glover insists on exonerating
his superior for accompanying the Ottoman troops, while the Italian version I have
presented does not mention the attempts to make peace between the Habsburgs and
the Ottomans. Glover states that Barton’s presence alongside the sultan was intended
to help the Christians, an allusion, of course, to Pasquale Dabri’s dispatch to Prague
with peace proposals for Rudolf II. However, the Italian text makes no mention of
this. This is a strange omission, especially since the letter to John Sanderson mentions
that, in Szolnok, Barton sent his dragoman (Pasquale Dabri) with members of the
imperial embassy to Buda. There, Dabri obtained the additional release of other
subjects of the emperor and headed for the court in Prague, with Barton hoping to
receive good news soon.

There is only one very brief reference to the Grand Vizier, Ibrahim Pasha, who was

53 Schmidt, “The Egri Campaign”, 112.

54 Another English traveler, Fynes Moryson, describes Barton’s residence in
1597 as follows: “Master Edward Barton, the English ambassador at this time,
dwelt upon the top of the hill, in a fair house within a large field, and pleasant
gardens compassed with a wall”. See Fynes Moryson, An Itinerary Containing
His Ten Yeeres Travell through the Twelve Dominions of Germany, Bohmerland,
Sweitzerland, Netherland, Denmarke, Poland, Italy, Turky, France, England,
Scotland & Ireland (Glasgow: James MacLehose & Sons, 1907), 92.

55 Text published by Cernovodeanu, “An English Diplomat”, 446-48.

56 On this last point, Barton makes no mention of any intention on the part of the
sultan to withdraw before the decisive battle and leave command to the grand
vizier, Ibrahim Pasha. On this point, see Schmidt, “The Egri Campaign”, 108/7.
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one of the promoters of the peace treaty with the Habsburgs. Other testimonies
suggest that a discussion between Ibrahim Pasha and Edward Barton took place in
Belgrade, where the steps to be taken to start negotiations with the court in Prague
were established. There is no mention of Ibrahim’s replacement as Grand Vizier
after the battles of Mezokeresztes.

The scant information regarding Sigismund Bathory is also quite difficult to explain.
There is only one mention of his forces joining with those of the imperialists. Then
there is no further reference, although the report to Robert Cecil and the peace
negotiations with Transylvania, in which Barton was involved*, could have been
reflected, at least briefly, in the Italian text.

Another peculiarity of the Italian text is related to the description of the battle of
Mezdokeresztes. It does not contain any errors or implausible details (such as the
1,500 cannons mentioned during the siege of Eger), but neither does it excel in
terms of detail. It is a fairly accurate overview, but lacks the personal touch found,
for example, in a letter from Edward Barton to the English consul in Aleppo. The
letter in question mentions the topography of the place, the places of worship near
which the Christians had fortified their position, certain details related to the battle
(e.g., the fact that, at one point, the Janissaries managed to penetrate the Christian
trenches, but, lacking support, were eventually repelled), the rain that fell at the end
of the first day of fighting, etc. At the risk of being wrong, the Italian text does not
seem to have been written by an eyewitness, not only because the above-mentioned
details are missing, but also because, overall, it lacks a personal touch. The only one
of its kind, already mentioned, refers to the sultan’s vest, but even this detail could
have been learned later.

The author’s ambivalence towards the warring camps is also interesting. His
participation in the Ottoman army and Thomas Glover’s aforementioned excuses
would suggest that Barton was accused of sympathizing with the Porte. However,
the sadness expressed in the account of the Christians” defeat seems to suggest the
opposite. The final paragraph, which states that the Ottomans suffered heavier
losses and that the sultan’s troops did not pursue them because they were not
numerous enough, also supports this view. At least this last statement does not
seem to correspond to the truth. Other testimonies suggest that darkness favored
the Christian army, whose retreat was carried out in great disorder. However, the
account seems to gloss over some important aspects, such as the replacement,
after the battle, of Grand Vizier Ibrahim Pasha with Cigalazade Sinan Pasha. The
latter had undoubtedly contributed to the victory, but the Italian report focuses on
the Tatars, who are said to have initiated a counterattack. From Ottoman sources
Naima, who used earlier chronicles, recalls that the Tatars and their commander
Feth Ghirai played a role in turning the situation around on the right flank>®.

As a result, the Italian text is a unique testimony that does not seem to resemble

57 Several important documents from 1596 on this subject are published by Kruppa,
“Okmanyok”, 51-92.

58 Naima, Annals of the Turkish Empire from 1591 to 1659 of the Christian Era, ed.
Charles Fraser (London: Oriental Translation Fund, 1832), 87.
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other texts by Edward Barton®. The text is unique in its detail regarding the old vest
worn by the sultan, which is said to have brought him luck, as well as the mention at
the end of the account of the orderly retreat of the units led by Col. Sig[no]r Palfi e
Marchese di Bergamo (sic)®. The reports from the Christian camp signed by Orfeo
and Giuseppe Melfi do indeed mention that during the night the two commanders
considered recovering some artillery pieces, but that, faced with the impossibility of
transporting them, they had to give up.

The source analysed is therefore not without interest, but the particularities already
mentioned, the lack of a recipient, and the fact that the document has been preserved
in the Vatican archives leave many questions unanswered. There is also no general
conclusion regarding the campaign, which in turn would require an explanation.
However, it is a specific feature of history to leave certain questions unanswered,
or at least in the shadows. Ultimately, I believe that sometimes the most important
thing a scholar must learn to say is “I don’t know”.

APPENDIX
Relatione delllll[ustrissijmo Oduardo Berton (sic) Ambasciator d’Inghilterra delle
cose piu notabili successe nel Viaggio dell’'Ungheria al Gran Sultan Mehemet 1596

Havendo io Oduardo Berton Ambasciatore d’Inghilterra in Constantinopoli
appresso Sultan Mehemet hauto comandamento dal Gran Vizir di dover seguitare
il Gran Signore nel suo viaggio dell'Ungheria et essendo stato fornito per ordine
di esso Gran Sig[no]re di trentasei cameli per portare le mie bagaglie et tende et di
quatro Carozze per levar la Corte de Ambasciator Cesareo® a me data in custodia
accompagnato da diversi Gentilhuomini Inglesi che se trovavano a Constantinopoli
con la mia famiglia partiti di sera li 20 di luglio di questanno 1596, 20 giorni dopo la
partita de Constantinopoli di detto Gran Sig[no]re et havendo quel giorno alloggiato
tre miglie lontano da Constantinopoli il giorno seguente mi posi in viaggio et in
tre di arrivai all’//433v antica e famosa Citta di Cellebria (sic)®® situata al Mare
dove riposai una notte di dove partendo in quattro giorni arrivai alla famosa Citta
d’Andrinopoli nella quali fermai doi giorni si per rinfrescare i Cavalli si per provedere
ad altre cose necessarie per il viaggio alli 23 di detto Mese uscito dAndrinopoli
arrivai in sei picciole giornate all'antica Citta di Filipopoli et all’hora non godei
daltro che alcuni giardini poste in certe Isolette prodotte (?) da un fiumicello che

59 An analysis of Ottoman sources was undertaken by Schmidt, “The Egri
Campaign”, 113 ff.

60 This refers to Charles, Marquis of Burgau, illegitimate son of Archduke
Ferdinand II of Austria. He commanded troops in the Netherlands and on the
Hungarian front during the “Long War”; see the entry by Heinrich Benedikt in
Neue Deutsche Biographie on the website https://www.deutsche-biographie.de/
ppn129216038.html [last accessed 19.01. 2023].

61 Mss. Urb. Lat. 836 accessible on the website https://digi.vatlib.it/view/MSS_Urb.
lat.836, f. 443r-450r [last accessed 28.08. 2025].

62 Friedrich von Krekwitz, Rudolf II’s ambassador to the Porte.
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da Tramontana la bagna. Qui reposatomi un giorno presi il camino verso la Citta
di Sofia luogo antico e ruinato dove in quattro giorni arrivai il vigesimoquarto di
presso Belgrado dove giunsi in 12 giornate havendo a mezzavia alloggiato una notte
a Nissa Citta ruinata. Gionto a Belgrado trovai il Gran Signore accampato in una
gran Pianura con il suo essercito che dava//444r forma d’una gran citta; dove anchor
io drizzai le miei Padiglioni al numero di dodici. La Citta di Belgrado e smurata ma
ha un Castello fortiss[im]o sopra un Monte che l'arriva sopra tenuto ben munito da
Turchi; appresso il Castello entra il Danubbio (sic) sopra il quale e fabricata la Citta.
Il fiume Sava d’ugual grandezza e un miglio lontano dalla Citta verso Greco entra
nell’istesso Danubio et medesimamente un altro flume nominato Tissa d’altra tanta
grandezza.

Il Gran Sig[no]re era inviato tre di avanti di noi et altri sette giorni aspetto ivi il
restante del suo essercito et I'Altellaria che era condotta per il Danubio.

Alli 29 di Agosto ci partessimo da Belgrado et passamo la Sava sopra un ponte di
barche fatto a posta tre miglia lontano dal quale il Gran Sig[no]re norivo il suo
Padiglione sotto un Colle appresso il Danubio aspettando lessercito che in sette
giorni passo il ponte continuando il di et la notte et era largo tanto il ponte che
doi Carri a fronte potevan caminare. Da questo luogo alli 14 detto si parti//444v.
il Gran Sig[no]re col suo essercito et ando a picciole giornate si per aspettare che
si finisse il Ponte cominciato sul Danubio come per dar commodita a suoi soldati
di transcorrere et alli 20 detto passo il Ponte sotto un Castello detto Varadin che
e sopra un Colle fornito benissimo d’Artellaria sotto le mura del quale corre il
Danubio di dove arrivammo alli 6 a Segedin (sic) posta sopra la Tissa, Citta gia
importante ma ora di puoco conto; in mezzo della quale vi e un Castello fabricato
da Sulimano che arriva alla Tissa. Quivi hebbe nova il Gran Signore che li Christiani
assediavano Hatvani et che si sarebbe preso se non haveva soccorso onde mando
Giaffer Bassa et il Cigala con buon numero de soldati et anco il Tartaro con 30m
suoi, ma prima che giongessero hebbe nuove che la Citta era presa e ruinata//445r.
e li Turchi tutti tagliati a pezzi et che li Christiani erano tornati ad Agria. Cinque
di dopo che partimmo da Seghedin a Kolnoschi (sic) scontravammo il sopradetto
Bassa mandato per soccorrere Hatvani. Questo Kolnoschi e posto soprala Tissa et ha
un Castello in mezzo di essa molto forte. A questo luogo arrivo per acqua I'Artellaria
del Turco et ivi ci formassimo sei di nei quali sattese a sbarcare 'Artellaria et a
pagare soldati. Alli 18 di settembre arrivammo all'assedio d’Agria e per spaventare
i Nimici fecero spavare tutta I'Artellaria che erano al numero di pezzi 1500 (!) e li
Giannizzeri tutti li loro Archibugi con tal grido di tutto lessercito che per tre quarti
d’hora parve ruinase il Cielo. Li Turchi il di seguente non si mossero ma li Christiani
non cessavano dalla Citta tirare con I'Artellaria a danno di Turchi. Questa notte
fu piantata parte dell’Artillaria Turchesca per battere la Citta et la notte seguente
fu piantata in quatro luoghi. Onde quelli della//445v. Citta credendo che il Turco
volesse quel di dar l'assalto alla Citta et temendo la debolezza delle mura il quarto
di dopo l'assedio, doi hore avanti di, havendo salvate tutte le robbe e monitioni nel
Castello misero fuogo nella Citta che se bruscio tutta il di seguente intorno. Duro
tanto l'assedio vinti giorni nei quali la muraglia del Castello del continuo era battuta
et si davano molti assalti ma li Christiani si diffendevano valorosamente et si fecero
anco alcune mine da Turchi et essi Christiani uscivano spesso a scaramucciare.
Alli 12 Ottobre fu dato un feroce assalto onde li Christiani non si conoscendo atti
a far piu diffesa fecero segno di volersi rendere il che fecero con patto di volersi
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partir salvi con le lor bagaglie alche il Turco acconsenti ma nell uscire li Christiani
avvicinatosi alli Giannizeri furrono tutti morti le donne prese et //446r. con tutta la
robba et li putti schiavi si salvo solamente il Governatore et doi o tre dei principali
che furono dati in guardia ad Abraim (sic) Bassa Gran Vizir.

La Citta d’Agria e posta in una valle fra dui Monticelli quali son poi circondati
da altri Monti grandi. La Muraglia della Citta non e forte et puo girare tre Miglia
Italiani nel mezzo della qualle corre una fiumara da un Castello a Tramontana posto
sopra un Colle che da queste parti che guarda la Citta e a forma d’'un dirupo sassoso
et e inespugnabile da quella banda; dall’altra e fabricato esso Castello rincontro a
un Monticello che lo batte da questa parte i Turchi fecero le lor mine e batterie,
nondimeno il luogo e di incredibil fortezza essendo fornito d’Artellaria et d’huomini
quali due cose li mancavano durando questo assedio.

Massimiliano con 30m huomini se ben altri dicono piu, era in Strigonia per doi
giornate lontano//446v d’Agria aspettando la venuta del Transilvano et havendo
nuova della sua venuta I'ando ad incontrare a mezzo il viaggio e 15 miglia lontano
da Agria verso maestro et vennero insieme con altri che venivano dall’Allemagna
sotto il governo del Sig[no]r Palfi che in tutti facevano la somma di 80m come
ho inteso da uno che era prigione de Tartari. Il Turco havendo riposato lessercito
dieci giorni et atteso a reparare la Muraglia et mettere conveniente presidio nella
Citta d’Agria hebbe avviso che li Christiani erano accampati sopra una fiumara
che corre per la Campagna d’Agria dove immaginandosi che non fossero cosi forti
mando Giaffer Bassa con 5m Cavalli oltra alcune fantarie ma li Christiani di cio
avvisati gl'incontrarno a mezzo camino e facilmente gli posero in fuga// 447r non
essendo durato il combattere piu di un mezz’hora perche li Turchi lasciando 40
pezzi d’Artellaria in preda di Christiani con perdita di molti di loro si fuggirono al
Campo, referendo che li Christiani erano al numero de 200m.

Cio inteso il Gran Signore ordino che lessercito fosse apparechiato per il giorno
segue[n]te nel qual giorno si mosse verso li Christiani a passo lento a quali savvicino
tre miglia. Il di seguente cioe alli 25 d’'Ottobre doi hore dopo mezzo di, un miglio
lontano da Christiani si comincio una scaramuccia che duro fin’ alla notte con morte
dell'una et laltra parte et li Christiani fugavano spese volte i Turchi ma temendo
dell'andar troppo lontano se retiravano. Venuta la notte i Turchi se accamparono
dove il giorno havevano combatutto con Christiani parte si ritiravano a suoi
Padiglioni e parte si fecero forti in un Monastero mezzo miglio lontano dal suo
Campo. Tutta la notte si passo senza rumore //447v o fattione alcuna ma con buone
guardie. La matina seguente si comincio a scaramucciare il che si fece tutto quel di
due hore avanti notte. Per ordinario li Christiani davano la caccia a Turchi e poi
pian piano si ritiravano seguiti da Turchi e quelli rivolgendosi verso di loro subbito
fuggivano non havendo mai havuto ordine tutto quel giorno aspettare doi incontri
de Christiani il che fu caggione che due hore avanti notte dessero un assalto generale
sopra li Turchi quali con puoca fatica furrono posti in fuga. All'hora li Christiani gia
risoluti di qualche havevano da fare passarono la flumara seguendo li fuggitivi dove
sincontrarono con altri squadroni de Cavalli Turcheschi quali medesimamente
posero in fuga seguendoli sin alli //448r Padiglioni onde I'Artellaria de Turchi
che era da quella banda non poteva far danno a Christiani poiche per linfinita
moltitudine de Turchi che tra essi erano scampati non si potevano adoperare si che
li Christiani seguendo la vittoria andorno verso glalloggiamenti de Turchi et alcune
Bande loro posero I'insegne sopra il Thesoro del Gran Signore che era appresso
il suo Padiglione. Era cosa di stupore il vedere la gran confusione che era in cosi
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grandessercito ascendendo un 1 000 000 (sic) huomini altri fugivano con Cameli,
altri con Carozze altri con Cavalli onde il tutto si vedeva pieno di fuga.

Il Gran Sig[no]re vedendo che di 40m Cavalli che erano alla sua guardia nessuno
faceva testa solo con li suoi Cicoglani e Cochi se ne stava alla porta del suo Padiglione
con la spada nuda in mano posata sopra la spalla et con la sinistra si sciugava
glocchi cherano pieni di lacrimi havendo una veste vecchia et di poco prezzo in
dosso che glera stata portata dalla Mecha alla quale attribuiscono la Vittoria quasi
per mirracolo havuto gridava alli suoi che fuggivano se havevano altro Sig[no]re che
lui e perche I'abbandonavano. Li Christiani veduta la brutta fuga de nemici fatti gran
securi della Vittoria con puoco risgardo e con minor disciplina militare si volsero
alli robbam|[en]ti.

Onde li Cavallieri smontati da Cavalli li fanti buttare le piche et gli Archibugi per
poter meglio rubbare diedero occasione a Tartari che erano da 30m sotto il governo
de Titigora fratello del Re de Tartari che gli vennero adosso lasciando adunque il
Colle dove fin all’hora erano stati fermi con impeto grande urtorno nei Christiani li
quali subbito si misero in fuga //449r essenda da un altra parte assaltati dal Cicala, il
quale havendo inteso il pericolo nel quale era il Gran Signore, era venuto con alcune
bande di Cavalli et vedendo che li Tartari erano per assalire li Christiani disordinati,
con grandissimi gridi li venne adosso e fracasso con puoca fatica havendogli trovati
senza li suoi Archibugi e fuor dellordinanza. Li Christiani essendo la maggior parte
diloro a piedi et li Nimici a Cavallo furorno la piu parte morti e quelli che si salvorno
che era la terza parte dellessercito Christiano lasciata I'Artegliaria e tute le Bagaglie
si ritirorno al monte, lasciando a noi una vista miserabile di si gran rotta. Et se bene
li Christiani fanno la rotta minore per non sbigortire i Populi e veramente che loro
habbino havuta in quelle parti son gia molti Anni. Il che ho veduto io con miei
proprij occhi e non senza doglia grandissima//449 v. Li Christiani sacchegiariano
glalloggiamenti et i Turchi fuggivano.

Il Governatore d’Agria che era prigione nell'alloggiamento de Abraim Bassa p[rim]o
Visir se ne fuggi e si salvo il giorno doppo la battaglia. Il Gran Signore si fermo doi
giorni per aspettare li soldati che erano andati a dar la Caccia a Christiani.

Alli 29 d’Ottobre il Gran Signore s’invio verso Kolnoschi et il mede[si]mo giorno
tre miglia lontano d’Agria dove si fermo tre di et alli 3 di Novembre con tutto il
suo essercito se parti per Constantinopoli in fretta si che in cinquanta giornate
dopo la sua partenza dal luogo della battaglia che si dimanda il luogo la pianura
del Cochie per le medesime strade che era andato ritorno a Constantinopoli et io
I'accompagniai fino//450r all'ultimo giorno et havendogli publicam[en]te baciate le
mani, me ne partij per Casa mia in Galata.

Il Gran Signore fu ricevuto in Constantinopoli con allegrezza e Pompa incredibile
e furrono publicate feste e Triomfi per la Vittoria. Li Turchi il giorno della giornata
havendo rebuttato i Christiani non han[o] passato il flumicello perche erano pochi
e sopragionse la notte nella quale i nostri che serano ritirati ne gl'alloggiamenti col
sig[no]r Palfi e Marchese di Bergamo (sic) son partiti quietamente senza la saputa
de Turchi si che son morti piu Turchi che Christiani.
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GIROLAMO FRACHETTA, UNA SPIA PER LA SPAGNA DURANTE LA LUNGA GUERRA
TURCA (1593-1606). TECNICHE, STRATEGIE E ALCUNE INFORMAZIONI SULLA
TRANSILVANIA

ABSTRACT: The article focuses on the relevance of the role played by Girolamo
Frachetta in the Long Turkish War against the Ottoman Empire in the last decade
of the 16th century. His role has a twofold articulation: on the one hand, the
importance of his 1613 work dedicated to King Philip III of Spain, Il seminario dei
governi di stato et di guerra di Girolamo Frachetta da Rovigo nel quale sotto cento
diece capi si comprende intorno a otto mila massime o proposizioni universali e regole
o insegnamenti di stato e di guerra, where he practically sets the base of how to
perform mass manipulation by the use of news and avvisi, and on the other, the
publication of his Orazioni where he exhorts European princes to pursue the war
against the Turks. A special attention is dedicated to the analysis of the Orazioni
addressed to the Transylvanian Prince, Sigismund Bathory.

KEYWORDS: Long Turkish War; Girolamo Frachetta; Sigismund Bathory;
Transylvania; News.
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“Richiede la ragione del buon governo che si procuri
di sostener coloro, la cui rovina puo facilitar piu la nostra”
Girolamo Frachetta

Parlare dell’attivita svolta da Girolamo Frachetta (1558-1619) significa in un certo
senso ritrarre in una sola persona la storia viva della Lunga Guerra Turca, poiché
sia lopera che le manovre politiche e diplomatiche di questo peculiare personaggio
si sovrappongono a detto periodo. Innanzitutto, vorrei chiarire che la Lunga Guerra
Turca non ¢ stata una guerra qualunque, per diverse ragioni.

Da un lato, perché conobbe i benefici della creazione del sistema postale
internazionale a partire dal 1590, che fece circolare pit rapidamente le informazioni
tra i principali centri di potere. D’altronde, fu anche grazie alla moltitudine
di relaciones de sucesos e avvisi pubblicati con successo sugli avvenimenti piu
importanti della Lunga Guerra (nelle biblioteche di Roma ho finora individuato 65
notizie sul tema), diffusi in Spagna e I'Italia, dove ebbero un ruolo fondamentale
nella circolazione della (dis)informazione ufficiale. Sono inoltre numerosi gli
scritti, i resoconti, le lettere e le spie che circolarono tra Madrid, Roma, Vienna
e Bruxelles, svolgendo un ruolo tanto politico (informare i re, gli ambasciatori o
il Papa sul risultato delle battaglie contro i turchi), come diplomatico (cercare di
persuadere i principi europei a fare la guerra contro i turchi) e sociale (incoraggiare
le persone a sostenere la guerra ed alimentare il sentimento di fiducia e speranza
delle truppe nella vittoria). Tutto cio presuppone la comparsa e l'utilizzo di un certo
vocabolario su cui si basa la narrazione della guerra, nonché le tecniche e strategie
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discorsive destinate a convincere, che spieghero nellambito della mia presentazione
applicandole al discorso di Frachetta.

Infine, per comprendere ancora meglio le vicende e il modus operandi dei personaggi
coinvolti nella Lunga Guerra Turca, vorrei menzionare un altro aspetto con
implicazioni dirette nella trasmissione delle informazioni nel periodo 1593-1606:
la creazione da parte del re Filippo II della professione di spia, riconosciuta e pagata
dallo Stato, che converti le persone che fino ad allora potevano essere paragonate a
semplici mercenari dell'informazione in una categoria professionale, pagando loro
successivamente una pensione per i servizi forniti. Il monarca spagnolo organizzo
i suoi servizi informativi nei minimi dettagli, a partire dalla struttura. A capo del
servizio cera il re che leggeva tutti i documenti forniti; e dopo di lui, il suo segretario
del Consiglio di Stato (istituzione preposta alla politica estera). Erano loro che
selezionavano gli agenti, stabilivano le loro priorita e centralizzavano la raccolta
degli “avisos”, come allora venivano chiamati i rapporti segreti'.

Questo importante avvenimento, unito alla comparsa del sistema postale
internazionale e alla moltiplicazione degli avvisi, fece si che il volume dei resoconti
arrivati a Madrid aumentasse a tal punto che i funzionari del re si trovarono immersi
in montagne di documenti da rendere quasi impossibile leggere tutto, percio era
necessario piu personale presposto. Ciononostante, i dati forniti erano essenziali
per vincere battaglie, evitare crisi e conoscere il nemico.

Dopo aver illustrato il quadro storico a cui appartiene il nostro personaggio,
vedremo chi era esattamente Girolamo Frachetta e perché la sua opera fu cosi
rilevante durante la Lunga Guerra.

Girolamo Frachetta nacque nel 1558 a Rovigo, dove la sua famiglia era divenuta
nota come calzolai e commercianti. Ancora adolescente si trasferi a Padova dove
si iscrive alla facolta di Lettere presso lo Studio Patavino, nonostante il desiderio
della famiglia di fargli studiare Giurisprudenza. Fu attraverso i contatti che ebbe,
come quello con il nobile veneziano Alvise Lollino, futuro vescovo di Belluno, che
Frachetta venne introdotto nella ristretta cerchia degli allievi privati di Francesco
Piccolomini, dal quale assimilo un aristotelismo platonizzante e una visione della
politica basata sulletica e sul bene supremo, che si tradurrebbe in principi fondati
sulla prudenza e in una serie di massime di buon governo (una buona prova ¢ I
seminario dei governi di stato et di guerra di Girolamo Frachetta da Rovigo nel quale
sotto cento diece capi si comprendono intorno a otto mila massime o proposizioni
universali e regole o insegnamenti di stato)*.

Laureato a Padova il 15 luglio 1581 su raccomandazione del Piccolomini, Frachetta
entro al servizio del cardinale Luigi d’Este per il quale lavorera fino alla sua morte,
avvenuta nel 1586°. I primi lavori di Frachetta sono un buon esempio della sua

1 Carlos Carnicer, Javier Marcos, Espias de Felipe II. Los servicios secretos del
Imperio espafiol (Madrid: La Esfera de los Libros, 2005).

2 Enzo Baldini. “Per la biografia di Girolamo Frachetta. La famiglia e gli anni
di Rovigo e di Padova (1558-1581)", Atti e memorie dell’Accademia Patavina di
scienze, lettere ed arti, XCII (1979-1980): 17-45.

3 Enzo Baldini, “Girolamo Frachetta: vicissitudini e percorsi culturali di un
pensatore politico nell’Italia della Controriforma”, Annali di Storia moderne e
contemporanea, 11 (1996): 241-64 (244).
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conoscenza della filosofia e del mondo classico: De universo assertiones octingentae
(Roma, 1583), unopera sulla dimensione corporea e incorporea dell'universo, La
sposizione sopra la canzone di Guido Cavalcanti: Donna mi prega (Roma, 1585),
che rivela I'influenza di Aristotele nei suoi scritti, molto evidente anche nella Breve
sposizione di tutta lopera di Lucrezio (Venezia, 1589).

Dopo la morte del cardinale d’Este (1586), Frachetta entro al servizio del cardinale
Scipione Gonzaga con il quale collaborava gia da un anno. Il rapporto traidue era tale
che il cardinale lo utilizzava come agente durante le sue assenze da Roma*. Dopo il
progressivo declino dell'importanza del Gonzaga in Curia e la sua successiva morte,
avvenuta nel 1592, Frachetta continuo ad occuparsi di alcuni aspetti che avevano
interessato il cardinale e che, allo stesso tempo, si situavano al centro dei suoi stessi
interessi: gli affari francesi (nel periodo luglio-agosto 1592) a proposito dei quali
Frachetta invio tre lettere autografe a Giorgio Alario, segretario di Gonzaga®. Non
bisogna dimenticare che in quel periodo Frachetta ricopriva anche I'incarico di
agente romano del capo della Lega cattolica in Francia, il duca di Mayenne.

Nel contesto storico determinato dalla creazione della Lega Santa e dai timori per
leventuale ascesa al trono di Francia dell'ugonotto Enrico di Navarra (che metteva
in discussione il futuro del cristianesimo, gia minacciato dai turchi), Frachetta
scelse di posizionarsi dalla parte della Spagna, per la quale comincio a lavorare
come informatore, attivita che, come attestano i documenti, stava gia svolgendo in
maniera sempre meno episodica a partire dal 1585, fornendo informazioni sugli
affari francesi - i discorsi del 1589 -1593°. Questo affare era altamente pericoloso,
soprattutto a Roma, dove la professione di informatore era stata vietata. Nonostante
il pericolo che correva, il Frachetta concepiva lalleanza tra Roma e Madrid
come l'unica in grado di salvaguardare il cristianesimo nel difficile contesto che
attraversava a causa dei nemici della fede (protestanti - il nemico di dentro ed
ottomani - il nemico di fuori).

Limportanza del ruolo chela Spagna giocava negli affari romani emerge chiaramente
dall' Informazione alleccelentissimo marchese di Vigliena, ambasciatore per il Re
Cattolico in Roma:

Se alcuno ambasciatore ¢ che in questa corte abbia da trattare moltitudine di cose,
e cose ardue, ¢ quello della Spagna per la molteplicita de regni che possiede Sua
Maesta Cattolica e specialmente per i suoi stati d’Italia, alcuni dei quali sono feudi
della Chiesa e confinano con lo Stato ecclesiastico, che suole spesso esser causa
dalterazione e controversie e qualche volta d’'indignazione e di guerra.

Per i suoi servizi di informatore a favore degli spagnoli e grazie all'amicizia coltivata
con il duca di Sessa, ambasciatore spagnolo a Roma, Frachetta chiese addirittura
una pensione a Madrid, che gli fu concessa, ricevendo inizialmente 200 ducati,
arrivando poi a riceverne fino a 1000 (le informazioni sulla pensione e sugli altri
benefici richiesti da Frachetta si trovano nellArchivio di Stato di Simancas, nel
fondo Estado, Negocios de Partes).

4 Baldini, “Girolamo Frachetta: vicissitudini”, 24s.
5 Baldini, “Girolamo Frachetta: vicissitudini”, 24s.

6 Baldini, “Girolamo Frachetta: vicissitudini”, 246.
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Gli interessi sempre piu significativi di Frachetta per le questioni politiche
determinarono dal 1594 in poi una svolta nella sua opera, che diventd sempre
meno letteraria e sempre pil politica e in cui si identifica il dibattito sulla ragion
di Stato (concepita come commistione tra prudenza civile, virti morali e religione)
e la ragion di guerra, cosi come il suo discorso anti-machiavellico e I'influenza
della politica etica di Piccolomini. Come scrittore politico, Frachetta fu apprezzato
soprattutto per Il Prencipe (1597) e per il Seminario dei governi di stato (1613), le cui
idee furono precedute dall'ldea del libro dei governi di stato et di guerra (1592), dove
lautore spiega la differenza tra la guerra offensiva: “quando noi siamo i provocatori,
non con ingiurie di parole semplici, ma con fatti” e quella difensiva: “quando noi
prendiamo l'armi provocati da fatti che ci toccano o nella religione, o nella vita, o
nella robba, o nell’honore o negli amici”)’. Due aspetti della sua visione politica
hanno particolarmente attirato la nostra attenzione.

[l primo riguardala legittimita della ragion di guerra®, poiché Frachetta, proseguendo
sulla stessa linea della dicotomia tra guerra offensiva e guerra difensiva elaborata
nel 1592, propone questa volta di distinguere tra la guerra contro gli Ottomani,
presentati come “nemici della Religione”, caso in cui la guerra era legittima, e la
guerra diretta contro altri principi, legalmente riconosciuti dai loro sudditi, la cui
unica colpa era quella di non essere cristiani, caso in cui la guerra sarebbe stata
illegittima: “Non conviene far un male acciocché nasca un bene et molto meno par
che sia giusto il levar i regni e gli imperi a quei Principi che dai loro sudditi sono
riconosciuti per legittimi e giusti se non ci ¢ altra causa che il voler introdurre la
fede™.

Allo stesso modo Frachetta era dellopinione che Dio, pur desiderando la salvezza
di tutti i popoli, non voleva imporsi con la violenza: “non vuol Dio conferirlo ad
alcuno per forza, desidera che tutti si salvino ma non violenta niuno”*°.

Il secondo aspetto che ha attirato la nostra attenzione ¢ stato lopera Il seminario dei
governi di stato et di guerra di Girolamo Frachetta da Rovigo nel quale sotto cento
diece capi si comprende intorno a otto mila massime o proposizioni universali e regole
o insegnamenti di stato e di guerra (1613), dedicata “al potentissimo e felicissimo
Filippo Terzo, Re di Spagna e delle Indie”, sia per la dedica che per uno dei suoi
capitoli in particolare. La dedica dellopera gioca per Frachetta un ruolo essenziale,
come riesce dall'interessante scritto di Giovanni Bonifaccio intitolato Il Frachetta.
Dialogo nel quale il seg. Antonio Riccobuono Dottore delle Legi [...] ed il sig. Girolamo
Frachetta di Filosofia [...] disputano intorno alle dedicationi delle opera letterarie.
Secondo il Frachetta il suo successo letterario fu dovuto al fatto di sapere a chi
dedicare le sue opere: “ho saputo far elettione di questo degno Mecenato havendogli
alcune mie opere dedicate™'. Per l'autore dedicare unopera equivaleva a guadagnarsi

7 Girolamo Frachetta, Idea del libro dei governi di stato et di guerra (Venetia:
Damian Zanaro, 1592), 53.

8 Girolamo Frachetta, Idea, 52.

9 Girolamo Frachetta, Idea, 52.

10 Girolamo Frachetta, Idea, 52.

11 Giovanni Bonifaccio, Il Frachetta. Dialogo nel quale il seg. Antonio Riccobuono

Dottore delle Legi [...] ed il sig. Girolamo Frachetta di Filosofia [...] disputano
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Papprovazione della persona: “lo senza dubbio credo che sia bene che le nostre
opere literarie escano in pubblico sotto il nome di alcun nobile soggetto, perché
da lui ricevano credito e riputatione e l'autore acquisti almeno di quel personaggio
la gratia”?. Ecco perché forse in futuro sarebbe interessante studiare la storia
anche attraverso le dediche di opere politiche. Molto chiaramente, se guardiamo al
personaggio a cui Frachetta dedico Il Seminario (il Re di Spagna), capiamo che per
lautore si tratta di unopera di grande interesse, poiché “essendo questa dedicatione
un dono [...] bisogna in cio servire le conditioni dei doni: si rispetto al donatore
e al donatario come alla cosa donata. Percioché non sarebbe convenevole che un
uomo vilissimo donasse cosa pochissima ad un gran Signore”"’. “In molte occasioni
¢ necessario far la dedicatione ad un Principe, come quando si scrive Historia ad
instanza sua, nel quale caso si consegue anco giusto premio, come hanno fatto
coloro che dal Re Cattolico mandati andarono al Mondo nuovo a scriver le cose™.
Tornando al libro dedicato al re della Spagna, fra i suoi capitoli, ce ne¢ uno in
particolare, il 102, dedicato agli Avvisi, dove lautore riflette sullimportanza di
come diffondere le notizie di guerra. Parlando del modo di riportare le vittorie,
Frachetta afferma che questo tipo di notizie, se positivo, motivava gli assediati e
demoralizzava gli invasori®. Tra le informazioni pill interessanti citate dall'autore
italiano, segnaliamo la raccomandazione di verificare le informazioni ricevute, chi
era lautore della notizia e chi l'aveva portata, per assicurarsi che non si trattasse
di spie: “Il Principe o Capitano desercito deve porre ogni studio perché non si
divulghino quelle nove che possono far perdere 'animo ai suoi soldati o sollevar
i popoli’, eliminare ogni sentimento di tristezza nel raccontare le battaglie che
potrebbero spaventare la popolazione: “Principe o altri che comanda deve in
arrivando avisi di rotte ricevute operare che non si mostrino in publico segni di
mestizia per non impaurire la moltitudine™.

Frachetta raccomandava anche di ricorrere alla manipolazione attraverso le notizie
false, rilasciandone altre dal significato opposto quando loriginale poteva essere
dannoso: “Temendosi che non si scopra una nuova vera, la cual saria preiudiciale,
si devono preoccupare gli animi degli uomini divulgandone un altra in contrario™.
Non mi sembra fortuito il fatto che Frachetta dedichi al re di Spagna unopera in
cui si parla, tra l'altro, di manipolazione e di come dovrebbero essere scelte le spie
(capitolo 100), ma piuttosto che possa essere compreso nel contesto in cui il padre
di Filippo III fu I'ideatore del servizio di spionaggio piu performante dell’Europa
del Cinquecento.

Allo stesso modo, il fatto che Frachetta riconosca I'importanza del tono utilizzato nel

intorno alle dedicationi delle opera letterarie (Rovigo: Bissuccio, 1624), 4.

12 Giovanni Bonifaccio, Il Frachetta, s.

13 Giovanni Bonifaccio, Il Frachetta, 13.

14 Giovanni Bonifaccio, Il Frachetta, 18.

15 Girolamo Frachetta, Il seminario dei governi di stato et di guerra di Girolamo

Frachetta da Rovigo [...] (Venetia: Evangelista Deuchino, 1617), 723.
16 Girolamo Frachetta, Il seminario, 723.

17 Girolamo Frachetta, Il seminario, 723.
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raccontare la guerra fa si che se ne tenga conto nell'analizzare la retorica utilizzata
nella parte successiva della sua produzione politica: i discorsi ai principi cristiani a
sostegno della lunga guerra.

Nel 1598 il Frachetta pubblico a Roma, nella tipografia di Bernardino Beccari
(celebre tipografo degli avvisi sulla Lunga Guerra - 34, nonché degli affari spagnoli
- 11) II primo libro delle orazioni nel genere deliberativo, che comprende Orazioni
dedicate al principe della Transilvania, Sigismondo Bathory, al re di Spagna Filippo
11, ai principi cristiani o al re e senato di Polonia, che incitano a sostenere la guerra
contro i turchi. Non si tratta della prima collaborazione di Frachetta con Beccari,
poiché in passato Frachetta aveva pubblicato nella tipografia di questultimo la
sua opera, Il prencipe (1597), dedicata al duca di Sessa. Successivamente, nel 1600,
Frachetta pubblichera con Beccari Il primo libro dei discorsi di stato et di guerra,
il che fa pensare che Frachetta potesse appartenere alla rete degli informatori di
Beccari, sia per quanto riguarda la Lunga Guerra che tanto preoccupava Frachetta,
quanto cosi come per le novita spagnole che Frachetta conosceva bene.

Le Orazioni di Frachetta si aprono con una presentazione in cui 'autore espone il
quadro storico del momento, elogiando la figura del personaggio di cui parlera di
seguito. Nella Prima orazione scritta a Sigismondo Battori prencipe di Transilvania.
A di ultimo del mese di settembre M.D. XCV, il Frachetta costruisce un discorso
a favore del principe transilvano Sigismondo Bathory che si inquadra nella
letteratura filo-sigismondiana del momento (i discorsi dei gesuiti, come quelli del
suo confessore, Alfonso Carrillo o quelli dell’altrettanto gesuita Juan de Mosquera,
segretario del preposito generale dei Gesuiti, Claudio Acquaviva), presentandolo
come il principale promotore della lotta anti-ottomana nell'area, comprese la
Valacchia e la Moldavia:

Cosi si dichiaro nemico del Turco e havendo tra colle essortazioni e quelle
minaccie, indotti a fare il medesimo Michele Vaivoda di Valacchia e Aaron
Vaivoda di Moldavia [...]; anchorché gli ultimi non continuassero molto tempo
nella presa risoluzione ; mando alcune bande di genti per assistere detti Vaivodi
li quali fecero grandissimi progressi in quelle Provincie, dando molte rotte ai
nemici sulla campagna e cacciando i Presidij Turcheschi di quasi tutte le terre'®.

Successivamente, il Frachetta descrive le vittorie di Sigismondo contro i turchi fino
al settembre 1595, citando anche la battaglia del 23 agosto 1595, ben nota nella
storiografia rumena come una delle importanti vittorie del vaivode Michele il
Coraggioso contro gli Ottomani. Ecco come Frachetta descrive gli eventi:

[...]venendo il Bassa di Temesvar alli 15 di agosto pur del medesimo anno 1595 per
socorrerla fu rotto e disfatto, tagliando i Transilvani a pezzi la piu parte dei Turchi
e guadagnando tutte le insegne, artiglierie, munitioni e bagaglie e gran numero di
cavalli e facendo prigioni li Behi di Lippa e di Giulia e col calor di quella vittoria

18 Girolamo Frachetta, Il primo libro delle orazioni nel genere deliberativo di
Girolamo Frachetta scritte da lui a diversi prencipi per la guerra contra il
Turco. Con gli argomenti a ciascuna orazione del medesimo autore. Dedicato
all’ilustrissimo Signor D. Giovanni D’Idiaquez del Consiglio di Stato della Maesta
del Re Cattolico (Roma: Bernardino Beccari, per Nicolo Mutij, 1598), 1v-2r.
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essendo andati sotto la detta citta di Lippa, la presero alle 23 dell'istesso mese il qual
di in Valacchia sul fiume Argis havevano anco prosperatamente combattuto quelli
del prencipe contra Sinam Bassa, che di nuovo era stato mandato per generale®.

Se analizziamo il lessico utilizzato dal Frachetta nella descrizione della vittoria
cristiana, osserviamo che egli applica perfettamente quanto poi consigliera nel
1613 nel narrare la guerra, componendo un discorso molto motivante e persuasivo
attraverso l'uso delle parole che illustrano una vittoria categorica: “tagliando i
Transilvani a pezzi la piu parte dei Turchi e guadagnando tutte le insegne, artiglierie,
munitioni e bagaglie e gran numero di cavalli e facendo prigioni li Behi di Lippa e
di Giulia”

La presentazione motivazionale prosegue con la menzione che Frachetta fa delle
“tante e cosl segnalate rotte date ai nemici™® del Bathory, a cui chiama “invitto e
glorioso Prencipe™, in antitesi con “il tiranno dei Turchi’; allo stesso tempo,
paragona Sigismondo alle glorie militari dellAntichita come Alessandro Magno,
sottolineando che alla stessa eta entrambi avevano ottenuto successi simili:

Da che Vostra Altezza, o invitto e glorioso Prencipe fece una risoluzion cosi
generosa e cosi magnanima qual fu di muover I'armi contro il Tiranno dei Turchi,
cominciarono gli uomini a far di lei paragone con Alessandro Re dei Macedoni
percioché consideravano che si come Alessandro aveva principiato a far guerra in
eta di poco piu di venti anni e contra un Re dei Persi allora potentissimo in Assia
e infestissimo a i Greci, con disuguaglianza grande di forze, cosi Vostra Altezza
della medesima eta si era mossa contra il maggior Re di Barbari, €1 pit nemico
del Christianesimo che hoggidi regni*.

La Orazione illustra anche un’idea che il Frachetta riprendera poi nel Seminario dei
governi sull'importanza di risollevare lo spirito dei propri soldati demoralizzando
lavversario: “chi aspetta il nemico in casa mostra di aver timore di lui e percio
diminuisce I'animo ai suoi e 'accresce ad esso nemico™>.

La stessa tecnica di narrazione della guerra ¢ utilizzata nella seconda Orazione in
cui la vilta del turco contrasta con il coraggio del Transilvano, una immagine che

doveva incoraggiare lo spirito del lettore:

Sinam ha pur preso la fuga per semplice codardia e smarrimento danimos; il
qual non si puo scusare in modo veruno, un capitano vecchio, di lunghissima
ispirienza, chiaro per tante prove e spezialmente per la presa della Goletta e per
quella di Giavarino [...] ma attribuiscasi pur questo, o pietosissimo Prencipe, alla
Divina gratia*.

19 Girolamo Frachetta, I primo libro delle orazioni, 3r-v.

20 Girolamo Frachetta, I primo libro delle orazioni, 4v.

21 Girolamo Frachetta, I primo libro delle orazioni, 4r.

22 Girolamo Frachetta, I primo libro delle orazioni, 4r.

23 Girolamo Frachetta, Il primo libro delle orazioni, 6r.

24 Girolamo Frachetta, Seconda orazione scritta al medesimo Prencipe di

Transilvania. A di 25 di novembre 1595, 4v.
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La codardia di Sinan che incarna il tratto negativo dei nemici del Principe € un tema
ricorrente nei discorsi di Frachetta, diventandone una sorta di leitmotiv. Allo stesso
modo, nella terza Orazione a Segismondo Bathory ci viene detto che “[...] ebbe il
Turco la vergognosa cacciata del suo Generale Sinam della Valacchia con cosi gran
perdita, consternato d'animo”*.

La presentazione delle gloriose vittorie di Sigismondo si conclude con la spiegazione
dell'autore di cio che ¢ stato illustrato, incitando Sigismondo a continuare la sua
campagna anti-ottomana, probabilmente nel quadro determinato dalla prima
abdicazione del Transilvano nel giugno 1594: “In questo stato erano le cose del
prencipe Transilvano quando I'Autore scrisse la presente orazione: nella quale
celebrando le azioni fatte da esso Prencipe fino a quel tempo e commendando la sua
persona, lesorta a continuar la guerra contro il Turco e prova che cosi li convien di
fare™.

Successivamente, Frachetta elogia Sigismundo condividendo una visione apoteotica,
con sfumature iperboliche e coppie dicotomiche:

Gia mi par di vederla varcare il Danubio con le sue squadre d’invitti eroi. Gia,
gia la veggo affrontata con I'inimico sulle campagne della Bulgheria o di Thracia,
veggo il Turco che non potendo sostenere il valore dei suoi, gia volge le spalle,
veggo le citta assai piu ricche, che forti, che si rendono, senza aspettare assalti o
suon di bombarde. E veggo la Reggia stessa che la riceve e gioisce di veder dopo
tanti secoli un legittimo successor del gran Constantino”.

Lutilizzazione dellelemento soprannaturale per presentare il principe transilvano
come una persona eccezionale fa parte della tecnica di persuasione del Frachetta
nella costruzione del suo discorso, poiché a quanto pare, prima della battaglia
contro il turco, unaquila era uscita dal campo otomano e aveva sbarcato in quello
del principe, anticipando la vittoria cristiana: “Intanto erano apparsi alcuni segni
che davano agli ungheri speranza certa di vittoria come un’aquila che dal campo
turchesco era volata in quello del prencipe”.

Citero solo un altro esempio che mi sembra rilevante quando si tratta di verificare
lesaltazione che Frachetta fa della figura di Sigismondo: I'uso del discorso predittivo,
gia utilizzato prima, per parlare di un potenziale successo del Transilvano, al fine di

convincerlo di continuare la lotta anti-ottomana:

LAV fara fuggir dellEuropa, non solo ricuperara poi la Moldavia, ma
simpadronira etiandio della Thracia, della Bulgheria, della Servia, della
Macedonia e dellAlbania. Né qui terminera il suo Dominio ma io lo veggo col
tempo, Signore di tutta 'Asia e passare oltre Tesiphonte, confine gia dell' Impero
romano e di la del Gange, termine di quel d’Alessandro; il che significo forse
laquila, antica insegna dei re dei Persie poi dei Romani, dei quali ¢ Colonnia la

25 Girolamo Frachetta, Terza orazione scritta al medesimo Prencipe di
Transilvania. A di 13 di gennaro 1596, 1v.

26 Girolamo Frachetta, Terza orazione, 3r-v.

27 Girolamo Frachetta, Terza orazione, 10v.

28 Girolamo Frachetta, Seconda orazione, 1v.
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Valacchia, che passo dal esercito di Sinam e venne a posar sopra il paradiglione di
V.A: che cosi rare cose non avvengono senza misterio®.

Attraverso i suoi discorsi il Frachetta condivise anche le sue doti di stratega, oltre
che le sue conoscenze militari. Nella prima Orazione, riferendosi all'impatto che la
posizione geografica dei paesi romeni avrebbe avuto in caso di guerra, Frachetta
affermava che: “I paesi di Valacchia e Moldavia sono aperti e percio sposti alle correrie
ed ai ladronecci dei Tartari; e saranno sempre di chi dominera la Campagna™.
Allo stesso modo, l'italiano spiegava perché gli eserciti dovrebbero basarsi sulla
propria gente anziché portare gente dallesterno o mercenari:

Bastano a Sua Altezza i suoi Daci. I soldati aussiliarij non si possono comandare
liberamente, percioché hanno dipendenza da altri [...] né stanno mai ben
daccordo con le altri gente di esso Prencipe: e tanto manco, quando sono di
nazione diversa, per la diversita dei costumi, sempre si dogliono di esser mal
trattati; né mai si dimostran contenti [...] i buoni esserciti vogliono esser di forze
propie e di mezzana grandezza, non misti o di numero immensi [...]*".

E per questo che “[...] tanto pil sono da riputare imperfetti gli esserciti misti, in
paragone dei semplici, quando quelli constano di di soldati stranieri, stipendiarij e
aussiliarij; e questi di naturali sudditi imperoché i soldati possono essere facilmente
corrotti dall'inimico™.

Una delle idee strategiche piu sagge di Frachetta, soprattutto per la sua enorme
attualitd, riguarda la strategia per ottenere una pace duratura: “E regola generale dei
Politici che le paci fatte con grave detrimento o di beni, o donore d’'una delle due
parti, non sono ferme o durabili’*.

La quarta Orazione nel genere deliberativo ¢ stata dedicata dal Frachetta al re Filippo
II, che esortava a sostenere finanziariamente la guerra antiottomana di Sigismund
Bathory, poiché, secondo le parole dello stesso autore, era colui che aveva registrato
i maggiori progressi in detta guerra. (Quarta orazione scritta a Filippo Secondo re
cattolico il 2 febbraio 1596, 1r)

Questa Orazione mantiene diversi punti in comune con I'Ottava orazione scritta a
Sigismondo Terzo Re di Polonia, et al Senato di quel Regno il 25 febbraio 1597, come
I'idea espressa da Frachetta secondo cui senza Sigismondo nessuno avrebbe potuto
impedire ai turchi di conquistare il resto dell’Europa. Nella Orazione a Filippo II,
Frachetta affermava che:

Aggiungesi che occupando il Turco I'Ungheri, 'Austria, la Boemia e gli altri Regni
che tiene Sua Maesta Cesarea, aspirerebbe poi allacquisto d’Italia, di cui la Maesta
Vostra possiede la maggior parte: dimodoché la porrebbe in una grandissima

29 Girolamo Frachetta, Seconda orazione, 9v.

30 Girolamo Frachetta, Il primo libro delle orazioni, 3r-v.

31 Girolamo Frachetta, Terza orazione, 7v.

32 Girolamo Frachetta, Terza orazione, st.

33 Girolamo Frachetta, Sesta orazione scritta al prencipe di Transilvania a di 10 di

genaro di 1597, 5V-6r.
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spesa e peraventura accresciuto tanto di forze, ardirebbe nel medesimo tempo che
assaltasse I'Ttalia per terra, assalire etiando la Spagna con Armata maritima. Al
Transilvano deve Vostra Maesta dar aiuto ... per aversi tirate addosso 'armi del
Turco e lasciato libero il campo all'Imperatore di far la guerra offensiva (4r-4v).

Con i polacchi il discorso di Frachetta fu ancora piu duro, lasciando capire che
senza I'imperatore e il Transilvano la Polonia non avrebbe avuto alcuna possibilita
di resistere agli ottomani:

Che saria adunque della Polonia, quando egli penetrasse a Cracovia, dove puo
condursi per strade facili e senza pericolo? Sareste Voi piu atti a cacciarlo di quello
che sieno i Persi? Vi darebbe il cuore di poter levare una fortezza reale di mano a
cosi potente nemico? ... Perlaqualcosa € conveniente alla Vostra Repubblica, anzi
necessario alla vostra salute, che Voi vi armiate senza piu indugio e che assaltiate
questo commune nemico mentre le forze del Cesare e quelle del Transilvano
sono anchor integre: non aspettiate a movervi che quelli sieno caduti; percioché
all’hora vi sarebbe impossibile di resistere non che di vincere (6r-6v).

Nella Orazione rivolta ai principi cristiani, il Frachetta chiede la stessa cosa che
aveva sempre chiesto nei suoi discorsi: I'unita contro il comune nemico, il turco,
sottolineando la ragion di religione che stava alla base della sua dottrina della
legittima guerra:

Io vi propongo la guerra contro il Tirano dei Turchi, che ¢ il piu fiero e maggior
nemico che abbia hoggidila Chiesa di Christo. Qual impresa puo esser pill giusta o
piu santa di questa? quali armi pit pie? [...] pero ¢ giusto che voi vi armiate contro
di esso e vopponiate ai progressi suoi avantiché egli passi pill oltre. Né ritenga
alcuni di voi dire che non siate provocati in particolare da quello; percioché il
procurar lui lesterminio della religione, nella quale tutti communicate, alla cui
difesa tutti siete tenuti e provocamente vero, e che deve bastare ad ogn'uno:
dimodoché si potra con ragione dire che Voi farete guerra difensiva, non offensiva;
e che le vostre armi saranno giuste*.

Le Orazioni di Frachetta sono la prova dell'impeccabile retorica del discorso del
loro autore e allo stesso tempo rappresentano la quintessenza della sua visione ed
etica politica.

Oltre ai suoi discorsi politici, il Frachetta mostro un grande interesse per gli affari
della Curia romana, che si tradusse nella stesura di unaltra categoria di discorsi
incentrati sullelezione del papa, questione che, secondo lui, doveva interessare
soprattutto il re di Spagna.

Nacquero percio discorsi come Sopra il futuro papa (1585) o la Relazione sui
cardinali (1602), inviata al marchese di Villena, successore del duca di Sessa come
ambasciatore di Spagna a Roma. La Relazione sottolinea sia 'importanza del ruolo
svolto da Roma, sia I'interesse che la Spagna doveva mostrare per la nomina del
papa. Riguardo al primo fatto il Frachetta confido a Villena quanto segue:

34 Girolamo Frachetta, Orazione IX scritta ai Prencipi christiani a di 10 di febraro
1598, 3r-v.
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La corte di Roma ¢ senza dubbio veruno la prima corte del mondo (...) qua
calano come in lor centro tutti i negozii del mondo, essendo il pontefice arbitro
dei principi cristiani. Qui le differenze, le pretensioni, le paci, le guerre, le leghe
e altre simili, si maneggiano dal pontefice, sottengono le grazie non solo che
concernano la salute delle anime, ma anche il commodo e la soddisfazione dei
principi e la salvezza dei regni; e fra tanti negozii che in questa corte si trattano,
ve ne ha alcuna volta dei tali che se non sono ben maneggiati, possono apportare
dei gravi scandali, come in spezie le materie di giurisdizioni che hanno annesso
la gelosia dello Stato.

In quanto all'importanza della elezione del papa, il Frachetta scrisse qualcosa di molto
polemico: “la elezione dei papi, se bene per il fine dovrebbe essere semplicemente
spirituale, nondimeno, per essere annesso al papato un prencipe temporale, si puo
dire mista e quanto ' mezzi umani & temporale™.

Con questo discorso il Frachetta ebbe lobbrobbrio della Curia. Dopo l'indiscrezione
di Villena di far trapelare la relazione di Frachetta, la risposta della Curia si ¢ fatta
presto nota ed ¢é stata implacabile: ordine di arresto immediato di Frachetta, ma la
sua fuga ha fatto si che il tentativo di arrestarlo fosse vanificato.

In conclusione, credo che Girolamo Frachetta possa essere considerato uno dei
personaggi di particolare rilevanza per la Guerra Lunga grazie al suo contributo
teorico su come condurre le guerre sia sul campo di battaglia che fuori di esso,
poiché le battaglie non solo si possono combattere con le armi, ma anche (e talvolta
soprattutto) con la penna.

35 Enzo Baldini, Puntigli spagnoleschi e intrighi politici nella Roma di Clemente
VIII (Milano: Franco Angeli Editore, 1981), 98.
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THE HABSBURGS AND THE TRANSYLVANIAN DIETS CONVENED
BY MICHAEL THE BRAVE

s R
ABSTRACT: InhiscapacityasPrince of Transylvania, Michael the Brave summoned

the Transylvanian Diet on four occasions, the final convocation ultimately failing
to materialize. The first three assemblies were duly constituted and formally
affirmed his accession to the princely dignity. As the Diet functioned as the central
deliberative and legislative body of the principality, representatives of the Habsburg
Monarchy repeatedly sought either to forestall its convocation or to secure their
participation in its proceedings. Michael the Brave, however, systematically
precluded imperial agents from attending the sessions, notwithstanding the fact
that his tenure in Transylvania was marked by sustained diplomatic engagement—
both official and informal-with the Habsburg court.

KEYWORDS: Michael the Brave; Diet of Transylvania; Habsburg agents; Papal

nuncio; Princely prerogative.
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The conquest of Transylvania by Michael the Brave, ruler of Wallachia, was a military
event that was part of the Long War between the Habsburgs and the Ottomans.
After Sigismund Bathory’s second abdication, leadership of Transylvania was taken
over by Cardinal Andrei Bathory, a relative of the former prince, who intended to
make peace with the Ottomans. In this context, Michael the Brave organized the
campaign to conquer Transylvania, which ended with the victory at Selimbar and
the killing of Andrei Bathory by the Székelys on his way to Moldova and Poland.
The Wallachian voivode legitimized his rule in Transylvania through his membership
in the Holy League, led by Emperor Rudolf II, and through the right of war (jus
belli). As a result, between November 1599 and September 1600, Michael the Brave
took several actions to be recognized as the legitimate prince of the country by both
the Transylvanians and the Habsburgs. In this study, we aim to present the disputes
between Michael the Brave and the representatives of the Habsburgs regarding the
exercise of the princely right to convene the Diet of the country.

The act of convening the Diet was one of the most important and prestigious
prerogatives of the prince, a central element of the political structure of the
principality. These meetings were attended by the highest-ranking political figures
of the time, who played key roles in the governance and administration of the
region. Among the prominent participants were princely advisors, members of
county committees, the supreme military captains, judges of the princely court, and
representatives from various cities'. Obviously, in order to participate, attendees had

1 Lam Karoly, Az Erdélyi orszaggyiilés szervezete (1541-1848) (Cluj: Gaman Janos,
1908), 10-1; Alexandru Herlea, “Dietele in Transilvania autonoma”, Studii si
Materiale de Istorie Medie, 6 (1973): 207-15.
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to represent one of the three primary political Estates of Transylvania: the nobility,
the Saxons, or the Szeklers. The Wallachian prince convened the Diet of the country
four times, but it only met three times (in Alba Iulia on 20-28 November 1599, in
Brasov on 12-15 March 1600, and again in Alba Iulia on 20-27 July 1600)>.

An examination of historical sources indicates that Michael the Brave consistently
sought to exercise his prerogative to convene the Diet free from both internal and
external interference. Nevertheless, imperial representatives repeatedly endeavored
either to obstruct the convocation of the Diet or to secure the right to participate
in these general assemblies. Consequently, on 2 November 1599—merely one day
after his triumphant entry into Alba Iulia—Michael the Brave convened the Diet
in Cluj, evidently with the intention of formally informing local authorities of the
newly established leadership of the country’. Although the assembly was initially
scheduled to convene on 20 November 1599, its venue was subsequently changed
to Alba Iulia, as evidenced by new convocation orders issued by the Wallachian
voivode to the municipal authorities of Bistrita and to the officials of Solnocul de
Mijloc County*.

In his capacity as Apostolic Nuncio, Germanico Malaspina—an astute observer
of Transylvanian affairs who regularly informed both the Holy See and Emperor
Rudolf IT regarding the political developments during the rule of Michael the
Brave—remarked in a dispatch dated 14 November 1599 that the act of convening
the Diet represented “the highest act of jurisdiction that a prince can exercise”.
From Malaspina’s perspective, such an assertion of sovereign authority posed a
direct challenge to Habsburg prerogatives; consequently, he sought to forestall the
assembly, arguing that its convocation would prove detrimental to the political
authority and strategic interests of the emperor®. However, the Wallachian voivode
demonstrated a firm unwillingness to relinquish this essential prerogative of
princely authority. This is evidenced by a report dated 7 December 1599, in which
Bartolomeus Pezzen—having been informed by several envoys dispatched to
Transylvania on behalf of the Habsburgs—noted that Michael the Brave “convened
and held the Diet without the knowledge and approval of His Majesty” and that
“he refused to have in his presence or within the Diet Mr. Ungnad and other
imperial commissioners, namely Lords Peté Ladislau, Forgach, and Nieri, whom
he dismissed with little regard™. Among these commissioners, David Ungnad and
Sigismund Forgdach arrived in Alba Iulia on 12 November 1599, where they were
received by “the logothete, the grand chamberlain, the commissioner, and many

2 Petre P. Panaitescu, Mihai Viteazul (Bucuresti: Corint, 2002), 161-63.

3 Archiv des Vereins fiir Siebenbiirgische Landeskunde, vol. II (Hermannstadt:
Verlag des Vereins, 1844), 458; Eudoxiu de Hurmuzaki, Documente privitoare la
istoria romdnilor, XII (Bucharest: Socec, 1903), 483-84 (no. 769 and 770).

4 Kemény Jozsef, Kovdcs Istvan, Erdélyorszdg torténetei tdara (Cluj, 1837), 233, no. 6;
Ioan Lupas, Documente istorice transilvane (Cluj: Cartea Roméneascd, 1940), 2,
no. 2.

5 MVCE, I (Bucharest: Ed. Academiei, 1982), 281, no. 104,

6 MVCE, I, 313, no. 115; see also Stefan Andreescu, Restitutio Daciae, I1I (Bucharest:

Albatros, 1997), 300-01.
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other prominent nobles™. On the following day, Michael the Brave granted the
commissioners an audience, after which several exchanges of gifts occurred over
the ensuing days. Notably, on 16 November 1599, the two commissioners were
invited to dine with the voivode, on which occasion “Mr. Ungnad presented the
voivode with a finely crafted gold medal, adorned with the effigies of ten Roman-
German emperors and set with exquisite oriental rubies™. Details of this banquet
were later circulated within Habsburg circles, as evidenced by Gheorghe Rabuss’s
correspondence to Archduke Maximilian. Rabuss reported that he had learned
directly from Ungnad that, “upon arriving together with Forgach Sigmund in Alba
Iulia, at the court of Voivode Michael, the latter invited them both, along with Pet6é
Ladislau, as guests; and there they all became so inebriated—he and they alike—that
each had to be taken home by carriage™.

Despite the sumptuous banquet and the exchange of valuable gifts, the imperial
commissioners failed to achieve their intended objectives, as Michael the Brave
refused to permit their participation in the proceedings of the Diet. Consequently,
one of the guests, Sigismund Forgach, wrote in a tone of evident bitterness to
Nicolae Palffy, stating that “just today, when the Diet was to be held, he removed
me, Mr. Ungnad, and the papal nuncio from here, so that we would neither know
nor witness what was being decided there”".

The emperor was apprised of Michael the Brave’s convocation of the Diet by David
Ungnad himself, who took care to communicate this information both in writing
and through specially dispatched messengers''. Ungnad’s correspondence reveals
that, on 6 November 1599, he and Bartolomeus Pezzen were in Tasnad en route
to Alba Iulia. At that time, they were unaware that the Diet was to convene there,
their mission being primarily to observe closely the measures adopted by Michael
the Brave and to assess his relations with the Transylvanian Estates. It is certain
that Ungnad subsequently arrived in Alba Iulia and, upon learning of the planned
assembly, likely requested permission from the Wallachian ruler to attend its
proceedings. As previously noted, however, his participation was not permitted;
indeed, he was, in his own words, “sent away from here by this palatine more quickly
than he would have liked”'>.

The same fate befell the papal nuncio Germanico Malaspina, whom Michael
the Brave informed that he must leave for Rome within two days at the latest,
but who nevertheless did not leave Alba Iulia before being received in audience
by the voivode®. His departure was not scheduled until November 18, alongside

7 MVCE, 1V, 188, no. 133.

8 MVCE, 1V, 188, no. 133.

9 MVCE, I, 314, no. 116.

10 MVCE, I, 289, no. 107.

11 MVCE, I, 267, no. 100.

12 Caldtori strdini despre Tarile Romane, IV, eds. Maria Holban, Maria Matilda

Alexandrescu Dersca-Bulgaru, and Paul Cernovodeanu (Bucharest: Ed.
Stiintificd, 1972), 167.

13 Cdldtori strdini, IV, 167-68.
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a representative of the voivode and together with David Ungnad and Sigismund
Forgach, who were accompanied by 400 Hungarian horsemen'!. Returning to
Transylvania, David Ungnad wrote to the emperor in Alba Iulia on 15-16 February
1600, repeating the words spoken to him by Gaspar Kornis: “if it is true that he
took this country for Your Majesty [...] then it would not have been appropriate to
convene the Diet without Your Majesty’s knowledge™"”.

Beyond the objective of informing the Transylvanian Estates of the new political
order in their country, the necessity of convening this Diet emerges clearly from the
text of the decisions adopted on that occasion. Indeed, even before enumerating the
specific resolutions agreed upon, the Transylvanian representatives declared that
“Your Majesty [Michael the Brave] desires two things from us for the good and
preservation of our poor country;, namely, “that Your Majesty should lack neither
food nor money”'®. Therefore, the first articles of the Diet concern the amount of
taxes in grain, cattle, and money, an obligation from which no inhabitant of the
country can escape, except for the exemptions specifically specified in the text
of the Diet"”. Subsequent provisions of the Diet addressed matters concerning
the maintenance of the army, the punishment of fugitive serfs who had rebelled
against their masters, and the accountability of those nobles who, having joined
the voivode’s forces, had incited the troops to acts of plunder, thereby inflicting
considerable losses on certain individuals. The privileged nations further secured
assurances that the ruler would uphold their rights of ownership and inheritance,
undertake the restitution of estates unlawfully occupied by some of his retainers,
and permit those nobles who had fled the country to return to their homes without
incurring any form of punishment.

We have already seen that the participation of imperial or papal representatives in
the Diet was not permitted by Michael the Brave, but the account of the Scepusian
Chamber to Archduke Mathias, according to which not even the name of the
emperor was mentioned in the proceedings of the Diet, is unfounded'®. We know
from lIoan Darahi’s report to Commissioner Mihail Szekely that the participants
in the Diet swore allegiance to the Roman-German emperor and to Michael the
Brave as governor of the country*. The information provided by Ioan Darahi is also
confirmed by the document dated 16 December 1599, in which the magistrate of
Sebes attests that the leaders of the city and the surrounding estates swore allegiance
to the emperor and Michael the Brave individually, as decided by the Diet of Alba

14 Cdldtori strdini, IV, 172.

15 MVCE, I, 424, no. 149.

16 MVCE, I, 298, no. 109.

17 This is the case for the cities of Cluj, Aiud, and Turda, which are exempt from
paying taxes due to the expenses incurred by their residents for maintaining the
army.

18 Andrei Veress, Documente privitoare la istoria Ardealului, Moldovei si Tdrii

Romanesti, V (Bucharest: Cartea Romaneasca), 340-42, no. 233.

19 Cdldtori strdini, IV, 130.
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Iulia®. Furthermore, in the documents sent by the Diet to the local authorities
in Transylvania, Michael the Brave uses the official title of deputy emperor
(“Sacratissimae Caesareae Regiaeque Majestatis Consiliarius, per Transsilvaniam
locumtenens”)*!, which proves once again that the information provided by the
officials in Kosice does not correspond to the actual situation. In fact, on the day
the Diet’s work ended, news arrived in Prague that an oath had been sworn to the
emperor at the Diet in Cluj and that the voivode intended to convene another one
in Alba Iulia, in which the commissioners would have no say (“nella quale non
voleva altrimente v’intervenissero li commissarii imperiali’)*, and this ambiguity
can also be attributed to the limited information available, including to the imperial
commissioners in Transylvania.

A situation analogous to that surrounding the convocation of the first Diet can be
observed in the case of the second, which was likewise summoned and assembled
at the order of Michael the Brave. On this occasion, however, he altered not only
the venue of the assembly but also the date of its convocation. This is attested by a
document dated 28 January 1600, issued in Alba Iulia and addressed to Volfgang
(Farkas) Kornis, which has been preserved in its original form*. According to this
document, Volfgang Kornis* was invited to participate in the Diet of Alba Iulia,
scheduled to convene on 16 February 1600. However, for reasons that remain
unknown, no such assembly took place in February. Instead, on 4 March 1600,
the Wallachian voivode issued new letters of summons for a Diet, this time to be
held in Brasov on 12 March 1600*. News of the convocation of a new Diet also
reached the imperial commissioners, as evidenced by a letter from Mihail Szekely
to the imperial councillor Ioan Barvitius, dated 7 March 1600, in which he reported
that the assembly was to be held in Brasov, though, as he remarked, “what will be
discussed there remains to be seen™.

Once again, the imperial commissioners were excluded from the deliberations of the
Diet, and the information available to them was both limited and contradictory. It
is, however, certain that during the days in which the assembly was in session, both
David Ungnad and Mihail Szekely were present in Brasov, as attested by their report
to the emperor dated 13 March 1600%”.The two commissioners informed Rudolf 1T

20 Lajos Szadeczki, Erdély és Mihdly vajda térténete (1595-1601) (Timisoara: Csanad
Egyhazmegyei, 1893), 319-20, no. 62.

21 MVCE, I, 298, no. 109.

22 Hurmuzaki, Documente, X11, 548, no. 88o.

23 Szadeczki, Erdély és Mihdly, 328-29, no. 77.

24 This nobleman is one of the deputies that Michael the Brave leaves in charge of

Transylvania during his campaign to conquer Moldavia. The voivode informs
the imperial commissioners of this on May 4 and 6, 1600. See Hurmuzaki,
Documente, IV/1, 45-46, no. 26 and 27; MVCE, I, 479-480, no. 171; Nicolae Iorga,
Istoria lui Mihai Viteazul (Bucharest: Ed. Militara, 1968), 336.

25 Hurmuzaki, Documente, X1I, 751, no. 1118.
26 MVCE, I, 431, no. 152.
27 Hurmuzaki, Documente, XII, 771775, no. 1142. A short fragment of this
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that the information available to them was imprecise, that decisions appeared to
change from day to day, and that, in fact, the Diet had not taken place. They further
reported, on the basis of information provided by the great boyar Stoica, that adverse
weather conditions had rendered the roads difficult to traverse, preventing many of
the delegates from arriving on time®. According to Stoica, consideration was given
to relocating the Diet’s meeting place to Sibiu or Alba Iulia, the principal motivation
for convening this new assembly being the voivode’s financial needs. The possibility
of postponing the Diet and transferring it to Sibiu is likewise mentioned by Saxon
chroniclers, who record that, at the request of the Transylvanian leaders already
gathered in Brasov, Michael the Brave consented to continue the proceedings of the
Diet®.

This report clearly raises questions about the accuracy and completeness of the
information available to the imperial commissioners. The final act of the Diet
confirms that its proceedings began on 12 March 1600, meaning the commissioners’
report was drafted one day after the partial opening of the assembly. Nevertheless,
the Habsburg representatives admitted they knew nothing with certainty and, as a
result, informed the emperor that, owing to this uncertainty, they were unable to
provide a substantive account of Michael the Brave’s governance. In fact, they were
unaware that the Diet’s debates had commenced the previous day, having learned
only from Stoica that the assembly had been convened too late and that some of
those summoned had been unable to attend.

Whether Stoica himself was ignorant of the Diet’s start, deliberately withheld
information, or whether the session was indeed delayed due to the low number
of participants remains unclear. While the first possibility seems improbable, what
is certain is that Michael the Brave and his close collaborators effectively kept the
emperor’s representatives at a distance from the internal political affairs of the
principality. Consequently, the commissioners could ascertain nothing definite
about the assembly’s decisions, apart from the voivode’s financial demands. In a
subsequent report, sent from Brasov on 15 March 1600%, the very day the Diet
concluded, they stated that the Diet had been held “yesterday and today’, yet
they still knew nothing of its resolutions except for the imposition of a new
monetary contribution, which they believed to be eight thalers per gate. In reality,
the Transylvanian Estates had agreed to pay only four florins per gate, and this
inaccuracy serves to confirm Michael the Brave’s deliberate policy, together with
that of his collaborators, to ensure that the imperial authorities received information
that was both minimal and ambiguous.

The third Diet of Transylvania, convened at the behest of Michael the Brave, met
in Alba Iulia in July 1600 with the stated purpose of addressing matters “that will

document is translated in MVCE, V, 250, no. 163.
28 Hurmuzaki, Documente, XII, 771, no. 1142.

29 “iterum autem mutata sentencia, volebat prorogare et transferre celebranda
Cibinii, verum quia jam confluxerant regni proceres, precibus obtinebant, ut
continuarentur”, Chronicon Fuchsio-Lupino-Oltardinum sive Annales Hungarici,
ed. Joseph Trausch, (Corona: Johann Gott, 1847), 153.

30 Hurmuzaki, Documente , XII, 776-78, no. 114s.
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seem to be of the greatest benefit to our public salvation™'. The agenda included
the imposition of a new tax of six florins, the punishment of fugitive serfs who had
abandoned their rightful masters and engaged in acts of plunder, the reorganization
of internal customs, the enlistment of soldiers, and preparations for military
mobilization™.

As a new development, at the request of Michael the Brave, measures are also
taken in favor of the Wallachians in Transylvania. Thus, the voivode demands
that Wallachian villages be granted free grazing rights for their animals, with the
exception of sheep, from neighboring villages, whether Hungarian or Saxon. In
turn, Wallachian villages had to offer the same benefit to neighboring villages.
Free grazing was only allowed on common pastures and not in forests, vineyards,
or other cultivated areas, so as not to cause damage to other inhabitants. Another
request made by the voivode concerned the exemption of Wallachian priests from
corvée labor, and the Transylvanian “nations” accepted this demand as well, so that
all priests were to benefit from this exemption in their own right. At the same time,
Wallachian priests were not allowed to remarry, and villages that did not notify the
local bishop of such a situation were to be fined two hundred florins, which went to
the princely treasury. The text of the Diet explicitly states that these measures were
taken on the voivode’s own initiative, being the first decisions of the Diet made for
the benefit of the Wallachian inhabitants of Transylvania during the reign of Michael
the Brave®. The course of history would show that these measures were the only ones
adopted, and their implementation was too short-lived to significantly improve the
situation of the Transylvanian Wallachians, because during the following month
(August 1600), Michael the Brave’s authority over Transylvania had begun to face
mounting challenges.

It is certain that David Ungnad and Mihail Szekely did not participate in this Diet,
as they were in Satu Mare at the time, having gone there to receive Bartolomeus
Pezzen. They remained in Satu Mare, as evidenced by their letter to Michael the
Brave dated 25 July 1600, in which they expressed dissatisfaction with the manner
in which they had been treated in Transylvania*. During the Diet, however,
Bartolomeus Pezzen was in Alba Iulia, where he engaged in difficult negotiations
with the Wallachian ruler concerning the governance of Transylvania, Moldavia,
and Wallachia. Nevertheless, there is no evidence to suggest that this high-ranking
imperial official was present at the Diet’s deliberations.

The negotiations between Michael the Brave and Bartolomeus Pezzen, analyzed in
detail and convincingly interpreted by Stefan Andreescu’, were arduous. Yet, beyond
the official sessions, which unfolded over the course of several days, one must also
consider the possibility of more informal and amicable exchanges conducted in less

31 MVCE, V, 288, no. 196.
32 MVCE, I, 536-541, no. 198.
33 See also Ioan-Aurel Pop, “Decizii referitoare la romani in dietele transilvane din

timpul lui Mihai Viteazul”, in Mihai Viteazul si Transilvania. Culegere de studii,
ed. Camil Muresan (Cluj: Napoca Star, 2005), 99-118.

34 Hurmuzaki, Documente, IV/1, 88-9, no. 75.
35 Andreescu, Restitutio Daciae, 111, 308-15.

107



108

Dorel Tuinea EASTERN EUROPEAN HISTORY REVIEW
n. 8/2025

tense settings, such as those afforded by festive banquets. Historical sources attest
that Pezzen was received in Alba Iulia with full honors and that several exchanges
of gifts took place®, and the chronicler Istvan Szamoskozy further records that
the two parties also met in a convivial atmosphere during feasts marked by good
cheer and lively conversation, noting that, at one such gathering, “Voivode Michael
got Bartolomeus Pezzen and David Ungnad drunk, and he himself was also very
drunk™.

Bartolomeus Pezzen brought with him to Prague the final version of the demands
advanced by the Wallachian ruler, who insisted, among other points, on the formal
recognition of his perpetual authority over Wallachia and Moldavia. Regarding
Transylvania, Michael the Brave expressed his willingness to rule under the title of
“governor’, provided that “whenever I wish and deem it necessary, I may convene the
Diet, in which we can bring everything to a conclusion for the good and preservation
of the country”. It is evident, therefore, that Michael the Brave had relinquished his
claim to the title of Prince of Transylvania, yet he sought to govern the principality
in the same manner as his predecessors, notably by retaining the right to convene
the Diet, even if its decisions were to require the emperor’s ratification. Emperor
Rudolf IT’s response, dated 12 September 1600, formally acknowledged Michael’s
authority in Transylvania®; however, this recognition had no practical effect on his
reign. Merely days later, on 18 September 1600, Michael the Brave suffered defeat
at Mirasldu and was expelled from the country by the rebellious nobility, aided by
imperial forces under the command of Giorgio Basta®.

In conclusion, we can observe that Michael the Brave exercised his princely
prerogative to convene the Diet without reservation, which demonstrates once
again that the voivode did not intend at any time to change the legal regime of
Transylvania, but respected the rule of the three nations, which had been at the
foundation of the country’s constitutional organization since 1437, when the nobles,
Saxons, and Szeklers concluded the well-known fraternal agreement unio in Capalna,
thus constituting themselves as privileged Estates of the country. Starting in the
mid-16th century, a new religious order was added to the social structure, so that
between 1542 and 1571, the new Christian denominations, namely Lutheranism,
Calvinism, and Unitarianism, were added to Catholicism and became, through
regulations of the Diet, the four accepted denominations in Transylvania*. This
legal order was also respected by Michael the Brave, like the other Transylvanian
princes. Although he came to power in Transylvania by force of arms, the first legal

36 MYVCE, 1V, 290, no. 219, 290.

37 Ioachim Crdciun, Cronicarul Szamoskozy si insemndrile lui privitoare la romadni
1566-1608 (Cluj: Ardealul, 1928), 130.

38 MVCE, 1, 553, no. 200.

39 MCRT, 1V, 539-544, no. 61.

40 lorga, Istoria lui Mihai Viteazul, 363-367.

41 For more information, see Ioan-Aurel Pop, “Reforma si natiuni in principatul

Transilvaniei”, in Studia historica et theologica. Omagiu prof. Emilian Popescu,
ed. Constantin C. Petolescu (Iasi: Trinitas, 2003), 459-68.
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act performed by the Wallachian voivode after entering Alba Iulia was to convene
the Diet, so that the Estates could be officially notified of Cardinal Andrei Bathory’s
defeat and recognize the victor as the new ruler of the country.

The Diet of Transylvania recognized Michael the Brave as prince of the country,
even though the final acts of the Diet opened with the official title assumed by the
voivode and then conferred by the emperor Rudolf II. The Estates called him a
merciful prince, and the undoubted proof of this is that they responded to the call
to the Diet, an exclusively princely prerogative®. It is true that Michael the Brave’s
exercise of this princely attribute can be linked to the authority of the Habsburg
emperor, from whom Michael the Brave himself claimed legitimacy, but from the
reports of the imperial commissioners and papal representatives we can easily see
not only that they were not received at the Diet meetings, but also that the emperor
himself was not informed in advance by the prince of his intention to convene the
privileged Estates in the Diet. Also, its telling how hard it was for the Habsburg
representatives to get reliable info about what was discussed in the general assembly,
which is why they sent several reports to Rudolf II. All this supports the idea that
Michael the Brave acted like a real prince at the head of Transylvania, and the fact
that he insisted until the end of the negotiations with the imperial authorities on
having the unrestricted right to convene the Diet of the country proves once again
that he did not accept external constraints, not even from his suzerain, regarding
the internal affairs of Transylvania.

42 See also Andor Csizmadia, “Les congrégations générales et les diétes en
Transylvanie”, Acta juridica Academiae Scientarum Hungaricae, 21 (1979): 217-48.
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“TARII CRISURILOR” MUSEUM ORADEA (ROMANIA)

THE TRANSYLVANIAN CONTRIBUTION TO THE THIRTY YEARS' WAR IN 17™—
CENTURY VENETIAN HISTORIOGRAPHY

ABSTRACT: The conflict between Catholics and Protestants in the Holy Roman
Empire, known as the Thirty Years War (1618-1648), offered the Transylvanian
prince Gabriel Bethlen, under the pretext of supporting the Czech Protestant rebels
(1619-1622), the opportunity to implement his ambitious and expansive foreign
policy against the Habsburgs. The Principality of Transylvania’s involvement
in the Thirty Years’ War during the reign of George Rakoczy I on the side of the
Franco-Swedish coalition in February 1644, preceded by negotiations with the allies
concluded in November 1642, culminated in the separate peace between George
Rékéczy I and Ferdinand IIT of Habsburg, concluded in Linz on September 16,
1645. Transylvanias participation in the Thirty Years’ War is reflected in books
published in Venice, such as Delle istorie memorabili by Al. Zilioli (1642), Delle
Historie memorabili de’ nostri tempi by M. Bisaccioni (1653), Dell’Historie Universali
d’Europa, vol. I-11, by G. Brusoni (1657), Ristretto dell’historie del mondo, the first
part by H. Torsellini, and the second by B. Oldoini (1663), as well as in the work
of B. Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta (1676), or in Idea Generale del Regno
D’Ungheria by C. Freschot (1684).

KEYWORDS: Transylvania; Thirty Years’ War; Gabriel Bethlen; George Rakoczy [;
Venetian Historiography.

INTRODUZIONE

I1 conflitto scoppiato nel 1618 tra cattolici e protestanti nel Sacro Romano Impero,
noto come Guerra dei Trent’anni, che raggruppo la maggior parte degli stati
europei in due coalizioni - I’'Unione Evangelica e la Lega Cattolica - offri al principe
transilvano Gabriele Bethlen (1613-1629)', con il pretesto di sostenere i ribelli

1 Per quanto riguarda la partecipazione di Gabriel Bethlen alla Guerra dei
Trent’anni, vedi: Paul Cernovodeanu, “Transilvania si Rdzboiul de 30 de ani”,
Studii si articole de istorie, 21 (1973): 15-25; Cristina Fenesan, “Transilvania si
Rédzboiul de treizeci de ani”, Anuarul Institutului de Istorie si Arheologie din Cluj-
Napoca, 26 (1983-1984): 119-39; Cristian Luca, “Cateva avvisi inedite relative la
politica externa a principelui Gabriel Bethlen (1628-1629)”, Anuarul Institutului
de Istorie “A.D. Xenopol” din lasi, 36 (1999):163-70; Id., “Participarea Transilvaniei
la Rézboiul de treizeci de ani in perioada domniei lui Gabriel Bethlen (1613-
1629)”, Istros, 10 (2000): 425-34; Id., “Prima etapd a participarii Transilvaniei
la Rézboiul de treizeci de ani in lumina unor documente venetiene inedite”,
in Argesis. Studii si comunicdri - seria istorie, 9 (2000): 177-85; Constantin
Rezachevici, “Autoritatea princiara in Transilvania. Participarea la Razboiul de
30 deani”, in Istoria romdnilor, vol. V: O epocd de innoiri in spirit european (1601-
1711/1716), a cura di Virgil Candea (Bucuresti: Editura Enciclopedica, 2003), 83-
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protestanti cechi (1619-1622), l'opportunita di attuare la sua ambiziosa ed espansiva
politica estera a scapito degli Asburgo. Un ruolo importante nei suoi piani fu quello
di raggiungere un’alleanza con Venezia, direttamente interessata a mantenere gli
Asburgo coinvolti in un conflitto interno, al fine di evitare qualsiasi minaccia da
parte della Casa d’Austria ai propri interessi nell’area del confine comune>.

I suo intervento militare nei territori imperiali avvenne con il consenso della Porta:
Bethlen riusci a occupare diverse localita, come Bratislava, nellottobre del 1619,
Kosice, Nové Zamky, Trnava e Nitra®, e persino ad accerchiare e assediare Vienna
(novembre 1619), un’azione che abbandono inaspettatamente a causa della notizia
del sostegno fornito dai polacchi a Gheorghe Homonnai* e della sua preparazione
di un intervento in Transilvania. Per riprendere il conflitto, il principe fece appello
alla Porta affinché ricevesse l'aiuto di 2.000 fanti dalla Moldavia e 1.000 cavalieri
dalla Valacchia®.

Lopposizione anti-imperiale della nobilta ungherese settentrionale, riunita nella
Dieta di Banska Bystrica, offri a Bethlen la corona reale, ma il principe, considerata
la posizione della Porta e le condizioni imposte dagli stati della Transilvania, evito
di accettarla. Pur firmando il Diploma regis, rifiutd l'incoronazione e respinse
qualsiasi limitazione della sua autorita in materia di governo, con disappunto di una
parte considerevole della nobilta ungherese, che preferi tornare alla sottomissione
dell'imperatore. I risultati sul campo di battaglia — numerose vittorie ottenute da
Bethlen, la sconfitta dei cechi alla Montagna Bianca, la conquista della fortezza di
Vac da parte degli ottomani - costrinsero le parti in conflitto a concludere il Trattato
di pace di Mikulov, il 6 gennaio 1622. Con esso, Gabriel Bethlen rinuncio al titolo
di Re d’'Ungheria, che apparteneva a Ferdinando d’Asburgo, insieme alle contee
dell'Ungheria occidentale, ottenendo, in cambio, il riconoscimento di Principe di
Transilvania e la concessione dei titoli di Principe eletto del Sacro Romano Impero
e Duca di Oppeln e Ratibor. Ottenne, in questa occasione, il governo a vita delle
sette contee (Satu Mare, Bereg, Ugocsa, Borsod, Abauj, Zemplén e Szabolcs),

96; Cristian Luca, “Quelques notes et documents concernant la participation
de la Transylvanie a la guerre de trente ans pendant la principauté de Gabriel
Bethlen (1613-1629)”, Revue Roumaine d’Histoire, 46/ 1-4 (2007): 161-73.

2 Si veda: Florina Ciure, “Relatiile politico-diplomatice ale lui Gabriel Bethlen cu
Republica Venetiand”, Crisia, 35 (2005): 67-78; Gizella Nemeth, Adriano Papo,
“Le ambascerie a Venezia del principe di Transilvania Gabriele Bethlen e la
guerra dei Trent’Anni”, Crisia, 46 (2016): 33-42.

3 A proposito di questa campagna, vedi Sandor Szilagyi, “Oklevelek Bethlen
Gdbor 1619-1621 hadfaratai torténetéhez”, Magyar Torténelmi Tar, 4 (1857):
183-224; Georg Kraus, Cronica Transilvaniei, 1608-1665, traduzione e studio
introduttivo di Gheorghe Duzinchevici e Eva Reus-Marza (Bucuresti: Editura
Academiei republicii populare roméne, 1965), 44-5.

4 Veniamin Ciobanu, Politicd si diplomatie in secolul al XVII-lea. Tarile romdne
in raporturile polono-otomano-habsburgice (1601-1634) (Bucuresti: Editura
Academiei Romane, 1994), 198.

5 Susana Andea, “Tarile Roméane in secolul al XVII-lea”, in Istoria Romdniei.
Compendiu, a cura di Ioan-Aurel Pop, loan Bolovan (Cluj-Napoca: Institutul
Cultural Roméan - Centrul de Studii Transilvane, 2004), 323.
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nell'Ungheria settentrionale, occupate dai suoi eserciti, nonché la somma annua
di 50.000 fiorini, a titolo di spese per il mantenimento dei mercenari e per il
mantenimento in condizioni ottimali delle fortezze che costituivano il sistema
difensivo del Principato. Per la Transilvania, il trattato significo il consolidamento
della sua posizione autonoma nei rapporti con le grandi potenze e l'accrescimento
del prestigio diplomatico del principe Gabriel Bethlen.

Nell'agosto del 1623, Gabriel Bethlen riprese le azioni militari contro gli Asburgo,
dopo aver precedentemente ottenuto 'Accordo della Porta e assicurazioni di
collaborazione da parte di alcuni principi protestanti, ma non registrod particolari
successi. Il trattato di pace concluso '8 maggio 1624 a Vienna riproponeva, con
alcune modifiche, le disposizioni della pace di Mikulov: Bethlen rinunciava ai
ducati di Oppeln e Ratibor, manteneva le sette contee per il resto della sua vita,
ottenendo l'annessione definitiva alla Transilvania delle localita di Baia Mare, Baia
Sprie ed Ecsed®. Nonostante tutti questi vantaggi, il principe continuo ad essere
attratto dall’alleanza con la coalizione protestante, riaprendo, nel settembre del
1626, il conflitto con Vienna, attraverso una nuova campagna militare, conclusa il
20 dicembre 1626 con la pace di Bratislava, che riprendeva le clausole dei trattati
precedenti e segnava, al contempo, la definitiva rinuncia di Bethlen alla politica
anti-asburgica. Verso la fine della sua vita, il principe offri a Vienna lopportunita
di porre fine per sempre allostilita tra la Transilvania e I'Impero, attraverso una
possibile alleanza matrimoniale con la famiglia imperiale. Il nuovo orientamento
politico di Gabriel Bethlen, cosi come il tentativo di acquisizione, con il sostegno
svedese e russo, della corona di Polonia, rimasero solo allo stadio di progetto, poiché
il principe mori il 15 novembre 1629.

Tramite il suo coivolgimento nella Guerra dei Trentanni, Gabriel Bethlen riusci a
integrare la Transilvania nei grandi sistemi di alleanze europee’ e, con il sostegno
militare ottomano e degli altri due paesi romeni, a ottenere una serie di vittorie che
assicurarono al Principato un ruolo importante nel mantenimento dellequilibrio
politico nell’Europa dellepoca®.

Il coinvolgimento del Principato di Transilvania nella Guerra dei Trentanni durante
il regno di Giorgio Rakdczy I° a fianco della coalizione franco-svedese fu preceduto

6 Andea, “Tdrile Roméne in secolul al XVII-lea”, 323-4.

7 loan Hudita, Histoire des relations diplomatiques entre la France et la Transylvanie
au XVIIEe siecle (1635-1683) (Paris: Gamber, 1927), 41-2.

8 Gli interventi di Gabriele Bethlen nel conflitto furono registrati in una serie di
opuscoli; vedi Ion Toderascu, “Ziare-brosuri privitoare la Razboiul de treizeci
de ani”, Anuarul Institutului de Istorie si Arheologie “A. D. Xenopol” din lasi,
13 (1976): 333-53; Id., “Participarea Transilvaniei la Razboiul de treizeci de ani.
Un ziar-brosura din 1621, Anuarul Institutului de Istorie si Arheologie “A. D.
Xenopol” din lasi, 15 (1978), 308-9.

9 Per quanto riguarda la partecipazione del principe Giorgio Rakdczy I alla
Guerra dei Trent’anni, si veda: Kraus, Cronica Transilvaniei, 103; Cernovodeanu,
Transilvania si Razboiul de 30 de ani, 15-25; Fenesan, Transilvania si Razboiul de
treizeci de ani, 119-39; Graeme Murdock, Calvinism on the Frontier 1600-1660.
International Calvinism and the Reformed Church in Hungary and Transylvania
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000), 270-89.
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da negoziati con gli alleati - condotti in Transilvania, ma anche alla Porta o in
Europa - che si conclusero nel novembre del 1642. La Transilvania entro in guerra
nel febbraio del 1644 e, oltre allesercito del Principato, 1.000 soldati valacchi e circa
700 moldavi parteciparono alle azioni militari, a cui si unirono truppe ottomane. I
successi iniziali della campagna furono seguiti anche da momenti difficili, dovuti al
mancato rispetto delle disposizioni dei trattati di alleanza: gli aiuti militari ottomani
furono di gran lunga inferiori alle aspettative, gli alleati non stanziarono i contributi
finanziari promessi e la collaborazione militare e il coordinamento con le truppe
alleate funzionarono in modo inefficiente. Inoltre, la nobilta cattolica in Ungheria
mostro riserve sulleccessivo protestantesimo promosso nei territori occupati.

La pace separata tra Giorgio Rakéczy I (1630-1648) e Ferdinando III d’Asburgo
(1637-1657) fu conclusa a Linz il 16 settembre 1645. In base alle sue disposizioni,
alla Transilvania fu concesso il possesso eterno di cinque delle sette contee
acquisite da Gabriele Bethlen nel 1622; inoltre, le contee di Satu Mare e Szabolcs
furono mantenute dal principe a vita, con diritto di successione per i suoi figli. La
partecipazione di Giorgio Rakdczy I alla Guerra dei Trentanni portd a un aumento
delle pretese della Porta sul Principato, con 'ammontare del tributo fissato a 15.000
monete doro, a cui si aggiunsero altre 7.000 per le contee ottenute dal principe
dagli imperiali. Le disposizioni finali della Pace di Westfalia (1648), che sancirono
il riconoscimento ufficiale della partecipazione della Transilvania alla Guerra dei
Trentanni, determinarono un aumento del prestigio internazionale del Principato™.

LIBRI STAMPATI A VENEZIA SUL CONTRIBUTO TRANSILVANO ALLA GUERRA DEI TRENT'ANNI

La partecipazione della Transilvania alla Guerra dei Trent'anni si riflette nei libri
pubblicati nella citta dei Dogi, come Delle istorie memorabili di Alessandro Zilioli
(1642), Delle Historie memorabili de’ nostri tempi di Maiolino Bisaccioni (1653),
Dell’Historie Universali d’Europa, vol. I-11, di Girolamo Brusoni (1657), Ristretto
dell’historie del mondo, la prima parte dovuta al gesuita Horazio Torsellini, e la
seconda al genovese Bernardo Oldoini (1663), nonché nellopera di Giovanni
Battista Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta (1676) o nell'Idea Generale del Regno
D’Ungheria (1684) di Casimir Freschot.

Delle istorie Memorabili di Alessandro Zilioli"' racconta brevemente gli eventi a
partire dal 1618 che vedono Gabriele Bethlen coinvolto nella Guerra dei Trentanni'2.
Alessandro Zilioli (Venezia, 1596 — Venezia, 1645) € stato uno storico, letterato e
poeta italiano. Studio diritto civile, storia, letteratura e acquisi una vasta erudizione.
E autore delle Istorie Memorabili (1646) in 22 volumi e delle Vite de’ poeti italiani
(1630), ricche di informazioni.

La sua opera principale, Storie Memorabili de’ Nostri Tempi Libri X, ¢ la continuazione
delle storie di Giovanni Tarcagnota e Bartolomeo Dionigi da Fano. Le storie
saranno continuate da Maiolino Bisaccioni e Giovanni Battista Birago Avogadro,
le cui opere si trovano normalmente raccolte insieme a quelle di Zilioli. La parte di

10 Andea, “Tarile Romane in secolul al XVII-lea”, 332.

11 Alessandro Zilioli, Delle istorie memorabili de’ Suoi Tempi [...] libri otto che sono
dall’anno 1615 fin al 1627 (Venetia: apresso Gio[vanni] Antonio Giuliani, 1642).

12 Zilioli, Delle istorie memorabili de’ Suoi Tempi, 178-80, 198, 173.
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questa raccolta di Zilioli copre i primi quarantanni del Seicento. Di conseguenza,
vengono ricordate le ultime azioni del principe Gabriel Bethlen durante la Guerra
dei Trentanni, con la preocupazione dei suoi alleati

per l'incertezza degli aiuti promessi da Gabor Prencipe di Transilvania, il quale
mostrandosi piu desideroso di pace, che di guerra, per essersiammogliato all’hora
con la sorella dell’Elettore di Bramdeburgo, et governandosi con le solite arti,
andava portando il tempo in lungo, e cercando con varij ufficij, che i confederati
ricevessero le parole, e l'intentione per gli effetti da lui promessi'®. [Alla fine]
Mansfeld [Ernst von Mansfeld]... trapasso in Ungaria per congiungersi quivi
con Betelem Gabor, che tuttavia gli prometteva favori, & assistenza, havendo
occupate cosi egli, come il Vaimar diverse piazze, e terre di consideratione, poiche
il Valstain, e Conte di Slich, non havevano havute forze bastanti da impedirglielo,
essendo stati necessitati mandar gran parte delle loro genti in Ungheria, dove
dal medesimo Gabor unito co i Turchi erano state fatte diverse novita, e messo
lassedio a Novigradi, in soccorso del quale andati/poi il Valstain, et il Palatino
d’Ungheria, et dando alla coda a i Turchi, che gia si levavano dall’assedio, ne
fecero strage considerabile, si che Gabor conoscendo non poter far alcun avanzo,
et essendogli pitt noiosa l'amicitia de Turchi, che I'inimicitia dell'Imperatore, si
disuni con la volubilita sua solita dal Bassa di Buda capo di quella espiditione, et
alienandosi anco dal Re di Danimarca, col quale pero poco si era mai concordato,
concluse sospension darmi con Cesare sino allAprile seguente, e si ridusse a
casa'’.

Dopo la campagna del 1626, l'ultima sferrata da Gabriel Bethlen contro gli Asburgo,
conclusa con la pace di Bratislava, il principe transilvano tento di avvicinarsi alla
corte di Vienna, ma i suoi ambiziosi progetti sarebbero crollati il 15 novembre 1629,
con il passaggio alleternita.

Maiolino Bisaccioni nacque a Ferrara nel 1582. Studio legge a Bologna, ma a sedici
anni si arruolo come gonfaloniere al servizio della Repubblica di Venezia. Nel 1601
decise di tentare la carriera militare e, insieme agli zii Desiderio, al servizio del Duca
di Toscana, e Bisaccioni, colonnello delle galee pontificie, fu trai mercenari imperiali
che combatterono in Ungheria. Tornato in Italia nel 1603, si ritirdo a Modena per
esercitare la professione forense. Nel 1617 si stabili a Trento, dove scrisse Statuti
e privilegi della sacra religione costantiniana, unopera pubblicata nel 1624. Allo
scoppio della Guerra dei Trentanni senti nuovamente la chiamata alle armi: il grado
di luogotenente generale promesso dal sovrano di Moldavia lo spinse a dirigersi a
Vienna, ma, alla notizia della sua morte, rimase per partecipare alla difesa della citta.
Ritornato in patria, si stabili per vari periodi a Napoli, Palermo, Torino, giungendo
infine a Venezia, dove rimase fino alla fine dei suoi giorni, I'8 giugno 1663.

Fu membro dell'Accademia veneziana degli Ignoti e pubblico diverse opere
storiche, oltre a racconti e melodrammi. Gia nel 1633 pubblico i primi capitoli del
Commentario delle guerre successe in Alemagna dal tempo che il re Gustavo di Svetia
si levo di Norimberga (Venezia, 1633-1642), pubblicando poi Vita dell’ Imperatore
Ferdinando 1I (Venezia, 1637), Memorie storiche delle mosse darmi di Gustavo Adolfo

13 Zilioli, Delle istorie memorabili de’ Suoi Tempi, 62.

14 Zilioli, Delle istorie memorabili de’ Suoi Tempi, 62-3.
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Re di Svetia in Germania dal 1630 (Bologna, 1653), Storie dei suoi tempi (Venezia,
1652-1653), continuazione dellopera di Alessandro Zilioli, Istoria delle guerre civili
di questi ultimi tempi (Venezia, 1653-1655, ristampata nel 1664) o Istoria universale
dellorigine, guerre e imperio de’ Turchi (Venezia, 1654)".

In Delle Historie memorabili de’ nostri tempi'® tratta dettagliatamente le azioni del
principe transilvano Giorgio Rakdczy I durante la Guerra dei Trentanni, in seguito
alle richieste degli ex alleati di Bethlen:

Solo vso [re Svevo] vriartificio, che fu di sollecitare il Ragozzi a mouer l'armi, e
rendersi padrone dell'Vngaria, o per lo meno far migliori le proprie conditioni
della fortuna, quando fosse occorso di restituire quello ch’hauesse occupato in
quel Regno. Il fine del Re, fu, che le genti, che adunaua il Vulastaino [Wallenstein]
fossero costrette a volgersi contro il Ragozzi, & egli intanto proseguire i suoi
auuantaggi; era all’hora quel Prencipe a Straberga quando queste cose gli furono
proposte, & addolcite con ragioni apparenti della facilita dell'impresa, poiché
battendo esso da vna parte, & lo Sueco dall’altra non hauerebbe mai I'Tmperadore
vnirsi, a difendere da tutte parti; [l'aiuto da loro dato]. Bollivano in tanto i
negotiati dall'vna, e dall’altra parte. Procurarono, e mossero gli Suedesi
per mezzo della Francia il Ragozzi, che facesse vna diuersione in Vngaria,
tolto lessempio dal Gabor ne’ tempi del Palatino, e fecero seco vna lega
offesiua, proponendogli facile l'auuanzare i suoi interessi, in tanto che
I'Imperatore ne gli altri Regni, e Stati era trauagliato'’,

cosi come anche i suoi successi nella battaglia: “[...] il Transiluano entr6 ancor egli
in Campagna nel principio di Febraro, portandosi con dieci mila Caualli, & 4. m.
Fanti sotto Cassouia™®.

Informazioni molto brevi sul coinvolgimento della Transilvania nella Guerra dei
Trentanni si trovano anche nella Historia universale dellorigine, guerre, et imperio
de turchi®, unopera iniziata da Francesco Sansovino e continuata da Maiolino
Bisaccioni. Quest'ultimo menziona di sfuggita che “Bethlem Gabor, che fece molti
danni contro I'Imperadore, eflendofi quello inteso con li Prencipi disgustati della
Germania”®.

Tra coloro che hanno studiato attentamente il passato non troppo lontano, ce anche

15 Valerio Castronovo, “Bisaccioni Maiolino”, in DBI, vol. 10 (1968), 639-43.

16 Maiolino Bisaccioni, Delle historie memorabili de nostri tempi, che contengono
le guerre di Germania, dalla mossa del Re di Suetia dopo la Pace di Lubecca, sino
alla Pace di Munster, seguita I'anno 1650 (Venezia: presso il Turrini, 1653), 565.

17 Bisaccioni, Delle historie memorabili de nostri tempi, 465.
18 Bisaccioni, Delle historie memorabili de nostri tempi, 472.
19 Bisaccioni, Historia vniversale dell’origine, gverre, et imperio de’ tvrchi raccolta

da M. Francesco Sansovino [...] Accresciuta in questa ultima impressione di varie
materie notabili, con le vite di tutti gl'Imperatori Ottomani fino alli nostri tempi
(Venezia: presso Sebastiano Combi, & Gio. La Nou, 1654).

20 Bisaccioni, Historia vniversale dell origine, gverre, et imperio de’ tvrchi, 358.
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Girolamo Brusoni®'. Le notizie riguardanti la sua famiglia, la nascita e i primi anni
di vita di Girolamo Brusoni sono molto controverse. La versione piu probabile lo
colloca nel 1614 a Badia Vengadizza, in Polesine. Inizio gli studi alla Badia, per poi
trasferirsi con la famiglia a Ferrara intorno al 1621. Qui inizio a studiare lettere,
diritto, filosofia, teologia, diplomandosi a Padova. Dimostro una precoce vocazione
letteraria, alleta di 15 anni, scrivendo due novelle pubblicate a Venezia nel 1641. Fece
parte dell’Accademia degli Incogniti, la piu grande accademia veneziana dellepoca,
insieme ad altre personalita dellepoca, tra cui Giovan Francesco Loredan, Maiolino
Bisaccioni, Galeazzo Gualdo Priorato. I suoi interventi alle adunanze vennero
pubblicati in un volume edito a Venezia nel 1641, intitolato Gli aborti delloccasione.
Nel 1655 pubblico la sua prima opera storica, Storia delle guerre d’Italia dal 1635 al
1655, ristampata nel 1657 e nel 1661, e con il titolo definitivo Historia d’Italia, nel
1671, proseguendo poi con le Istorie Universali d’ Europa, pubblicate in due volumi
a Venezia nel 1657. Sembra che Brusoni avrebbe preparato nel 1688 il terzo volume
delle Historie, che perd non fu pubblicato. Un estratto delle due opere precedenti &
lopera Historia dellultima guerra tra Veneziani e Turchi, pubblicata a Venezia nel
1673 e ristampata a Bologna tre anni dopo, con maggiore ricorso a documenti di
prima mano. Forse nellottica di continuare la Istorie universali, Brusoni pubblico a
Venezia nel 1665 numerosi documenti relativi alle Campagne dell’'Ungheria, unopera
di pura compilazione. Le ultime notizie su di lui risalgono al 26 luglio 1686, quando
chiese a Casa Savoia il permesso di rientrare da Torino a Venezia, ma non si sa se
gli fu concesso®.

Lo stesso Brusoni, nel libro intitolato Le Historie universali d’Europa, tratta gli eventi
che si svolsero tra il 1627 e il 1657. Dal primo volume* non potevano mancare i
riferimenti alle azioni europee di Gabriele Bethlen:

La caduta del Palatino, e la depressione del Partito Eretico in Alemagna con
tanto accrescimento della riputazione, e della potenza della casa d’Austria
cagiono diversi moti negli animi de’ Principi, e Germani, e Stranieri, i quali datisi
nuovamente a sollevare i Protestanti, e a muovere il Transilvano €'l Turco contro
I'Imperadore misero di strane rivoluzioni in campagna®.

Si segnala una descrizione quasi analoga a quella contenuta nellopera di Alessandro
Zilioli, dell'incontro dellesercito di Gabriele Bethlen con le forze sotto il comando
di Mansfeld della campagna militare del 1626.

21 Su Brusoni si veda: Gino Luzzatto, “Cenni intorno alla vita e alle opere storiche
di Girolamo Brusoni”, Ateneo Veneto, 21 (1898): 272-306; Id., “Cenni intorno alla
vita e alle opere storiche di Girolamo Brusoni”, Ateneo Veneto, 22 (1899): 6-26,
226-44; Benedetto Croce, Storia dell’eta barocca in Italia (Bari: Gius. Laterza &
Figli, 1929), 103, 105, 116.

22 Gaspare de Caro, “Girolamo Brusoni”, in DBI, 14 (1972), 712-20.

23 Girolamo Brusoni, Dell’Historie Universali d’Europa, vol. 1 (Venezia: per
Francesco Storti, 1657).

24 Brusoni, Dell’Historie Universali d’Europa, vol. 1, 7.
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[...] inviando il Mansfeld nella Slesia; poiche trovandosi quella Provincia
provveduta di grosse guarnigioni imperiali, ed essendogli venute meno le
promesse di Gabor Prencipe di Transilvania; non gli riuscirono i suoi tentativi,
come sperava, e lascio gli Stati proprj esposti alle invasioni dell'armi Cattoliche.
Quinci il Mansfelt lasciato il Vaimar con dodici mila huomini da guerra a
travagliar la Slesia, devastata la Moravia, trascorse nell'Ungaria ad unirsi col
medesimo Gabor, ne gli riusci infruttuoso afatto questo nuovo Consiglio,
perche trovandosi il Vallenstaim, €1 Conte di Olich con poche genti per averne
inviato buona quantita nell'Ungheria, dove i Turchi sollicitati dal Gabor avevano
assediato Novegradi, vi fece qualche progresso. Duro picciolo spazio questaura
favorevole a’ Protestanti, perche non solamente il Gabor con solita sua instabilita
alienatosi da’ Turchi, e da Danimarca conchiuse sospensione darmi con Cesare,
e si ridusse a casa®.

Nel secondo volume® racconta dettagliatamente I'intervento del principe Giorgio

Rakoéczy I nella Guerra dei Trentanni:

Sul principio adunque di Febbraio [1644] uscito il Transilvano in campagnia
con diecimila Fanti, e quattromila cavalli portossi a campo sotto Cassovia,
riempendo intanto tutto il paese d’'incendj, e prede, e facendo schiavi gli abitanti
per renderli con iniquo mercato a Turchi. [...] tradito il Torcaz, che difendeva
valorosamente Cassonia, dalla perfidia de’ suoi, che introdussero il Ragozi nella
Citta, gli convenne rendere se medesimo, e la Piazza a discrezion del Nemico,
che contro la comune aspettazione trattdo cortesamente ciascuno. Onde allettati
i popoli da cosi artificiosa Umanita, si piegarono con Tochay diversi altri luoghi
sotto il giogo di questa novella dominazione: €l Ragozzi incamminatosi verso
Filec, pubblico la cagioni di questa mossa all'uso di si fatta gente appoggiata al
pretesto della liberta della patria: e liberato intanto senza nessuna condizione il
Forgaz, inoltrossi all'attacco di Possonia®.

Ma, dopo questi successi iniziali, il principe transilvano subi la sua prima sconfitta
a Galgdc, il 9 aprile 1644, seguita a breve da altre. Per esempio:

Spedi parimente Cesare unAmbasciata a Costantinopoli per esplorare la mente del
Gran Signore, se pensasse dapprovar questi moti del Transilvano [...] trapassato
sotto Cassonia, e cintala dassedio, sparse la sua Cavalleria a scorrere per ogni
parte uccidendo in diverse occasioni pit di due mila Cavallieri Transilvani,
togliendo loro gran quantita di buoi, e quattrocento carra di bagaglio con alcuni
Stendardi, e timpani, e averebbe continuato con piu felici avvenimenti il corso
di queste Vittorie, se non fosse stato rotto da’ validi rinforzi, che sopravvenero al
Transilvano. Tornato adunque alla Campagna per le vive instanze degli Suedesi
del Ragozzi, parve che drizzasse nuovamente i suoi disegni foura Filech, ma
sentito, che vaccorresero ancora gli Austriaci se ne astenne?.

25
26

27
28

Brusoni, Dell’Historie Universali d’Europa, vol. 1, 41-2.

Brusoni, Dell’Historie Universali d’Europa, vol. 2 (Venezia: per Francesco Storti,
1657).

Brusoni, Dell’Historie Universali d’Europa, vol. 2, 69.

Brusoni, Dell’Historie Universali d’Europa, vol. 2, 74.
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La sospensione delle operazioni militari fu vantaggiosa per l'imperatore, come
afferma Brusoni:

e cadde molto opportuna a Cesare la sospensione dell'armi, che si fece a questi
giorni tra esso, €1 Transilvano, avend[o] il Bassa di Buda, protestato a nome della
Porta al Ragozzi l'accomodarsi, come che pure non potessero assicurarsi ancora
gli Austriaci delle sue intenzioni, mentre continuava tuttavia nella sua allianza co’
Francesi, e con gli Suedesi, da’ quali riceveva in tanta vicinanza un valido fomento
alle sue pretensioni®,

che porto di li a poco alla conclusione del trattato di pace di Linz il 29 agosto
1645. La pace restitui alla Transilvania, per tutta la durata della vita del principe, il
controllo sulle sette contee ottenute da Gabriel Bethlen a Mikulov (1622), nonché
il diritto ereditario sulle contee di Satu Mare e Szabolcs, e il riconoscimento
della liberta religiosa dei riformati nelle citta e nei villaggi dellAlta Ungheria. Il
Trattato di Linz segnd un momento fondamentale per il prestigio internazionale
del principe, porto a unespansione del suo territorio nelle aree occidentali e a una
maggiore considerazione da parte degli alleati riformati con cui partecipo alla Pace
di Westfalia (1648)%.

Orazio Torsellino oppure Torsellini, nato a Roma nel 1545, € stato uno storico
e letterato italiano, che ha scritto libri sul cristianesimo, la storia del mondo e la
grammatica latina. Egli professo per 20 anni le belle lettere nel collegio romano, in
seguito fu rettore a Firenze e Loreto. Per un tempo diresse il seminario dei gesuiti di
Roma. Mori a Firenze nel 1599°'.

Tra i suoi libri di storia, troviamo Ristretto dell’historie del mondo, pubblicato a
Venezia nel 1663°%, che racconta le gloriose gesta di Gabriele Bethlen, che sali al
potere nel principato dopo essere riuscito a deporre Gabriele Bathory*, mentre la
seconda parte, del genovese Bernardo Oldoini*, tratta le azioni di Giorgio Rakdczy

29 Brusoni, Dell’Historie Universali d’Europa, vol. 2, 117.

30 Avram Andea, Susana Andea, Principatul Transilvaniei sub suzeranitate
otomand (1541-1691), in Istoria Romaniei — Transilvania, vol. 1, a cura di Anton
Dragoescu (Cluj-Napoca: Editura George Baritiu, 1997), 602-3.

31 Felice Scifoni, Dizionario biografico universale, vol. 5 (Firenze: David Passigli
Tipografo-Editore), 377.

32 Horatio Torsellini, Ristretto dell’historie del mondo col Supplemento di Lodouico
Aurelij Perugino traduttore dell’Opera, con la Seconda Parte di Bernardo Oldoini
Genovese fino I'anno MDCL, accresciuto in quest ultima impressione della Terza
Parte fino 'anno MDCLXIII (Venezia: presso il Turrini e’l Brigonzi 1663), 514.

33 “Ne andavano le cose quiete nella Tranfilvania, e nella Valachia, nella qual
Provincia si erano insinuati tre Prencipi spalleggiati ciascuno dal Turco, da
Cefare, e dal Re Polacco: né si spense questa fiamma se non con copia di sangue, e
con lunghezza di tempo. Hebbe di qua principio la fortuna di Gabriel Betlemme,
che ribellatosi dal Battorio suo natural Signore, col favore del Bassa di Buda, che
fi haveva comperato con ricchi doni, si se scala al Principato della Transilvania”
(Torsellini, Ristretto dell’historie del mondo, 478).

34 Bernardo Oldoini, Ristretto dell’historie del mondo dall'anno MDCL fino al
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I nel conflitto religioso che divise 'Europa nel Seicento™.

Li Svedefi fecero maggiore sforzo contro Cefare, & i Prencipi collegati tirarono
con varie promeffe, e speranze il Ragozzi Prencipe di Tranfilvania: e perche piu
dogni altra cosa difpiacevagli, che I'Elettore di Sassonia si fossee riunito con
Cefare, per distorlo dalla Lega portarono l'armi loro sotto Freiberg piazza di
quell’Elettore, in foccorso della quale correndo li Austriaci non solo impedirono
i disegni de i capi Suedesi, ma ancora li forzarono a disloggiare, & abbandonare
lintrapreso affedio™.

Una volta completati questi preparativi, il principe Giorgio Rakéczy I lancio la
campagna anti-Asburgo attaccando le forze imperiali nellAlta Ungheria:

Il Ragozzi collegato gia come st detto colli Suedesi, entré con poderoso esercito
nell'Ungheria, uniti tra di loro gli Ungheri & animati tra dalla gente inviatali
dall'Imperadore non solo ripressero le scorrerie del Transilvano, ma ancora
forzarono i medemi Suedesi a discostarsi da Elemberg; €1 Galasso richiamato
al servitio di Cefare dopo la partenza del Piccolomini verso Spagna, penetrato
che il Tortensone accampato intorno a Brina applicava 'animo allespugnatione
di quella piazza, marcio, in diligenza a quella volta, e sforzo il nemico a ritirarsi*’.

Oldoini ci fornisce informazioni piu dettagliate sullo svolgimento delle operazioni
militari di Giorgio Rakdczy I:

Il Prencipe di Transilvania collegato colli Suedesi nel principio di Febraro diede
principio alla guerra contro ' Imperadore nell'Ungheria, persuaso che 6 il Regno di
Dania sarebbe rimaso esposto senza li aiuti di Cefare alla forza delli Suedesi, 0, che
I'Ungheria havrebbe dato pascolo alla sua ambitione: prima dogni altro tentativo
cinse d’assedio Cassovia Citta sul fiume Nevat, il Colonnello Forcatz Governatore
della piazza si difendeva valorosamente, & havrebbe tenuto da quella lontano il
nemico fino all'arrivo del Conte di Bucchain inviato con grosso nervo di gente
in suo soccorso se alcuni pochi Cittadini poco sodisfatti del governo antico, non
havessero di nascosto introdotti Tranfilvani nella Citta; onde il Governatore cinto
da i nemici conosciuta I'impossibilta della difesa né meno per breve tempo si rese
col prefidio a discrettione: dopo Cassovia caddero ancora nelle mani del Ragozzi
le piazza di Saccomare, e Toccai: ' Imperadore diede l'assoluto comando delle sue
armi nell'Ungheria al Palatino di quel Regno, & oltre il Bucchaim fu anco cola
spedito il General Ghetz*®.

Sebbene il 5 maggio 1644 Giovanni Kemény avesse ottenuto una vittoria a
Drégelypaldnk, con laiuto dei valacchi, moldavi e degli ottomani, il principe
comprendeva che la campagna militare non sarebbe stata un successo e riteneva

35
36

37
38

MDCLXIII, parte seconda (Venezia: presso Gio. Pietro Bigonci, 1663), 239.
Oldoini, Ristretto dell’historie del mondo, 128-9, 144-6.

Oldoini, Ristretto dell’historie del mondo, 128.

Oldoini, Ristretto dell’historie del mondo, 129.

Oldoini, Ristretto dell’historie del mondo, 145.
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che la vittoria potesse essere ottenuta in campo diplomatico®. Le preoccupazioni
imperiali per il possibile scoppio di una rivolta contadina in Slovacchia, I'intervento
pit deciso degli svedesi nella guerra e I'interesse della Porta a ottenere la neutralita
degli Asburgo, a causa del conflitto con Venezia, accelerarono la conclusione dei
negoziati di pace. Cosi, “Nel medemo Mese d’agosto [1645] reftd conclusa la pace
tra I'Imperadore, €1 Ragozzi Prencipe di Tranfilvania, non senza disgusto degli
Svedesi, quali volentieri havrebbono visto Cesare occupato nell'Ungheria, per
maggiormente avantaggiarsi nella Germania”*.

Giovanni Battista Nani (1616-1678) fu ambasciatore in Francia durante la guerra
per lisola di Creta, conquistandosi 'amicizia di Mazzarino. Come ambasciatore
in Germania fu mediatore tra le corti di Parigi e Vienna, abile negoziatore con il
principe di Transilvania Giorgio Rakdczy, commissario per la definizione dei
confini in Dalmazia e ministro plenipotenziario al Congresso di Nimega. Uomo
di vasta e profonda cultura, scrisse anche una storia della sua citta, oltre ad altre
opere minori*. La Storia di Venezia** include anche riferimenti alle azioni dei
Boemi in vista del coinvolgimento di Gabriele Bethlen nella Guerra dei Trent’anni:
“I Bohemi, ricorsi alla Porta Ottomana, per impetrare a Bethlem Gabor, Principe
di Transilvania, l'assenso di muovere 'Armi in quelle parti, doue molti heretici del
paese l'istigauano, non hebbero difficolta d'impetrarlo™.

Nani fornisce la descrizione piu dettagliata, tra i volumi analizzati in questopera,
delle azioni militari di Gabriel Bethlen. Lautore indica anche nellopera gli anni in
cui si svolgono gli eventi, in modo da poterne seguire piu facilmente levoluzione.
Per I'anno 1619, Nani ricorda i successi ottenuti da Bethlen, che conquista Kosice,
occupa tutta l'attuale Slovacchia, entra a Bratislava, dove riceve la corona di Santo
Stefano:

Ad ogni modo la mossa del Gabor fu nel principio furiosa, perche con poco
contrasto simpadroni di Cassovia coll'Ungheria Superiore. Poi dAltemburg, e di
Presburg, 6 Possonia, dove trovo la Corona, venerata da quei popoli, come pegno
Celeste di legittimo Impero*.

Le truppe di Bethlen si unirono a quelle del conte Thurn in Boemia e Moravia, ma
un tentativo di conquistare Vienna falli nel novembre:

I Confederati Bohemi, per congiungerglisi, entrarono nell’Austria, e poco manco,
che di Vienna non occupasero i Ponti, se il D’Ampiere, e il Marradas con ardita
difesa non li havessero sostenuti. Savanzavano verso I'Ungheria, quando il

39 Andea, Andea, “Principatul Transilvaniei sub suzeranitate otomana”, 602.

40 Oldoini, Ristretto dell’historie del mondo, 174-5.

41 Giuseppe Pavanello, “Giovanni Batista Nani”, in Enciclopedia italiana di scienze,
lettere ed arti, vol. 24 (Roma: Istituto Giovanni Treccani, 1949), 197.

42 Battista Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta (Venezia: Per Combi, & La Nou,
1676).

43 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 209.

44 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 210.
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Buquoij [Karel Bonaventura Buquoy], con soli cinque mila huomini rincontrato
il Gabor, che con quindici mila non molto lungi da Possonia marchiava,
conoscendo gli Ungheri, piu feroci, che forti, diede Battaglia, e gli ruppe. Non
valse la vittoria nella sproportione delle forze ad impedire, che il Torre [Enrico
Matteo von Thurn-Valsassina] non s'unisse col Gabor, e non entrasse nellAustria,
minacciando Vienna d’assedio; Ma essendo la stagione nel Novembre avanzata,
e dalla militare licenza consumati presto i viveri del Paese piu aperto, furono
astretti di ritirarsi®.

Bethlen fu costretto a rinunciare inaspettatamente all’Austria a causa della notizia del
sostegno polacco a Gheorghe Homonnai* e dei suoi preparativi per un intervento
in Transilvania:

tanto pit, che I'Arciduca Carlo, fratello di Ferdinando, cacciato nella rivolta
di Slesia dalla sua Chiesa d’Vratislavia, e ricoveratosi appresso Sigismondo Re
di Polonia, haveva da lui ottenuto una leva di dieci mila soldati, anche contra
lassenso de’ Principali del Regno, e questi sotto 'Homonai, Barone Unghero,
entrati nella superiore Ungheria, havevano rotto Stefano Ragotzi, Generale del
Gabor?.

Lopposizione nobiliare anti-imperiale nell'Ungheria settentrionale, riunita nella
Dieta di Banska Bystrica, offri a Bethlen la corona reale, ma il principe, considerata
la posizione della Porta e le condizioni imposte dagli stati della Transilvania, evito
di accettarla. Dopo aver conquistato gran parte dell'Ungheria reale, Bethlen era
tavorevole alla pace o almeno a un armistizio, della durata di dieci mesi.

Convennero percio i Confederati, non solo partire dallAustria; ma una Dieta in
Ungheria, nella quale si trattava di conferire al Gabor quella Corona, per timore
fu sciolta; anzi il Gabor medesimo piego, col ritenere le conquieste, ad una tregua,
la quale, se bene non termino con la Pace, ad ogni modo per dieci mesi levo
quella distrattione molesta, dando comodo allHomonai di passare nella Slesia,
e nella Moravia, al Buquoij nellAustria superiore, & al D’Ampiere d’inseguire il
Torre nella Bohemia®.

Per riprendere il conflitto, il principe Gabriele Bethlen e i suoi alleati chiesero aiuto
alla Porta:

Certo ¢, che gli Agenti del nuovo Re di Bohemia, e del Gabor stuzzicavano i
Turchi con altrettanto empio consiglio, quante egli imprudente per debilitare un
privato Inimico, aggrandire il Publico della Christianita. Il Bailo de’ Venetiani per
ordine espresso del Senato si teneva da queste negotiationi lontano; ma in Venetia
pareva, che la Republica fosse I'Asilo di chiunque volesse soccorso. I Palatino

45
46
47
48

Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 210.
Ciobanu, Politicd si diplomatie in secolul al XVII-lea, 198.
Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 210.

Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 210-1.
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chiedeva almeno cento mila ducati. Il Gabor dimandava assistenza [...]*.

Nani menziona anche l'aiuto che Bethlen chiese alla Repubblica di Venezia, ma in
vanno:

Tuttavia dopo la Battaglia di Praga, anco il Gabor piegava alla Pace; ma chiedendo
la carica di Palatino del Regno, che lo stesso, che Vice Re, non pote stabilirsi. Egli
assunse il Titolo Regio, e di nuovo sollecitando i Venetiani a dargli soccorsi, non
gli consegui, benche, per allettarli, offerisse di far cadere in mano loro la Citta di
Segna, gia tanto molesta™.

I1 20 agosto 1620, Bethlen fu eletto re d’'Ungheria dalla Dieta di Banska Bystrica
con il consenso degli Ottomani, ma rifiuto il titolo per riconciliarsi con gli Asburgo.
Nonostante questi tentativi di pace, la guerra riprese a settembre.

La Slesia fu presto dal Sassone domata, e 'Ungheria, havendo il Gabor vanamente
implorato l'aiuto de’ Turchi, e de’Venetiani, convenne ricevere la Pace, e le leggi,
havendo Bethlem restituita la corona, deposto il titolo di Re, con ricompensa di
sette Contadi nella stessa Ungheria, e nella Slesia di due ampi Ducati®'.

Nani fa riferimento al trattato di Nikolsburg del 6 gennaio 1622, con il quale Bethlen
ricevette a vita sette contee dell'Ungheria. Non molto tempo dopo, gli alleati
prepararono una nuova campagna contro gli imperialisti, preceduta dall’alleanza
dell’Aia, stipulata nel 1625:

Per questo nell'Haija si tenne congresso, nel quale concorsi i Ministri di Francia,
d’Inghilterra, di Danimarca, di Svetia, del Gabor, e d’altri Principi del Settentrione,
davano a credere di cospirare non pil alla moderatione della grandezza degli
Austriaci, ma ad abbaterla totalmente™.

Nel 1626 Nani registra che Bethlen era pronto a iniziare una nuova campagna
militare, “e del Gabor, che nell'Ungheria esibiva di rompere unaltra volta la Pace™,
dopo aver sposato la sorella dellelettore di Brandeburgo, 'imperatore era quindi
preoccupato per le nuove notizie®. Le operazioni militari continuano, anche se
“Nella Slesia haveva il Mansfelt perduta loportunita de’ progressi coll'indugio,

interposto dal Gabor a congiungersi seco’, pero

onde i Cesarei 'havevano tra due Fiumi serrato, ma, quando credevano tenerlo
rinchiuso, egli furtivamente ne usci, e penetro nelle Montagne dell'Ungheria,
dove gli s'uni finalmente il Fratello del Gabor con tre mila Cavalli, e poco

49 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 232-3.
50 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 242.
51 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 271.
52 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 370.
53 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 392.

54 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 393.
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appresso un grosso corpo di Turchi, coquali prevalere poteva @ nemici pe’l
numero di forze, e per I'inclinatione de’ Popoli, se la fama della Vittoria di Luther,
non havesse servito al Valstain di grande soccorso, perche il Gabor, applicando
a nuovi progetti di Pace, da Mansfelt si separo, & a suo esempio si ritirarono i
Turchi, onde il Conte, cinto da’Cesarei tra monti senza viveri, e senza danari con
le truppe sbandate, e consunte, lasciato alle poche reliquie dell’Esercito ordine,
che procurassero d’unirsi col Transilvano, fuggi quasi solo, e con disperato
consiglio penetrato nelle provincie Turchesche, abbozzo co’ Ministri Ottomani
nuove unioni, e trattati, e sincamino verso la Dalmatia, per condursi a Venetia, e
di 1a passare a quei Prinicpi, che I'’havevano altre colte soccorso™.

Nel 1627 si tentd nuovamente di coinvolgere in guerra il principe della Transilvania,
ma questa volta senza successo, poiché la pace di Bratislava, firmata nel 1626, che
riprendeva le clausole dei trattati precedenti, segno, allo stesso tempo, la definitiva
rinuncia di Bethlen alla politica anti-asburgica.

[...] anco Bethlem Gabor fu tentato dal Principe istesso, ma egli, stabilito con
Ferdinando, dopo levasione del Mansfelt, e lo sbando, che conseguito delle sue
Truppe, nuovo trattato di Pace, non pote romperlo, ancorche la volonta non
mancasse, perche non hebbe gli aiuti, & il consentimento de’ Turchi®.

Dopo la morte di Gabriel Bethlen e l'ascesa al trono di Transilvania di Giorgio
Rakéczy I, gli ex alleati contattarono il nuovo principe per coinvolgerlo nelle
battaglie contro I'imperatore Ferdinando II d’Asburgo:

il Feremsbach [...] ministro svedese [...] passo a Venetia con lettere Credentiali,
ma nientaltro richiese, che’ comodo d’una Galea, per andar’ in Dalmatia, il suo
viaggio tendendo a Buda, & di la in Transilvania al Ragotzi, succeduto al Gabor
defonto per istabilir amicitia, e concertare anco da quella parte sensibile, e pit
dogn’altra importante, contra Ferdinando le mosse”’.

Con queste informazioni si conclude la presentazione di Battista Nani sul contributo
transilvano alla Guerra dei TrentAnni. Ma tra i libri che trattano della partecipazione
dei principi di Transilvania alla Guerra dei Trentanni vi ¢ anche I'Idea generale del
Regno d’Ungheria di Casimir Freschot, pubblicata a Venezia nel 1684°®. Casimir
Freschot (Morteau [Franca Contea], 1640? — Luxeuil [Borgogna], 20 ottobre 1720)
¢ stato uno storico, cronista e traduttore francese®. Nato a Morteau intorno al 1640,

55 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 396.
56 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 399.
57 Nani, Historia della Republica Veneta, 475.
58 Casimiro Freschot, Idea generale del Regno d’Ungheria, Sua Descrittione,

Costumi, Regi, e Guerre; Con i motiui dell’vltima solleuatione, Inuasione de’
Turchi, Assedio, e Liberatione di Vienna, E progressi dell’/Armi Cristiane [...]
(Venezia: Per Lorenzo Marchesini all’Insegna della Sapienza, 1684), [18], 356.

59 Su Casimir Freschot si veda: Lettres inédites de divers savants de la fin du
XVIE et du commencement du XVIIF siécle, t. 2/1: Lettres des Bénédictins de la
Congrégation de St. Maur 1652-1700 Publiées d’aprés les originaux conservés a la
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divenne novizio nella congregazione benedettina di Saint-Maur e fu ordinato il
20 marzo 1663 nel monastero di Saint-Vincent a Besangon. Nel 1674 si trasferi in
Italia, prima a Roma, poi a Bologna, unendosi infine alla congregazione benedettina
di Montecassino. Nella storiografia del XIX secolo, Freschot fu confuso con il suo
contemporaneo omonimo, nato anchegli in Francia ma di famiglia ugonotta, che
fuggi nei Paesi Bassi dopo la revoca delleditto di Nantes (18 ottobre 1685) e vi
pubblico diversi libri tra il 1704 e il 1716, tra cui il volume I’Histoire abrégée de la
ville et province d’Utrecht, stampato nel 1713 a Utrecht da William Meester. Il nostro
benedettino visse anche a Venezia, dove tradusse e curo diverse opere di carattere
storico e geografico, tra cui un noto volume sulla storia della nobilta veneziana,
Li pregi della Nobilta Veneta abbozzati in un giuoco darme, pubblicato a Venezia
nel 1682, e un libro sulla storia del Regno d’Ungheria, pubblicato nel 1684, cioe
un anno dopo il fallito assedio ottomano di Vienna. Freschot traccia un riassunto
della storia del Regno di Santo Stefano, registrando le tappe principali della sua
evoluzione e presentando, in una serie di brevissimi profili biografici, i sovrani
che salirono al trono d’'Ungheria. Nell’ldea generale del Regno d’'Ungheria Freschot
menziona il coinvolgimento del principe transilvano Gabriele Bethlen nella Guerra
dei Trent'anni, i successi ottenuti e la pace di Nikolsburg: “L'Vngheria sedotta da
alcuni Ribelli si dichiaro in fauore del Transiluano Bethleem Gabor, che lusingauasi
del conseguimento de quella corona”®;

FERDINANDO, Secondo, che col ferro vittorioso de i suoi Generali Duca di
Bauiera, e Conte di Buquoy, fece riconoscere la sua autorita a i Ribelli, che a poco
a poco ripresero i sentimenti della prima vbbidienza, e nella Dieta di Niclesburg
[Nikolsburg] rinunciarono affatto al partito di Gabor, il quale anchesso doppo
tanti attentati colle forze Ottomane, riusciti infruttucsi, rinuncio (1622.) le
concepite speranze su quel Regno®.

Un altro momento evocato nellopera ¢ lintervento di Giorgio Rakdczy I nella
Guerra dei Trentanni, a fianco dei protestanti. Il 16 dicembre 1645 fu conclusa la
Pace di Linz e il principe transilvano ricevette come ricompensa, a vita, le contee di
Abauyj, Bereg, Borsod, Ung e Zemplén.

Fu chiamato il Ragozzi (1639) per capo de i solleuati, ed egli gioioso d’hauer
incontrato la cagione di far risentir a Ferdinando gli effetti della sua risentita
indignatione, arma in fauor de i Ribelli, s'vnisce piu strettamente co i Suezzesi, &
altri nimici dellAugustissima Casa, e per lo spatio di molti anni tra varie vicende
di succesi felici, e sfortunati, conclude in fine vna pace coll' Imperatore, (1645)
che per ottenerla, e farlo suo, rilasciolli il possesso in vita dalcuni Comitati

Bibliothéque royale de Copenhague, ed. Emile Gigas (Copenhague: Imprimerie
Thiele, 1892), 258; Francoise Knopper-Gouron, “Le bénédictin Casimir Freschot
pendant la guerre de succession d’Espagne: patriotisme d’Empire, anti-
protestantisme et jansénisme”, Francia. Forschungen zur westeuropdischen
Geschichte, 12 (1984): 271-82; Béla Kopeczi, “Casimir Freschot, az antikvitas és
Magyarorszag”, Magyar Kényvszemle, 117/2 (2001): 166-72.

60 Freschot, Idea generale del Regno d’Ungheria, 78.
61 Freschot, Idea generale del Regno d’Ungheria, 79.
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nell’Vngheria, poco doppo di che mori il Ragozzi, cioé I'anno 1648. lasciando vn
figlio del suo nome®.

CONCLUSIONI

Con la sua partecipazione alla Guerra dei Trentanni, Gabriele Bethlen riusci a
integrare la Transilvania nei grandi sistemi di alleanze europee e, con il supporto
militare ottomano e romeno, a ottenere una serie di vittorie che assicurarono al
Principato un ruolo importante nel mantenimento dellequilibrio politico in Europa
allepoca. A sua volta, Giorgio Rakéczy I, attraverso le sue azioni militari, accrebbe
il prestigio internazionale del principato.

Le loro imprese militari si ritrovano in diversi libri pubblicati nella citta de dogi.
Le informazioni sono abbastanza veridiche, frutto dellesperienza diretta di alcuni
autori nel conflitto militare oppure della consultazione delle fonti primarie sulla
Guerra dei Trent’ Anni.

Il rispecchiarsi delle azioni dei principi transilvani in queste opere pubblicate a
Venezia ¢ la prova dell'importanza del loro contributo allo svolgimento degli eventi
all'interno del conflitto religioso che divise I'Europa nella prima meta del Seicento.

62 Freschot, Idea generale del Regno d’Ungheria, 85-6.
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THE BATTLE OF KHOTYN IN 1621 IN THE ACCOUNTS OF PAPAL DIPLOMATS'

ABSTRACT: The Polish-Ottoman confrontation that took place in 1621 at the walls
of the fortress in Khotyn, which is considered by some historians as an episode of the
Thirty Years’ War, led to an understandable interest throughout Europe, including
Rome. Papal diplomats staying in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth closely
followed reports from the south of the country and then reported the course of the
conflict to the Roman dicasteries. For the purposes of this publication, it has been
possible to select reports by papal diplomats, previously unused in historiography,
which contain references to the Battle of Khotyn. The aim of this publication is
to analyse the aforementioned correspondence, verify the information it contains,
and, in the longer term, introduce previously unknown manuscript material into
research on both war and miliary history.

KEYWORDS: Turkish-Polish Relations; Khotyn campaign; Francesco Diotallevi;
Holy See’s Diplomacy; War reports.

In a general instruction to Giovanni Battista Lancellotti, the Apostolic Nuncio
delegated to the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, dated 14 December 1622, the
Pope presented his assessment of the Polish-Turkish war that had ended a year
earlier:

What most ruined the path to any treaty was the Poles’ sluggishness in preparing
their defence. Unable to find a way to gather forces of their levy of nobility, despite
knowing the enemy’s power, and seeing the danger the besieged army was in, too
late they marched against the enemy, so that the king was unable to arrive in time
to bring relief. Thus, the besieged, who had bravely resisted the enemy, seeing the
scarcity of food and other necessities, and the aforementioned relief force too
distant, trusted in treaties [...], burying all hopes for a league and alliances®.

1 The publication is the result of research conducted as part of a project financed
by the National Humanities Development Program: “Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth’s military efforts during the Reign of Vasas in the accounts of
papal diplomats”, number NPRH/F/SP/0013/2024/13, PU-2401-201.

2 “Quello che pitu dellaltre cose ha rotta la via ad ogni trattato, ¢ stata la lentissima
dispositione de Polacchi alla propria difesa, perché, non sapendo trovare il verso
a prender I'armi nella speditione generale del Regno, benché havessero il nimico
a fronte potentissimo e vedessero posto in pericolo manifesto I’esercito che
assediato negli allogiamenti, ne sosteneva I'empito, furono si tardi muoversi, che
I'Re non poté al soccorso loro andare opportuno. Onde gli assediati che troppo
pit havevano ripresso e ributtato valorosamente il nimico che le loro forze non
comportavano, vedutisi costretti dalle necessita de viveri e da altri bisogni, col
medesimo soccorso troppo lontano, porsono orecchio al trattato d’accordo
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The quoted fragment indicates that the Holy See viewed the Khotyn War primarily
as a potential impetus for forming an anti-Ottoman coalition, bringing together
Catholic states. In this context, the month-long siege of the Polish-Lithuanian
positions near Khotyn was perceived in Rome not so much as a military success
that prevented Osman II's army from advancing deeper into the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth, but rather as a missed opportunity. This perception of the Roman
dicasteries stemmed from reports sent from Poland to Rome by papal diplomats
stationed in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in the summer of 1621. Such
letters contained their observations on the Polish-Lithuanian state’s preparations to
repel Turkish aggression and the first days of fighting that took place on the banks
of the Dniester.

Although the military preparations and military operations conducted at Khotyn
continue to arouse considerable interest among historians to this day’, papal
correspondence, as a source, has not yet been considered in research on the
aforementioned conflict. Meanwhile, for the period June-September 1621, 23
reports by papal diplomats residing in the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
can be identified, containing content relevant to the issues we are interested in.
These reports are stored in the Vatican Library, in the Barberiniani latini section,
in volumes numbered 6579, 6580, and 6660. The purpose of this publication is to
analyse this correspondence, verity the information contained therein, and, in the
longer term, introduce previously unused manuscript material into research on war
and military history.

For the Papacy, the main source of information on the Khotyn War were the reports
of the titular bishop of Sant/Angelo and the apostolic nuncio to the Polish-Lithuanian

[...] togliendoci tutte le speranze di leghe e di unioni”, Instruttione a Vostra
Signoria Monsignor Lancellotti Vescovo di Nola destinato da Nostro Signore suo
Nuntio ordinario in Polonia”, Rome 14 XII 1622, in Tadeusz Fitych, Struktura
i funkcjonowanie nuncjatury Giovanniego Battisty Lancellottiego (1622-1627)
(Opole: Wydzial Teologiczny Uniwersytetu Opolskiego, 2005), 235-36.

3 Jozet Tretiak, Historja wojny chocimskiej (1621) (Poznan: Kurpisz, 2006); Ryszard
Majewski, “Polski wysilek obronny przed wojna chocimska 1621 r.”, Studia i
Materialy do Historii Wojskowosci, VII/1 (1961): 3-39; Leszek Podhorodecki,
Noj Raszba, Wojna chocimska 1621 (Krakéw: Wydawnictwo Literackie, 1979);
Id., Chocim 1621 (Warszawa: Bellona, 2008); Jan Wimmer, “Wojsko i skarb
Rzeczypospolitej u schytku XVI i w pierwszej polowie XVII wieku”, Studia i
Materialy do Historii Wojskowosci, XIV/1 (1968): 35-40; Miroslaw Nagielski,
“Kampania chocimska 1621 roku”, Wschodni Rocznik Humanistyczny, 18/3
(2021): 7-25; Artur Goszczynski, “Nieszczescia gorsze od wroga. Glod i
niedostatki w armii Rzeczypospolitej podczas kampanii chocimskiej z 1621 1.7,
Wschodni Rocznik Humanistyczny, 18/3 (2021): 27-51; Artur Goszczynski, “O
wplywie warunkéw atmosferycznych na przebieg bitwy pod Chocimiem w 1621
roku”, Radzyniski Rocznik Humanistyczny, 19 (2021): 7-16; Michat Paradowski,
The Khotyn Campaign of 1621. Polish, Lithuanian and Cossack amies against the
Ottoman Empire (Warwick: Helion & Company, 2023); Od Cecory do Chocimia.
Studia z dziejow wojny Rzeczypospolitej z Turcjg 1620-1621, eds. Zbigniew
Hundert, and Pawel Tyszka (Warszawa: Arx Regia, 2024).
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Commonwealth from 1614 to 1621, Francesco Diotallevi’. Unfortunately, by
September 1621, this highly educated and comprehensively educated diplomat was
already advanced in years, ailing, and discouraged, effectively ending his seven-
year mission in Poland. During the fighting at Khotyn, Diotallevi decided to leave
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Fearing the journey through Moravia,
controlled by the troops of the Duke of Krnov (Jagerndorf), John Goerge of
Brandenburg’, he decided to return to Italy through the German states. At the end
of September he left Warsaw and headed towards Poznan, losing access to current
information, and soon after he died®.

In his correspondence, Bishop SantAngelo outlined the situation preceding the
battle, in particular: the Polish preparations to repel the Ottoman aggression,
the advance of the enemy army, and a description of the clashes fought in early
September near the walls of the Khotyn fortress. The nuncio relied on various sources
of information’. The most valuable were the reports of Jan Karol Chodkiewicz,
reaching the court from Khotyn, to which the papal envoy undoubtedly had access.
It is worth noting that the Grand Hetman of Lithuania had at his disposal an
experienced network of intelligence agents, inherited from Stanistaw Zotkiewski®.
Diotallevi was delighted with the capabilities of the agents and claimed that they

4 More about F. Diotallevi see: Matteo Sanfilippo, “Diotallevi, Francesco”, in DBI,
40 (1991), 224-26; Henryk Litwin, Chwata Pétnocy. Rzeczpospolita w polityce
Stolicy Apostolskiej 1598-1648 (Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy,
2018), 129-39; Henryk Damian Wojtyska CP, Nuncjusze papiescy w Polsce od X VI
do konica XVIII wieku. Materiaty pozostawione do publikacji przygotowat do
druku i wydat bp Jan Kopiec (Gliwice: Studio Impreso, 2020), 185-94.

5 Radek Fukala, Dramat Europy. Wojna trzydziestoletnia (1618-1648) a kraje Korony
Czeskiej (Wroctaw: Oficyna Wydawnicza ATUT-Wroclawskie Wydawnictwo
Oswiatowe, 2015), 128-44; Peter Hamish Wilson, Wojna trzydziestoletnia 1618-
1648. Tragedia Europy (Oswigcim: Napoleon V, 2017), 318-20.

6 It most likely took place at the beginning of 1622, when Gregory XV began to
manage Diotallevi’s benefices, see Litwin, Glory, 39. Therefore, it is doubtful
that Diotallevi died in May, as his biographer states, see Sanfilippo, “Diotallevi
Francesco”.

7 For more on how nuncios obtain information, see: Wojciech Tygielski,
“Zrodla informacji papieskich dyplomatéw”, in Nuncjatura Apostolska w
Rzeczypospolitej, eds. Teresa Chynczewska-Hennel, and Katarzyna Wiszowata-
Walczak (Bialystok: Wydawnictwo “Benkowski Publishing & Balloons” sp. z
o0.0. and Uniwersytet w Bialymstoku, 2012), 75-92; Pawel Duda, “Wojenne zrédta
informacji nuncjuszy apostolskich rezydujacych w Rzeczypospolitej Obojga
Narodéw na przykladzie konfliktéw z pierwszej potowy XVII wieku - zarys
problematyki”, in Nuncjatury apostolskie w systemie nowozytnej dyplomacji
(XV-XVIII w.). Rzeczpospolita - Europa — swiat/ Nunziature apostoliche nel
sistema diplomatico della prima eta moderna (secc. XV-XVIII). Rzeczpospolita —
Europa - mondo, eds. Dorota Gregorowicz, Pawet Duda, and Janusz Smotucha
(Krakow: Polska Akademia Umiejetnosci, 2025), 263-79.

8 Podhorodecki, Chocim, 61; Krzysztof Rozek, Wywiad Rzeczypospolitej Obojga
Narodéw. Dyplomacija i wojskowos¢ (Krakéw: Wydaw. Avalon, 2021), 114-15.
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even reached the Sultan’s tents®. Over time, Chodkiewicz’s reports ceased to reach
Warsaw, and the papal diplomat’s main source of information became letters sent to
the Crown Equerry, Krzysztof Zbaraski, who was residing in the city'®. The nuncio
also had access to other reports reaching the court''. Furthermore, he maintained
contact with individuals in the monarch’s inner circle, allowing him to learn their
own assessments and forecasts regarding the ongoing conflict. His court informants
included Archbishop of Gniezno, Wawrzyniec Gembicki, Archbishop of Lviv, Jan
Andrzej Préchnicki, Bishop of Plock, Henryk Firlej, and other representatives of
the elite. Thanks to them, Diotallevi even had access to the content of the monarch’s
secret meetings with selected nobles'?. Another source of information for the
papal representative were people arriving from Turkey, who, while traveling along
the Danube, had the opportunity to observe the concentration of Turkish troops
and then share their observations in Warsaw. In the literature on the subject, one
can encounter figures such as Jerzy Worocki and a certain Szachniewski”. In his
correspondence, Bishop SantAngelo mentions two others, whose names are still
unknown: Baradka'* and Gotdepski®.

Diotallevi did not have the opportunity to meet his successor, Cosimo de Torres'.
On his way to the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, he stopped in Vienna for
almost three months'’. This unforeseen stop resulted from fear of Protestant troops
rampaging through Moravia'®. As a result, the Archbishop of Adrianople only

9 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 9 VII 1621, f. 140r.

10 Zbigniew Anusik, “Ksigzeta Jerzy i Krzysztof Zbarascy wobec problemow
poludniowo-wschodniego pogranicza Rzeczypospolitej w drugim i trzecim
dziesiecioleciu XVII wieku”, Przeglgd Nauk Historycznych, XV/2 (2016): 146.

11 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 27 IX 1621, f. 227r.

12 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 3 IX 1621, f. 190v.

13 Podhorodecki, Chocim, 71-2.

14 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 25 VI 1621, . 129r-30v.
15 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 6 VIII 1621, f. 158r.

16 More about C. de Torres, see: Pietro Messina, “De Torres, Cosimo”, in DBI, 39

(1991), 473-75; Jerzy Pietrzak, “Nuncjusz Cosmas de Torres w Polsce (1621-1622)”,
Slgski Kwartalnik Historyczny Sobétka, 30/2 (1975): 243-53; Monika Stachowiak,
“Dziatalnos¢ Cosmo de Torresa na urzedzie kardynala protektora Polski przy
Stolicy Apostolskiej w latach 1623-16317, Stupskie Studia Historyczne, 10 (2003):
31-52; Litwin, Chwala, 155-63; Wojtyska, Nuncjusze, 195-207.

17 Henryk Damian Wojtyska CP, “Da Roma a Cracovia. I viaggi degli inviati
pontifici in Polonia nei sec. XVI-XVIII”, in Viaggio in Italia e viaggio in Polonia,
eds. Danuta Quirini-Poptawska, Zeszyty Naukowe Uniwersytetu Jagielloriskiego,
Prace Historyczne, 1128/110 (1994), 105; Pietrzak, “Nuncjusz”, 244.

18 Tomé§ Cernusak, “Nejisté poméry po Bilé hote (Zpravy papezskych nuncit
k situaci na Moravé a v Uhrach v 1été roku 1621)”, in Iter Romanum MMIX-
MMXXIV. Kniha &esko-italskych védeckych studii Ceského historického tistavu
v Rimé, eds. Tomas Cernusak, Petr Vorel et al. (Praha: Historicky tustav, 2024),
132-34. Pawel Duda, “Viaggio niekoniecznie buono. Problemy i dylematy
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continued his journey after organizing an armed escort. He crossed the borders of
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in early October and was in Cracow a week
later, although he did not reach the Warsaw court until 12 December', two months
after the end of hostilities. Apart from a single mention, his correspondence lacks
an account of the actions taking place at the walls of Khotyn, but it does contain
information about the conclusion of the treaty*’.

Until the arrival of the new nuncio, the papal representative’s duties were assumed
by Giuseppe Frentanelli, who had previously served as Diotallevis auditor. His
correspondence with the Secretariat of State from 26 September to 5 November
1621, concerns primarily ecclesiastical matters and marginally touches on the
Chocim War, although this collection also contains interesting references to military
operations®'. The inter-nuncio relied primarily on reports sent to the Crown Equerry
Zbaraski. Like his predecessor, he attributed the lack of news from Chodkiewicz
to the activity of the Tatars, who were attacking couriers sent from Khotyn and
disrupting the flow of information between the fortress and the rest of the country*.
Only in October did he inform his superiors of the hetman’s death®.

Another source of information for the Roman dicasteries was Antonio Riatti. This
enigmatic figure carried out diplomatic tasks for various political entities, including
the Holy See and the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Moreover, he was quite
well-versed in the realities of the latter. In September 1621, Riatti was in Cracow,
from where he sent two extensive letters to the Eternal City, detailing the Polish
side’s preparations to repel the attack and the beginning of hostilities*.

dyplomatow papieskich podczas podroézy tzw. via ordinaria di Moravia w XVI-
XVII w.”, Rocznik Filozoficzny Ignatianum, 31/3 (2025): 73-93.

19 From the correspondence of C. de Torres we know, that on 4 October he arrived
at Tyniec, see: BAV, Barb. Lat. 6581, C. de Torres to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 7 X 1621,
f. 31r-v. On 12 December, the nuncio made a ceremonial entry into Warsaw, see:
BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6581, C. de Torres to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 13 XII 1621, f. 11413
Pietrzak, “Nuncjusz”, 245.

20 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6581, C. de Torres to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 22 X 1621, f. 47r-v.

21 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6580, G. Frentanelli to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 1 X 1621, f. 10r-1r;
BAV, Barb. Lat. 6580, G. Frentanelli to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 8 X 1621, f. 25r-v.

22 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 17 IX 1621, f. 211r; BAV,

Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 27 IX 1621, f. 227r; BAV, Barb.
Lat. 6580, G. Frentanelli to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 1 X 1621, f. 10r. Cf. Goszczynski,
“Nieszczescia”, 34-5.

23 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6580, G. Frentanelli to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 19 X 1621, f. 45r.
The fact of Chodkiewicz’s death was also noted by de Torres, see: . BAV, Barb.
Lat. 6581, C. de Torres to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 15 X 1621, f. 33v. See also: Artur
Goszczynski, “Zdrowie i kondycja psychiczna hetmana wielkiego litewskiego
Jana Karola Chodkiewicza w czasie kampanii chocimskiej 16217, in Od Cecory,
78-82.

24 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 2 IX 1621, f. 5r-6v; BAV,
Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, f. 7r-11r.
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The failure of Stanistaw Zoélkiewski’s expedition to Moldavia and the conviction
that a Polish-Turkish conflict was inevitable led papal diplomats to closely
monitor reports from the south, preparations initiated by the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth authorities, and the general public mood prevailing in Warsaw in
the summer of 1621. It seems that initially, many people, including a large group of
the nuncio’s interlocutors, were unaware of the real scale of the danger®. The threat
was ignored, the enemy’s military potential was downplayed, and information
reaching the court was freely interpreted. It was widely believed that no fighting
would occur. Instead, there were expectation of yet another Tatar incursion inspired
by the sultan®, or even the signing of a suitable agreement®. This sentiment was also
shared by Diotallevi, who reported to his superiors in June: “It seems very possible
to me that even if some Turkish troops arrive at the border, some kind of agreement
will eventually be concluded, as has happened on other occasions””. Many of the
nuncios interlocutors shared this view.

At the same time, all rumours of any sort of Turkish failures were met with euphoria.
For example, the news that Osman II had fallen from his horse while hunting and
broken his leg sparked joy, leading to speculation that he would not personally
participate in the expedition®’, instead handing over command to the vizier and
individual pashas®. It was also assumed that the campaign itself would be delayed,
not occurring until late August at the earliest’, which, in turn, raised hopes that
the enemy would be forced to fight in the unfavourable autumn weather®. The
animosity within the Turkish command was noted with satisfaction™.

There was indeed conflict between the sultan and Khan Janibek (Canibek) Giray,
who also had to contend with his own opponents*. Hopes were also pinned on
Persias stance, hoping that Abbas I would resume hostilities against Turkey;
moreover, reports of specific clashes even appeared at court®™. There were also

25 Podhorodecki, Chocim, 60-1.
26 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 25 VI 1621, . 129v-30r.
27 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 28 V 1621, f. 101r-v;

BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 4 VI 1621, f. 104r-05r.

28 “Mi par molto possibile quando anche venghi qualche essercito de” Turchi verso
i confini, che finalmente si concluda qualche accordo, come si ¢é fatto altre volte”,
BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 11 VI 1621, {. 111r.

29 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 4 VI 1621, f. 105r. At the
end of August, the Bishop of Lviv, ].A. Préchnicki, convinced the nuncio that
the sultan had returned to Adrianople, see: BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to
L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 3 IX 1621, f. 190v.

30 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 30 VII 1621, {. 154r.

31 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 25 VI 1621, f. 129r-30r
32 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 25 VI 1621, f. 129r-30r.
33 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 13 VIII 1621, f. 166r.
34 Podhorodecki, Chocim, 93-4.

35 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 28 V 1621, f. 101r; BAV,
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dissenting voices, signalling the possibility of an attack by Gabor Bethlen®® and
Muscovy?’, but these were initially viewed with scepticism.

Diotallevis correspondence indicates that it was only at the turn of July and
August that he began to perceive a real danger threatening the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth. This change undoubtedly reflected the mood prevailing at court.
Chodkiewicz’s reports, confirming the Turkish army’s march from Adrianople
towards the Danube, influenced the nuncios revision of his views. While the
hetman did not provide any information regarding the enemy’s numbers, the nuncio
warned in a letter to Rome that the Commonwealth must prepare for “exceptional
resistance”®. Another dispatch from the papal representative indicates that at the
same time, a certain Goldepski, a Pole who had previously resided in the Ottoman
Empire and then, using an Imperial passport, entered the Commonwealth, arrived
in Warsaw. Upon arriving at court, this unidentified figure reported on the Turkish
preparations for war, which he had observed during his stay in Adrianople.
According to Goldepski, the sultan had no intention of concluding any peace treaty
with the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth; on the contrary, he intended to attack
Kamianets-Podilsky*. Moreover, he estimated the Turkish forces at 200,000 soldiers.
Later accounts by papal diplomats increased the number of enemies. Diotallevi
pointed out that the Tatars, whom he estimated at 80,000 men, should also be added
to the Turkish forces*, while Riatti claimed: “The Turkish forces exceed 300,000,
and the Tatars at least 100,000”*'. These figures are, of course, exaggerated. It is
estimated that the Turkish forces, together with the troops of their vassals, may have
numbered approx. 90,000-100,000 soldiers*.

Chodkiewicz’s subsequent reports caused concern at court, dashing hopes for a
bloodless end to the conflict. This was reflected in Diotallevis August dispatches.
Reporting on the Polish-Lithuanian preparations to repel the invasion, the nuncio
criticized them - for example, in a letter dated 13 August , he stated: “Here,
preparations are not being made sufficiently to oppose [the enemy]”*. A week later,
he pointed out that these preparations were being carried out very slowly due to the
widespread belief that war would not occur: “No one ever believed in the arrival of

Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 11 VI 1621, f. 111r; BAV, Barb.
Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 25 VI 1621, . 129r-30r.

36 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 18 VI 1621, . 122r-23v;
BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 6 VII 1621, f.145r; BAV,
Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 6 VIII 1621, f. 158r.

37 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 25 VI 1621, f. 129r-30r.

38 “Per straordinaria resistenza”, BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi,
Warsaw 23 VII 1621, f. 148r.

39 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 6 VIII 1621, f. 158r.

40 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 13 VIII 1621, f. 166r.

41 “Quello delli Turchi passava 300 milla, li Tartari da 100 milla”, BAV, Barb. Lat.
6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, f. 7r.

42 Nagielski, “Kampania”, 12.

43 “Quinon ci ¢ preparatione in alcun modo bastante per resistere”, BAV, Barb. Lat.

6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 13 VIII 1621, f. 166v.
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the Great Turk, nor in his decision regarding this war”*.

In the opinion of Bishop SantAngelo, the most problematic issue was the excessiely
slow pace of troop concentration, and consequently, their insufficient number in the
camp near Khotyn®. While Sigismund III had planned to raise 50,000 soldiers for
the upcoming war and issued recruitment letters to that effect in April*, the slow
mobilization prevented the king’s plan from being implemented. In a letter written at
the end of May, Diotallevi reported that the Poles had approximately 12,000 soldiers
at their disposal at that time*. Throughout the summer, the Polish court conducted
activities aimed at increasing the army’s strength. In August, the main forces crossed
the Dniester and stationed themselves in the Khotyn camp. The defenders were to
be supported by lisowczycy mercenaries, dismissed from the Imperial service. In
June, the nuncio reported that approximately 2,000 of those soldiers had entered
the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, committing looting and atrocities during
their march. Likely impressed by reports of their activities,, the court initially
considered disbanding them or sending them to Hungary, a move previously
sought by Habsburg diplomacy*®. Ultimately, the monarch issued recruitment letter
for 1,300 lisowczycy®. Cossacks were also expected to join the ranks. At the end of
July, a Cossack embassy, led by Petro Konashevych-Sahaidachny, arrived in Warsaw
to present the monarch with terms for the Cossacks to participate in the fight™.

44 “Non ¢ stata mai creduta la venuta del Gran Turco, né la seria risolutione da lui
havuta circa questa guerra”, BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi,
Warsaw 20 VIII 1621, f. 171v.

45 Information about the slow build-up of troops appears in many other dispatches
from the papal diplomat, see: BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi,
Warsaw 11 VI 1621, f. 111r; BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi,
Warsaw 2 VII 1621, f. 135r; BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi,
Warsaw 13 VIII 1621, f. 166r; BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi,
Warsaw 3 IX 1621, f. 190v.

46 Podhorodecki, Chocim, 58.

47 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 28 V 1621, f. 101r;
Nagielski, “Kampania”, 12.

48 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 4 V11621, f. 104v; BAV,

Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 18 VI 1621, f. 122r-v. See also,
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1, The Times of Sigismund I1I, 1587-1632, vol. 1, ed. Ryszard Skowron (Katowice,
Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Slgskiego, 2016), n° 334, 714-15.
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According to the nuncio’s account, recruitment of Tatars was also considered”'.
High hopes were pinned on Royal Prince Ladislaus Sigismund, who was to
personally lead a strong military contingent to the front>>. Correspondence from
Diotallevi, who closely monitored the royal son’s preparations for the expedition
to the south of the country, indicates that it was delayed, and ultimately, young
Vasa did not leave Warsaw until 6 July®. The departure was preceded by a service
held in the Collegiate Church of St. John, during which the standard of the Court
hussar banner (company) was consecrated™. Ladislaus” division, formed primarily
of mercenaries recruited in Prussia and the German states, was estimated by the
nuncio at 9,000-10,000 soldiers®. Furthermore, according to the diplomat, the
prince brought with him approximately 20 cannons, which were intended to provide
significant support for the defenders of Khotyn, who possessed just a few cannons
themselves>®. Ultimately, these forces did not reach the camp until the first days of
September. As the nuncio rightly noted, the delay was caused by the need to rebuild
the broken bridges on the Dniester™.

Diotallevi estimated that the Khotyn camp ultimately contained 30,000 soldiers,
which the papal diplomat considered insufficient®. Riatti, who had no access to
Hetman Chodkiewicz’s reports, estimated the Polish-Lithuanian forces at 100,000%,
including 40,000 Polish regulars, 10,000 Germans, and 50,000 Cossacks®. According
to the latest research, the Khotyn camp contained approximately 50,000-55,000
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soldiers and likely several thousand of armed camp servants®. Additionally, reserves
were stationed in Cracow and Kamianets-Podilsky.

Over the time, papal diplomats became convinced that a levy of the nobility from
the Crown voivodeships could tip the scales of victory in the Commonwealth’s
favour. This levy was to gather on 4 October near Lviv and serve as a strategic
reserve®. It was assumed that immediately after the Sejm session, Sigismund III
and his subordinate units would march to Lviv and then, along with the assembled
nobility, march to Khotyn®. Riatti presented an interesting assessment of the levy
in his correspondence. Although he was impressed by the military potential of the
nobility, which he estimated at 150,000-200,000 men [sic]*, he was nevertheless
sceptical about their actual combat value and commitment. He predicted that “the
currently cruel weather due to the incessant rains and numerous, exceptionally
cold days will make them want to return home quickly”®. He assumed that the
concentration of the noble masses could be exploited by those hostile to the king to
express their dissatisfaction, but he also reassured them that the monarch, with his
forces of supporters and 12,000 reiters and German musketeers, would be able to
keep the noble masses in check. Finally, he speculated that the levy of nobility could
be used not only against the Turks but also against their own soldiers, should they
wish to form a confederation after the fighting ended®.

Ultimately, Sigismund III set out from Warsaw only on 26 September, while
intense fighting was underway near Khotyn*. Frentanelli recorded the monarch’s
departure, noting that Queen Constance accompanied him on the journey to Lviv,

61 Nagielski, “Kampania”, 11; Id., “Kozaczyzna Zaporoska w dobie kampanii
chocimskiej”, Zeszyty Naukowe Uniwersytetu Jagielloriskiego, Prace Historyczne,
143/2 (2016): 281.
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and that he was to be joined by the levy of nobility. The inter-nuncio provided a
rather detailed estimate of the forces the ruler led: 1,700 German infantrymen, 300
Irish infantrymen, 700 Hungarian haiduks, over 300 cossacks cavalry, 200 reiters,
and 500 hussars. The calculations by Gregory XV’s representative do not differ from
current research®. According to the papal envoy, these forces were paid from the
king’s private funds. Furthermore, 12 cannons were to follow the monarch, but due
to a lack of horses, only eight lighter cannons were despatched. In the opinion of the
papal representative, the relief, although it gave hope, was a belated action®.

The slow pace of concentration and the shortage of soldiers were not the only
problems facing the Polish-Lithuanian side. Diotallevi pointed to the soldiers’ low
level of discipline. In his opinion, disputes often erupted between them, which
escalated into fights, and robberies. It seems this was indeed a pressing problem, as
Chodkiewicz, suffering from a shortage of soldiers, decided to execute several of the
ringleaders in an effort to maintain discipline’. The papal envoy repeatedly noted
in his correspondence the shortage of supplies. For example, he cited Chodkiewicz’s
negative opinions on gunpowder, writing: “The gunpowder sent is terrible and
difficult to ignite™'. On the eve of the battle, the nuncio informed his superiors:
“The Hetman laments the slow pace of the soldiers’ arrival at the camp [...] and also
complains about the discord among those gathered, the indisposition among the
soldiers, and the shortage of food””.

In addition to the Polish-Lithuanian military preparations, the court, and
consequently the Papal Nuncio, was preoccupied with the activity of Tatars and the
advance of Turkish troops. In June, the Nuncio reported to Rome that approximately
16,000 Tatars had invaded the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth. Troops that were
guarding the border were initially surprised and lost three standards, but later
the soldiers reorganised, repelled the attack, and recovered their flags, inflicting
significant losses on the enemy. According to the papal envoy, many Tatars were
killed, and important commanders were captured”. In July, a strong Tatar cavalry,
according to the Nuncio numbering approximately 4,000 horsemen, crossed the
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border but was quickly defeated by a Polish detachment of 10,000 men™. Indeed,
from June onward, Tatar troops were very active. In addition to plundering, they
also sought information and to capture prisoners. However, the incursions usually
ended in failure™.

In the context of the Turkish advance, it was rightly believed that a successful crossing
of the Danube would be crucial to the invasion. Chodkiewicz’s agents had been
monitoring the situation along the river since spring. Based on the information they
gathered, Diotallevi reported in late May that the Turks had begun massing ships on
the Danube to quickly create a pontoon bridge upon crossing. Furthermore, artillery
was being assembled, which the nuncio estimated at 200 cannons’. According to
his account, Chodkiewicz sent a reconnaissance force of a thousand horsemen next
to the river, to observe enemy movements and, if an opportunity arose, to seize
the artillery, but the planned action did not materialize”. Simultaneously, the main
Turkish forces were concentrating in Adrianople. Information about the enemy’s
gathering was obtained from five Turkish spies, who were captured, tortured, and
then executed’®.

On7June 1621, Osman II's army left Adrianople and headed for the Danube, arriving
in early July. The slow pace of the march can be attributed to weather conditions™.
The crossing began on 11 July near Isaccea® and lasted a week. According to
Diotallevi’s account, while the Danube was still being crossed, Osman II sent a force
of 10,000 men against the Poles®'. This was most likely the vanguard, which included
cavalry from Rumelia and Anatolia®. According to nuncios report, Chodkiewicz
sent 15,000 soldiers against these forces®. In a letter dated 20 August, the diplomat
reported that the Turkish crossing of the Danube had been successful®*. While the
main Turkish forces were crossing, the hetman’s agents confirmed that the Ottoman
army numbered around 200,000 soldiers, not including the Tatars. A concerned
Diotallevi reported: “The enemy is now so powerful that unless extraordinary
measures are taken, it will be impossible to oppose such a force™. In response,
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Chodkiewicz sent letters to the vizier proposing negotiations. According to the
papal representative, this was a ruse intended to provide the Polish-Lithuanian side
with the time necessary to prepare a defence. Bishop SantAngelo did not believe
this action would bring any success and even predicted that the Turks, aware of
their superiority over the enemy, would reject the proposal®. In a later letter, he
assumed that the Turkish army would immediately advance towards the border
with the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, intending to bring about a decisive
battle?”. Chodkiewicz, mindful of the disproportionate forces, wanted to avoid
such a scenario and intended to defend the fortified camp and harass the enemy
with cavalry and infantry attacks. The hetman’s tactical plan was appreciated by
the nuncio, who argued that he should avoid battle and persevere in the siege until
relief arrived or the end of October, when the autumn weather would discourage the
Turks from continuing the fighting®.

Contrary to Bishop Sant’Angelo’s predictions, the Turkish advance from the Danube
to Khotyn proceeded rather slowly, largely due to the actions of the Cossacks, who
ravaged the area and harassed enemy forces®. A description of one such clash can be
found in the nuncio’s report of 3 September. It indicates that the hetman, most likely
in mid-August, sent a reconnaissance force that surprised a hundred-men Turkish
patrol. The captured commander confessed that: “after the Ottoman army crossed
the Danube and began its march toward the border, the sultan decided to send the
pasha [...] with 50,000 soldiers ahead to launch the first attack on the Poles™". The
information obtained from the prisoner does not seem credible and was most likely
a form of disinformation intended to intimidate the enemy. In a later letter, the
nuncio noted yet another clash, this time between Cossacks and Tatars’'. In early
September, Chodkiewicz’s reports from 25, 27 and 30 August reached the court, in
which the hetman reported that enemy forces were steadily approaching the Polish
camp®?.

In September, the court awaited with apprehension news of a Polish-Turkish
confrontation. Diotallevi also shared this concern; given the shortage of soldiers
and artillery, as well as the lack of discipline in the Polish-Lithuanian army, he did
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not think the Polish-Lithuanian side had much chance of succes”. Riatti was more
optimistic. He predicted that due to the terrible weather conditions, both sides
would have enormous problems obtaining food, which would limit the Polish-
Turkish confrontation to only a few skirmishes: “The land cannot support so many
people; the Turks go foraging for food within a radius of eight and ten miles; our
people have little food, yet they eat more than the Turks and Tatars™*.

In mid-September, Zbaraski received reports from the first days of fighting. Based
on these accounts, Diotallevi wrote:

On the third [day] of this month, the Turk [Sultan] decided to attack the Polish
forces, boasting that he wanted to dine at their camp that day. However, later
convinced by his advisors, who had obtained information from two Wallachian
spies about the impracticality of this plan, he decided to first attack the Cossacks,
who bravely repelled the first, second, and third assaults on the third, fourth, and
fifth of this month. After that, on Sunday, the sixth day, the Turk remained calm®.

The pause in hostilities that occurred on Sunday, 5 September, was the result of heavy
rains that forced Osman II to abandon his planned attack®. The enemy attempted
another assault on 6 September. As the nuncio reported: “However strong the new
assault launched the next day, the Cossack resistance, supported by numerous
hetman’s soldiers, was even greater; thus the Turks were repulsed with numerous
losses™’. Riatti described the first days of fighting in a similar manner:

From the first day of September, troops began their approach [...]. The Turks
were so certain of victory that their prince promised to God that he would not
eat on 10 September unless they prepared food for him in the captured camp. On
3 September, he sent a large number of his men against the Cossacks, who were
in a separate camp, separated from the main forces. Because the pagans were
extremely numerous, they surrounded and attacked them, and each attack was
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always repelled; these attacks took place on the third, fourth, and sixth of this
month. Finally, the Turks and Tatars received orders to destroy the Cossack camp
at all costs by launching a major assault. The Cossacks [...] expected an attack
during which they would not only repel the enemy but also push them towards
the Polish camp, from which volunteers had set out to help. Encouraged by this,
the Cossacks launched a major battle, during which the Turks were cut down®.

The accounts of Diotallevi and Riatti, although quite general, coincide with the
findings of the modern historiography®.

In their accounts, both papal correspondents clearly exaggerated the enemy’s losses.
Diotallevi reported 20,000 Turkish casualties, while Riatti estimated them at 40,000.
The nuncio also reported losses suftered by the defenders, which were estimated at
around 1,000 Zaporozhians. Both diplomats agreed that numerous enemy prisoners
had been captured, including two important pashas, and that artillery had been
captured. Riatti’s account indicates that these were eight heavy cannons'®.

The setbacks suffered in the first days of fighting did not discourage the aggressors;
on the contrary, they motivated them to undertake further assaults. A description
of these assaults can be found in Riatti’s correspondence, which states: “After the
eighth day, i.e., the ninth and tenth, the Turk, disregarding the Christians’ previous
successes, ordered his men, under penalty of death, to attack the larger camp of
Poles, who were awake and motivated, and since it was a violent attack, the victory
was bloody™. After repelling the attack, some of the servants, contrary to the
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orders of Chodkiewicz and Royal Prince Ladislaus, attacked the Turkish camp,
looted a large number of tents, set them on fire, nailed many of the cannons, and
returned with the loot'®. It is highly probable that the description of the attack
on the Ottoman camp cited by the nuncio took place on 7 September'®. The first
week of fighting resulted in the Turks withdrawing from the vicinity of the Polish
entrenchments. The papal diplomat was most likely deceived by Polish propaganda
and cited improbable casualty figures, estimating that 15,000 of the defenders and
60,000 Turks and Tatars had fallen, although there were also claims of 100,000
enemy casualties'®. In conclusion, Riatti stated, not without satisfaction, “The Turk,
who wanted to dine in the Polish camp, sent a large number of his men to dine in
the devil’s house™.

In reporting on this stage of the battle, Riatti referred to the massacre of the
Moldavians living near the castle, citing information that Chodkiewicz had
uncovered a plot to set fire to the Polish camp, thus signalling the Turks to launch
an assault. The conspirators, under torture, revealed their intentions'®. The alleged
Moldavian plot was indeed uncovered and executed, but it appears to have been a
plot by soldiers to seize food supplies belonging to the victims; moreover, the event
took place on 5 September'”. Riatti also drew attention to the sabotage operations
conducted by the Tatars, who were ravaging the southern borders of the Polish-
Lithuanian Commonwealth'®, reporting an incursion by a 30,000-strong cavalry
force [sic] that had ventured into the vicinity of Jarostaw. At the same time, the
papal diplomat appreciated the military talents of Tomasz Zamoyski, who skilfully
stopped the attack of Tatars on 7 September near Tarnopol'®.

102 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, {. 8r.

103 Letter of J. Sobieski to K. Zbaraski, ob6z pod Chocimiem 22 IX 1621 in
Korespondencja Krzysztofa ksigcia Zbaraskiego koniuszego koronnego 1612-1627,
ed. Anna Filipczak-Kocur (Opole: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Opolskiego,
2015): 98 (no. 15).

104 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, f. 8r.

105 “Il Turco che voleva pigliar il pranzo nel campo Polacho, mandando tanto
numero delle sue a cenare in casa del Diavolo”, BAV, Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to
L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, f. 8r.

106 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, f. 8v.

107 Jakub Sobieski, Pamietnik wojny chocimskiej, xigg troje, ed. Wiadystaw
Syrokomla (Petersburg: Bolestaw Maurycy Wolff, 1854), 32-3; Goszczynski, “O
wplywie”, 12; M. Paradowski, The Khotyn compaign, 143.

108 Horn, “Chronologia”, 39-40.

109 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, f. 8r-v. Cf.
Marta Kupczewska, “Pomiedzy interesem prywatnym a dobrem publicznym
- zaangazowanie wojewody kijowskiego Tomasza Zamoyskiego w organizacje¢
i przebieg kampanii chocimskiej 1621 roku”, in Honestas et turpitudo.
Magnateria Rzeczpospolitej w XVI-XVIII wieku, eds. Ewa Dubas-Urwanowicz,
Marta Kupczewska, Karol Lopatecki, and Jan Urwanowicz (Bialystok: Polskie
Towarzystwo Historyczne, 2019), 349.
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Accounts of the subsequent fighting, which took place around Khotyn, appear
sporadically in papal correspondence. In a dispatch dated 1 October, inter-nuncio
Frentanelli provided a rather general description of the fighting that took place on
13 and 14 September:

On the eve of the feast of the Holy Cross, the army of the Kingdom bravely
withstood a new attack of the Turks, and on the feast of the Holy Cross itself,
the Cossacks fought with the Turks for many hours, suffering heavy losses, and
managed to push them back to their tents; in this notification [we received]
it is added that the victory was bloody, due to the heavy losses suffered by the
Cossacks'".

Frentanelli also noted the serious supply problems faced by the defenders of Khotyn,
particularly the lack of food for the soldiers and fodder for the horses, which caused a
significant number of them to starve. According to the papal representative, animals
were also slaughtered by Poles who did not want them to suffer from hunger''. It
is unknown whether the information cited by the inter-nuncio is true, but other
sources also confirm the enormous losses amongst horses''>. In the analysed
Vatican resources, a brief note was also found, most likely concerning the clashes
that took place on 27 and 28 September. De Torres noted the heavy and numerous
clashes, from which the defenders emerged victorious'”’. The information obtained
by papal diplomats meant that their reports to Rome, specifically concerning the
military operations, were quite optimistic. Diotallevi’s initial concerns, even if not
ultimately dispelled by the reports of the Crown Equerry Zbaraski, gave way to hope
for ultimate success for the Polish-Lithuanian side''*. Riatti was almost certain of
victory, assuming that the Turks would be hindered by the harsh winter and possible
rebellions within the enemy ranks. He placed great hopes in the relief effort led
by Sigismund III, which, in his opinion, would boost the defenders’ morale'".
Furthermore, likely aware of the Holy See’s foreign policy priorities, he appealed

110 “La vigilia di Santa Croce l'esercito del Regno sostenesse valorosamente un
nuovo assalto del Turco, ma che il giorno stesso della festa di Santa Croce da’
Cosacchi si combattesse per molte hore con gran mortalita de’ Turchi e che
ardissero ributtarli in dietro sin alli padiglioni, et in questo avviso si aggiunge,
che la vittoria & stata sanguenosa, per esservi restato ucciso grosso numero de’
Cosachi”, BAV, Barb. Lat. 6580, G. Frentanelli to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 1 X 1621, f.

101-V.
111 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6580, G. Frentanelli to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 1 X 1621, f. 10v.
112 Jan Czaplinski, a participant in the battle, mentioned 50,000 dead horses, see.

“Kopia listu od pana Czaplinskiego do Jerzego Radziminskiego 1 octobris
z obozu pisanego”, in Hanna Malewska, Listy staropolskie z epoki Wazéw
(Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1977), 209.See also: Goszczynski,
“O wptywie”, 15; Id., “Nieszczescia”, 39; Nagielski, “Kampania”, 16.

113 BAYV, Barb. lat, vol. 6581, C. de Torres to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 15 X 1621, f. 33r.
114 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6579, F. Diotallevi to L. Ludovisi, Warsaw 17 IX 1621, f. 211r.
115 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, f. 9r-v.
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for the resumption of efforts to establish an anti-Ottoman league, despite numerous
previous failed attempts, demonstrating that the evolving political situation favoured
this project!'.

It can be assumed that the reports sent to the Eternal City by Diotallevi, Frentanelli,
and especially Riatti significantly influenced the papal assessment of the Khotyn War
and the Holy See’s position on Polish-Turkish relations, including the ratification of
the Khotyn Treaty'”. The messages conveyed by papal diplomats residing in the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in the summer and autumn of 1621 raised the
hopes of the Papal dicasteries, which were ultimately dashed by the signing of the
treaty, as a result of which: “Our Lord feels great sorrow because such a magnificent
opportunity has been lost, not only to inflict defeat on the Turk, who could no longer
resist murder, mortality, and food shortages, but also to forge the desired alliance to
expand the victory that had begun™'®.

116 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6660, A. Riatti to L. Ludovisi, Cracow 26 IX 1621, f. 10v-11r.

117 For more on this topic, see: Pawet Duda, Krzyz i karabela. Polityka zagraniczna
Rzeczypospolitej Obojga Narodow w ocenie dyplomacji papieskiej w latach 1623-
1635 (Katowice: Wydawnictwo Uniwersytetu Slaskiego, 2019), 23-35.

118 “Gran dolore ne senti Nostro Signore, perché una bellissima occasione si perde,
non solo di mettere all’hora in sconfitta il Turco che pili non poteva resistere
all’'uccisioni, alle mortalita et alla penuria de’ viveri, ma di stabilire la desiderata
confederatione, per proseguire I'incominciata victoria”, Fitych, Struktura, 236.
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LALUTTE ANTI OTTOMANE ET LE MONDE CATHOLIQUE DE LA BULGARIE DU
) XVIIEME SIECLE.
SEMANTIQUE ET MYTHES HISTORIOGRAPHIQUES AUTOUR
D’UNE REALITE CONFESSIONNELLE MARGINALE

\
ABSTRACT: The article will briefly recompose the position of the Congregation

for the Propagation of the Faith about the Catholic missions it coordinates and
controls in the Balkan Peninsula, as well as about the conflicts between Christian
states and the Ottoman Empire that were taking place at that time and which shaped
what has been called the “long conflict” (1593-1606) and the siege of Vienna (1683).
Also, it will analyse how the Catholic enclaves in the Balkans in the 17th century,
more specifically the communities located in what is now Bulgaria, experienced
the reality of the confrontation between the Christian powers and the Ottoman
Empire, and how the phrase “anti-Ottoman struggle” that has marked the writings
of generations of historians in South-Eastern Europe can be confirmed.
KEYWORDS: Local Catholicism; Bulgaria; Anti-Ottoman resistance; XVII
Century; Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith.
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Le texte que je propose dans cet ouvrage est le fruit d’une réflexion particuliere,
inspirée par le theme d’un colloque qui s’est tenu a ’Accademia di Romania en
juin 2025'. Ce colloque avait pour objectif d’analyser le contexte du long conflit
qui oppose deux mondes revendiquant la suprématie sur une partie de ’Europe :
I’Europe centrale et du sud-est. Les protagonistes de ces moments historiques qui
ont fagonné et influencé de maniere déterminante certains aspects de la civilisation
de cette région européenne sont le monde chrétien, le monde musulman, les
grandes puissances chrétiennes et ’Empire ottoman. Larticle analysera brievement
la position de la Congrégation de la Propagande de la foi par rapport aux missions
catholiques quelle coordonne et contrdle dans la Péninsule Balkanique, ainsi
que par rapport aux conflits entre les Etats chrétiens et I'Empire Ottoman qui se
déroulent a cette époque et qui dessinent les contours de ce quon a appelé le “long
conflit”.

Ce colloque ma ainsi donné lopportunité de réfléchir a la provocation sociale,
économique et religieuse qu'une guerre apporte aux communautés frappées par
les dévastations, les violences et les changements quotidiens ou structurels quelle
entraine. Le texte essaie de montrer comment mes recherches sur lexistence
denclaves catholiques dans les Balkans au XVlIle siecle, plus précisément sur les

1 Dalla Lunga Guerra Turca (1593-1606) all’Assedio di Vienna (1683). Guerre in
Europa centrale e orientale nei secoli XVI-XVII, 19 Juin 2025, Accademia di
Romania in Roma.
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communautés se trouvant sur le territoire de la Bulgarie actuelle, ont vécu la réalité
de l'affrontement entre les puissances chrétiennes et 'Empire Ottoman. J'admets
que la guerre jouait un role plutdt marginal et statique dans mes recherches, car elle
était toujours présente en toile de fond de lexistence quotidienne, comme une trame
qui ordonnait la vie des gens de cette période. La guerre était le facteur de troubles
et de ruptures, méme dans les territoires qui ne sont pas frappés de maniére directe
et immédiate par ce fléau et surtout, elle est la cause principale des stratégies et des
maniéres de survie et de transformation, individuelles ou collectives qui se forgent
dans ces communautés marginales et fragmentées.

Jai été, sans doute, inspirée par des recherches récentes qui se sont intéressées a la
relation entre la guerre, la société et la culture dans le contexte de la nouvelle histoire
culturelle de la guerre®. Dans un ouvrage d’'une valeur inestimable et d'une rigueur
académique irréprochable, A. Stouraiti examine avec une minutie exemplaire les
rapports entre la Sérénissime et 'Empire ottoman. Elle met en lumiére la maniere
dont ces relations se sont consolidées et structurées a la suite du conflit, et non pas
uniquement des relations établies en période de paix, telles que le commerce, les
voyages ou la diplomatie. Elle examine la représentation de 'Empire ottoman et les
liens entre les deux mondes a la lumiére de la guerre’.

Du point de vue du renouveau de la réflexion conceptuelle, la guerre (le combat) est
tout d’abord analysée et considérée comme un phénomene global, doté d’une culture
matérielle, d'une infrastructure et de personnes impliquées, issues de catégories
sociales, professionnelles, religieuses, ethniques et pratiques extrémement diverses.
En ce qui concerne la lutte anti-ottomane, I'analyse ne se limite pas aux conflits et
aux opérations militaires, mais englobe également les visions et les attentes sociales
différentes, la propagande et les stratégies des parties belligérantes. En somme, il sagit
d’'un univers dynamique dans lequel on examine non seulement la confrontation,
mais aussi le terrain sur lequel se rencontrent les divergences, les contrastes, les
rivalités et les antagonismes, qu’ils soient religieux, sociaux, militaires ou culturels.
Il convient de souligner que la lutte anti-ottomane, phénomene historique qui sest
imposé comme un concept fondateur des nouveaux Etats nationaux du sud-est de
I'Europe, était jusqua il y a quelques décennies la clé de votte des historiographies
balkaniques. La résistance anti-ottomane des populations conquises et dominées
par 'Empire Ottoman était une réalité recomposée et interprétée par les historiens
de lespace balkanique, principalement dans une perspective idéologique et surtout

2 Avec le livre classique de George Duby, Le Dimanche de Bouvines (Paris:
Gallimard, 1973), s'ouvre la voie pour les réflexions et les analyses des historiens
et des anthropologues sur la représentation et le vécu de la guerre.

3 Stouraiti Anastasia, War, Communication and the Politics of Culture in Early
Modern Venice (Cambridge: University Press, 2023), 8 — “Mon objectif est
d’identifier les schémas de représentation, les pratiques symboliques et les
transactions sociales qui ont faconné la perception qu’avaient les Vénitiens
ordinaires de la guerre contre les Turcs. Avant tout, jespere montrer qu'il est
possible d’étudier de maniere fructueuse les relations entre Venise et I'Empire
ottoman en mettant au premier plan non seulement les modes de contact
pacifiques tels que le commerce, les voyages et la diplomatie, mais aussi la guerre,
une autre forme d’imbrication dont la force de liaison est systématiquement
négligée dans I'historiographie actuelle sur la Méditerranée moderne”.
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nationale. Cette approche méthodologique et conceptuelle, qui considere la lutte
anti-ottomane comme un processus investi de vertus absolues, est emblématique
de T'historiographie du sud est européen. En effet, cette derniere met en lumiere
la transformation des germes de la résistance nationale en valeurs, arguments et
motivations qui ont contribué a lémergence de I'Etat national moderne. En ce qui
concerne l'historiographie bulgare, chaque fois que les historiens sappuyaient sur la
réalité catholique bulgare et sur le clergé catholique au cours de la période considérée
comme l'dge dor de leur développement, au XVIle siecle, leurs analyses historiques
sarticulaient également autour de I'idée de lutte anti-ottomane et de résistance face
a la domination de I'Islam. Ces éléments sont considérés comme fondamentaux et
souvent mythifiés.

Ainsi, il apparait que lensemble des actions entreprises par les envoyés de Rome, a
savoir les missionnaires et le haut clergé, dans le but de préserver la foi catholique et
de renforcer la fidélité au Saint-Siége, de construire une identité religieuse distincte
de celle des populations orthodoxes ou musulmanes, de renforcer les liens avec
Rome et d’autres enclaves de la Péninsule Balkanique, ainsi que les ceuvres littéraires
et historiographiques savantes de cette élite éduquée a Rome, sont systématiquement
interprétées et surinterprétées comme des actions dirigées, en particulier, contre
la domination ottomane®. Il est indéniable que ces communautés bénéficiaient
d’une élite lettrée et connectée aux réseaux chrétiens du commerce et de la pensée,
que le haut clergé catholique a souvent été utilisé par les princes roumains et les
souverains catholiques comme émissaires et diplomates’, mais leur implication
dans la construction d’un front anti-ottoman a été toujours une exagération et une
surinterprétation des historiens de nos jours.

Au cours des derniéres décennies, I'historiographie bulgare a connu un
renouvellement méthodologique et interprétatif. Elle souvre désormais aux
sources ottomanes, qui complete la perspective exclusivement chrétienne qui
prévalait auparavant. Lexploitation des sources ottomanes a permis denrichir et de
nuancer beaucoup de champs de recherche comme, par exemple, de reconstituer la
démographie et dynamique et la mobilité des populations vivant dans les régions
et les villes des Balkans®. Elles ont aussi permis danalyser I'importance militaire

4 Stantchev, Kassimir, “I Franciscani e il Cattolicesimo in Bulgaria fino al secolo
XIX?”, in I Balcani tra Oriente e Occidente. I Francescani nella storia dei popoli
balcanici, éd. Viviana Mosilia, Marco Scarpa (Venezia: Archetipo 2011), 135-86;
Dimitrov Bojidar, Petar Bogdan Baksev - Balgarsku Politik i Istoriskot XVII Vek
(Sofiya: Nauka izkustvo,1985-1I éd.: Sofiya, 2001); Stanimirov Svilen, Politiceskata
Deinost na Balgarite Katolici prez 30 te 70 Godini na XVII Vek, Kam Istoriata na
Balgarskata Antiosmanska Saprotiva (Sofiya: izd. Nauka i izkustvo, 1988).

5 George Calinescu, “Altre Notizie sui missionari cattolici nei paesi Romeni”,
Diplomatarium Italicum: documenti raccolti negli archivi italiani, t. II (Roma-—
Bucuresti: Libreria di scienze e lettere, 1930), 305-514.

6 Stefka Parveva, Bogatstvo i bednost sred selskite obwnosti v provincie Rumelie
prez XVII-XVIII vek (Sofiya: Izdatelstvo na BAN “Prof. Marin Drinov”, 2022)
[Richesse et pauvreté dans les communautés rurales de la Province de Roumélie
en XVII-XVIII siécles]; Ead., “Villages, Peasants and Landholdings in the Edirne
Region in the Second Half of the 17th Century”, in Regions, Borders, Societies,
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et civile des régions frontalieres’. Grace a leurs composition démographique et a
la mobilité qui les caractérisent les fortifications, sont percues plus comme étant
des centres de communication et de transport, des points clés pour [économie, le
commerce et l'artisanat, que des points de limites frontaliers impénétrables®.

Par ailleurs, il convient de mentionner la révision du statut des populations non
musulmanes de la Péninsule Balkanique, tant sur le plan juridique, que politique.
Cette révision a entrainé une réévaluation des rapports de force au sein de 'Empire
Ottoman, ainsi quune réflexion plus nuancée sur la condition des sujets non
musulmans et de leurs rapports avec l'autorité du sultan et avec les autorités locales
et régionales. Ces études permettent de mieux comprendre la dynamique entre
les formes d’accommodation de la population dominée et celles de résistance face
aux autorités ottomanes. A cet égard, I'analyse des sources ottomanes a poussé
des historiens bulgares de réexaminer la rébellion de la population catholique de
Chiprovatz du 1688, émeut qui meéne a la destruction complete des communautés
catholiques qui se sont développées tout au long du XVIlIe siecle. Celui-ci, longtemps
considérée comme un mouvement de résistance anti-ottomane planifié de longue
date, doit donc étre revisitée’.

Afin de consolider notre premiere hypothése concernant le travail sur le syntagme
de lutte anti-ottomane, il conviendrait de reconnaitre que celui-ci est un phénomene
hautement contextualisé, impliquant des moments de conflits, mais aussi des
échanges et de contaminations réciproques. Cest un phénomene social et culturel
qui rassemble des individus aux horizons d’attente et aux intéréts extrémement
diversifiés. Cest une diversité qui est déterminée par un univers mental et de
représentations, faconnés par des facteurs tels que Iéducation et la position sociale,
reconnue ou désirée, au sein de ces sociétés qui se trouvent en conflit ou en processus
daccommodement mutuel. En conclusion, serait beaucoup plus profitable d'analyser
des projets individuels et de ne pas projeter sur toute une collectivité les arguments
et les ressorts qui animent des personnages rattachés ouvertement a la lutte anti
ottomane. Cela ne veut pas dire que les populations chrétiennes se trouvant sur le
territoire dominé par 'Empire ottoman ne désirent pas de vivre dans un monde
contrdler par des autorités chrétiennes, mais leur vision est moins révolutionnaire
care elles essayent plutot de conserver un status quo qui leur assure la survivance et
la prédictibilité de leur existence. Toute aventure guerriére savere détre pour elles
une menace de mort et de la disparition. Cest au moins ce que la lettre envoyée a
Rome par les habitants de Bosnie qui est présentée dans la Congrégation générale
du 29 novembre 1686 :

Identities In Central And Southeast Europe, 17th-21st Centuries, éd. Peykovska
Penka, Demeter Gabor (Sofia-Budapest: Inst. of History-RCH-HAS, 2013), 17-32.

7 Rossitsa Gradeya, “War and peace along the Danube: Vidin at the end of the
XVIIth century”, in Oriente Moderno, Nuova serie, 20(81)/1 (2001): 149-75.

8 Rossitsa Gradeya, War and peace in Rumeli. 15™ to Beginning of 19" Century
(Istanbul: The Isis Press, 2010).

9 Ivanova Dzeni, “Ottoman Subjects, Habsburg Allies: The Reaya of the Chiprovtsi
Region (Northwestern Bulgaria) on the Front Line, 1688-1690”, in The Treaties of
Karlowitz (1699): Antecedents, Course and Consequences, éd. Colin Heywood, et
Ivan Parvev (Boston-Leiden: Brill, 2019): 110-30.
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Les catholiques bosniaques courent le risque détre massacrés par les Turcs, car
ceux-ci pensent que lévéque de Bosnie est celui qui fomente avec 'armée impériale
a leur détriment. Ainsi, alors que la persécution des chrétiens avait quelque peu
cessé en raison de la rumeur répandue selon laquelle évéque était mort, ils
sirriteront davantage lorsquie ils apprendront dans les journaux imprimés que
Iévéque de Bosnie doit consacrer la mosquée de Verovizza (?) en église chrétienne.
IIs supplient donc Vos Excellences de bien vouloir, pour la sécurité de ces pauvres
catholiques, ordonner que Iévéque se rende dans une région éloignée des Turcs et
ne sexpose pas a des fonctions aussi publiques.

Il faut avouer pourtant, que cette réévaluation méthodologique et conceptuelle a
encore un impact marginal sur les historiographies nationales des pays du sud-
est européen, qui restent attachées au paradigme de la lutte anti ottomane. Les
chercheurs continuent ainsi détudier et de chérir les figures, projets politiques et
alliances militaires qui ont un statut de sainteté obtenu dans les conflits avec 'Empire

des Infidéles.

ROME ET SON ATTITUDE A 'EGARD DE LA LUTTE ANTI-OTTOMANE

La présente analyse aborde sommairement la position de I'Eglise catholique durant
la période entre la guerre longue et le siege de Vienne, en ce qui concerne les enclaves
catholiques du nord de la Bulgarie et les missions apostoliques de l'intérieur de
I'Empire ottoman.

Concernant la position de la Congrégation de la Propagande de la Foi, et par
conséquent celle de Rome, vis-a-vis de ces communautés et enclaves catholiques
y vivant a [époque étudiée, il apparait que celle-ci est fortement nuancée. Le Saint
Siege applique durant ce siecle de grande effervescence missionnaire, une politique
qui se caractérise par une transformation des paradigmes traditionnels, ainsi que
par une professionnalisation des roles. Et si on regarde de plus pres, on pourrait
observer comment [évéque et le nonce apostolique, qui occupent des positions
dautorité dans lorganisation ecclésiastique, illustrent cette évolution. En plus les
spécialistes de I'histoire de I'Eglise parlent plus d'un processus de bureaucratisation'!
et de spécialisation des institutions en charge de l'administration des missions
catholiques et du controle des relations politiques de Rome avec les autres Etats
chrétiens ou musulmans'.

Dans le cadre de sa thése innovatrice, présentée en 2004, Géraud Pomarede soutient
I'hypothese selon laquelle les élites politiques et économiques européennes, a la fin
des XVlIe et XVIle siecles, ont commencé a privilégier les relations commerciales
et les alliances avec 'Empire ottoman'. Cette approche s’inscrit en rupture avec

10 APF, Acta 1686, vol. 56, f 205, int. 11.

11 “Administration/Bureaucratie”, in Dictionnaire critique de I’Eglise, Notions et
débats de sciences sociales, dir. Gabriel Frederic, Dominique Iogna-Prat, Alain
Rauwel (Paris: PUF, 2023), 40-3.

12 Confessional Diplomacy in Early Modern Europe, éd. Roberta Anderson,
Charlotte Backerra (London: Routledge, 2020).

13 Géraud Poumarede, Pour en finir avec la Croisade: Mythes et Réalités de la Lutte
contre les Turcs aux XVlIe et XVlIle siécles (Paris: PUF, 2014).
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la rhétorique religieuse traditionnellement utilisée pour décrire les confrontations
avec I'Islam. Cette orientation reflete la conviction du Saint-Siege que la mission
catholique peut étre plus bénéfique que la croisade contre 'Empire ottoman'*. Clest
dans ce contexte que s'inscrit la conviction avec laquelle 'Eglise se mobilise pour
organiser, controler et centraliser les missions catholiques a travers le monde®.
Dans cette perspective interprétative nouvelle, les concepts et les questions qui ont
été le plus affinés et enrichis sont liés a I'analyse de la notion de catholicisme dans des
contextes locaux et régionaux tres divers et spécifiques. Cette approche permet de
souligner la nature multiple, profonde et dynamique de ce phénomene religieux. Le
concept d’'un Catholicisme global du début de Ié¢poque moderne'®, qui a émergé et
sest imposé comme une référence académique, désigne la pluralité des expressions
religieuses qui se manifestent dans le sillage de divers contextes politiques, sociaux,
culturels, démographiques ou ethniques spécifiques.

Une analyse approfondie des archives du Vatican révele que, dans le contexte des
Balkans, les instructions, lettres et décisions de la Propagande de Foi révelent une
orientation stratégique de la part du centre vers la pacification et 'accommodement
des communautés de fideles catholiques avec les autorités musulmanes, tant locales,
que centrales. En outre, ces documents mettent en exergue une attention accrue
portée aux spécificités locales des manifestations religieuses dans les territoires et
sur les rapports de force qu'y se dessinent. A cause de cette orientation politique, les
objectifs de la conversion, du prosélytisme ou des libérations violentes et soudaines
des chrétiens se trouvant sous la domination ottomane semblent seffacer devant
les préoccupations de conservation et de construction d’une identité catholique
conforme aux prescriptions tridentines des communautés restées dans le giron du
Saint-Siege.

Ainsi, la préservation de la foi et [édification des structures ecclésiastiques nouvelles
nécessitent que la Congrégation déploie une politique plus souple dans les territoires
balkaniques, car en l'absence d'un pouvoir séculier effectif, son autorité demeure
restreinte et précaire. Face aux risques d’un déclin de la foi catholique, la position
de Rome semble se montrer réceptive, en sous-entendant une acceptation tacite des
concessions établies par les missionnaires. Les analyses historiques le montrent : les
missions catholiques, dans cette partie de 'Europe (et dailleurs), sont plus flexibles
avec les normes prescrites par le centre. Les conditions particuliéres de la mission
obligent les acteurs locaux a donner des réponses plus nuancées aux provocations
avec lesquelles ils se confrontent. En somme, malgré les efforts déployés par
le Saint Siege dexercer le contrdle par la centralisation de la prise de décision
concernant la mission (dont lessence méme séloigne de la notion de croisade), elle
promeut et maintient une politique de préservation du status quo, dans les régions
non administrées par une autorité séculaire chrétienne, en mettant en place des

14 Pierre Benoist, “Le Peére Joseph, 'Empire ottoman et la Méditerranée au début
du XVlle siecle”, Cahiers de la Méditerranée, 71/12 (2005): 185-202.

15 Giovanni Pizzorusso, Governare le missioni. Conoscere il mondo nel XV1I secolo.
La Congregazione Pontefice De Propaganda Fide (Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2014).

16 Ronnie Po-chia Hsia, La Contrariforma. Il mondo del rinnovamento cattolico
(1540-1770) (Bologna: 11 Mulino, 2009 — 1 éd. 1998).
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restrictions concernant la participation de ses représentants aux affaires d’Etat ou
aux affaires politiques. Dans la Congrégation générale du 27 février 1690, le rapport
présente aux cardinaux de la Propagande les conséquences dramatiques pour la
mission des péres franciscains en Albanie, lorsque le préfet de la mission, un italien,
saligne aux intéréts vénitiens dans le conflit porté contre 'Empire Ottoman :

Pour sétre ingéré, le préfet des missions des PP réformés en Albanie, dans des
affaires séculieres, en distribuant pour le compte des Vénitiens de l'argent a ces
peuples afin de les inciter a se rebeller contre les Turcs, le Bassa de Scuttari a fait
mettre a prix la téte de P. Gaudioso, I'un des missionnaires, pour une somme de
200 zecchini chacun, et fait tout son possible pour mettre la main sur le préfet,
de sorte que les missionnaires, effrayés, se cachent jusqua présent et seront
contraints d'abandonner la mission'’.

Par ailleurs, il nest pas sans intérét daccentuer lobservation que les fideles des
enclaves catholiques de cette parte d Europe demandent, dune maniére obstinée,
que les prélats nommés par Rome soient des natifs de leurs communautés. Et aussi,
en parcourant la documentation conservée dans les archives, on peut saisir une
attitude différente entre les décisions des missionnaires provenant de lextérieur du
pays et ceux dorigine indigene, beaucoup plus inclinés a se distancier des directives
émises par le centre, afin d’assurer leur propre survie ou de consolider la cohésion
de la communauté de leurs fidéles. Il apparait ainsi que les objectifs, les visions et les
attentes du centre arrivent parfois détre modifiés, interprétés et détournés dans le
territoire, qui constitue le creuset des intéréts les plus diversifiés.

Dans le cadre des recherches sur les missions catholiques a I'intérieur de 'Empire
Ottoman, il a été mis en exergue par les chercheurs que les ecclésiastiques et les
ordres religieux présents sur le territoire ont fait preuve d'une remarquable capacité
d’adaptation a la dynamique locale'®. Ainsi, les objectifs proclamés et endossés
par la Rome peuvent parfois entrer en conflit avec les intéréts et les actions des
agents ecclésiastiques. Cest pour cela que la politique de Rome peut sembler parfois
hésitante car les représentants du Saint Siege sont en effet contraints de se conformer
aux directives du centre pour assurer leur ascension vers une position d’autorité
au sein de la communauté des fideles catholiques, mais en méme temps ils restent
sensibles aussi aux intéréts et les exigences des autres acteurs politiques de la région
qui exercent une influence sur la stratégie complexe de I'Eglise.

L'EVEQUE MISSIONNAIRE CHEZ LES INFIDELES

Pour prouver ces hypotheses de recherche, je vais présenter sommairement l'activité
de trois hauts prélats bulgares du XVIle siécle. La présentation de l'activité de ces
évéques va essayer de surprendre le sens qu’ils donnent a leur mission, leur vision sur
le role qu’ils ont aupres des communautés qu’ils administrent et aussi la distance ou
le conformisme de leur activité par rapport aux demandes du Saint-Siége, d'un part.
De l'autre part, je vais surprendre la réaction de la Congrégation de la Propagation
de la Foi en ce qui concerne leurs actions.

17 APF, Acta 1690, vol. 60, f. 33, int. 13.

18 Antal Molnar, Confessionalization on the Frontier. The Balkans Catholics
between Roman Reform and Ottoman Reality (Roma: Viella, 2019).

159



160

Cristina Codarcea EASTERN EUROPEAN HISTORY REVIEW
n. 8/2025

Il sagit de Pietro Parcevich, archevéque de Marcianopolis (1656-1663), Filippo
Stanislavov, évéque de Nikopol (1649-1663, 1673-1674) et de son successeur,
Antoine Stefanov (1677-1692). Tous les trois dorigine bulgare, ils ont un parcours
et une carriére ecclésiastique et politique profondément différents, grace a leur
tempérament et a leurs ambitions, mais surtout a leur vision sur le rdle quun
évéque doit remplir dans cette partie d’Europe. En dépit de la divergence marquée
de leurs actions respectives, les deux premiers protagonistes font lobjet de critiques
particulierement virulentes de la part de la Congrégation, ce qui aboutit a leur
suspension des fonctions ecclésiastiques.

Provenant de milieux sociaux différents, ils recoivent une éducation comparable,
destinée a former des missionnaires susceptibles détre envoyés dans leur région
dorigine. Parcevich est issu d’'une lignée noble de Chiprovatz (Ciprovtzi, une petite
ville du le nord-ouest de la Bulgarie), tandis que Stanislavov est un récent converti
originaire d'Oreshe, une localité située dans le nord de la Bulgarie et faisant partie
de la communauté paulicienne'®. Antonie Stefanov est également originaire de la
ville de Chiprovatz, mais il provient d'un milieu familial modeste et est envoyé,
des son plus jeune age, rejoindre lordre des franciscains observants de la Custodie
de Bulgarie. Tous les trois poursuivent des études supérieures en Italie, plus
spécifiquement a Rome. Pietro Parchevich obtient un diplome du college illyrien
de Lorette, puis un doctorat ¢s lettres et en droit ecclésiastique au College Urbain
de Rome®. Stanislavov est envoyé par lévéque bulgare Ilia Marinov (1624-1641)
d’abord au College Clémentin a Rome et il est transféré ensuite a celui de Lorette*'.
Quant a Stefanov, il suit exclusivement la formation monastique franciscaine
aupres du monasteére Ara Coeli de Rome, sans jamais rejoindre aucun collége de la
Congrégation de la Propagation de Foi.

Avec son doctorat et muni d’une culture savante et des connaissances politiques,
Pietro Parcevich nourrit des ambitions qui transgressent la zone ecclésiastique.
Apres avoir terminé ses études, il a été envoyé comme missionnaire dans son pays
natal, la Bulgarie, mais tres vite il est devenu missionnaire dans l'archidiocese de
Marcinaopolis, l'assistant de Marco Bandini (1644-1650) I'archevéque de celle-ci,
en Moldavie. Ses ambitions politiques sont vite exploitées par les princes des Pays
Roumains qui ont développé une pratique diplomatique qui fait des représentants
ecclésiastiques de Rome, des émissaires aupres des puissances chrétiennes. Ainsi,
Parcevich, devient assez vite internonce des souverains roumains Vasile Lupu (1634-
1653) et Matei Basarab (1632-1654), titre qu’il se donne a loccasion des audiences a
Varsovie, Vienne et Venise quil entreprend entre 1653-1654**. Pendant ces audiences,

19 Julian Pejacsevich, Peter Freiherr von Parchevich, Ergbiechof von Martianopel
(s.l.: Legare Street press, 2022).

20 Milcho Yovkov, Pavlikyani i pavlikyanski selishta v balgarskite zemi X V-XVIII vek.
(Sofiya: UI “Sv. Kliment Ohridski”, 1991); Donka Radeva, Pavlikani i Pavlikonstvo
v Balgarskite Zemi (arhetip i povtorenig VII-X VII vek) (Sofia: Paradigma, 2015)

21 Sévérien Salaville, “Philippe Stanislavov, apotre des Bulgares Pavlikans au XVIle
siecle”, Echos d’Orient, 15/97 (1912): 481-94.

22 Maria Holban, “Autour de Parcevi¢”, Revue des Etudes Sud Est Européennes,
V11/4 (1969): 613-46.
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Parcevich présente des arguments qui sont censés de déterminer la création d’'un front
uni anti-ottoman des grandes puissances chrétiennes et de les appeler a participer a
une croisade contre les Infideles, croisade censée de libérer les chrétiens du sud du
Danube. Je ne vais pas débattre le caractere de ses projets qui ont été présentés par les
historiens bulgares comme révolutionnaires et visionnaires, profondément ancrés
dans les convictions et les espérances des catholiques bulgares®, ni les opinions des
historiens roumains qui ont vu en Parcevich un personnage plutét utopique, sans
constituer une voix dans sa communauté dorigine, prét a falsifier la réalité pour se
construire des arguments dans sa lutte menée contre les Ottomans*.

Aux inquiétudes formulées par Rome a [égard de ses actions, Parcevich se défend et
envoie au centre une description assez détaillée dela configuration et dela dynamique
de relations de pouvoir de la région, ol se mélent les intéréts les plus divers, de
I'influence accrue polonaise et hongroise, de la volonté des princes roumains de
se libérer de la domination ottomane, des visées des Habsbourg qui regardent
non pas simplement leur influence augmentant, mais leur présence effective dans
les territoires appartenant a 'Empire Ottoman, et pas dernierement, le désir des
tous les chrétiens du sud du Danube de saffranchir d'une domination étrangere
pesante et arbitraire. A la pression exercée par les décideurs de la Congrégation de la
Propagation de la Foi doccuper son siege épiscopal de Marcianopolis, il argumente
qu’il ne pouvait pas aller au sud du Danube, car il ne serait pas bien accueilli par les
autorités ottomanes, précisément en raison des missions et du plan anti-ottoman
qu’il soutenait, aux cotés des puissants souverains chrétiens. Il rappelle également
que l'ancien archevéque de Marcianopolis na jamais résidé au sud du Danube, mais
seulement en Moldavie, a Bacau, et demande la permission de pouvoir s'installer
dans le monastere franciscain de cette ville.

Je nentrerai pas dans les détails de I'intense activité diplomatique de Pietro Parcevich,
qui se poursuit méme apres sa nomination en tant quarchevéque de Marcianopolis
en 1656, car il existe une florissante littérature de spécialité. A partir de ce moment,
les intentions de Rome ne se confondent plus avec celles de l'archevéque, qui utilise
cette dignité pour légitimer et pour intensifier son action politique anti-ottomane.
Ses missions diplomatiques déroulées aupres des souverains européens, ainsi que sa
mission a la cour de Bogdan Hmielnitchi a la demande de lempereur des Habsbourg
en 1657, suscitent de vives critiques de la part des cardianux romains, remontrances
qui sont a la base de la décision radicale de suspension, prise par le pape Alexandre
VII, en décembre 1662. La lettre de suspension trouve Parcevich a Vienne et lui
rappelle que le premier devoir d’un évéque est d’assister les fideéles de son diocese et
de s'installer parmi eux, en se fixant dans une résidence épiscopale, et non pas de
faire la politique ailleurs®.

23 Stanimirov, Politiceskata, 94

24 Andrei Veress, Scrisorile misionarului Bandini din Moldova (1644-1650)
(Bucuresti: Cultura Nationala, 1926), 62-4.

25 APF, Acta1662,vol. 31, f. 104v, 8 mai1662 “Larelation de’'archevéque d’Ohrid - en
présent 'archevéque de Marcianopoli de cette Congrégation, Pietro Parcevich,
parce quil ne soit jamais allé dans le diocése et parce qu’il a été un dissident
par rapport aux Turcs et a cause de ses affaires politiques avec ’Allemagne (est
suspendu). Ainsi ce diocese a été donnée au Pére Tomassi mais lui aussi s’occupe
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Bien que je naie pas encore sur moi un autre décret, qui ma été accordé a Rome
par la Sainte Congrégation de la Propagation de Foi et puisque jai, jusqua
présent, observé le décret ponctuellement, jespere lobserver avec la plus grande
considération et assistance, et je prie Dieu douvrir la voie aux princes chrétiens
pour la LIBERATION des royaumes de I'EST avec cette occasion, qui est
opportune et qui, opprimés par le paganisme, gémissent misérablement. Avec
une telle occasion, ils seraient également libérés par mon titre et je pourrais
librement exercer les fonctions pontificales (dans ces territoires)*.

Ses lettres envoyées a Rome entre 1659 et 1660 demandent a plusieurs reprises qu’il
soit libre détablir son siege en Moldavie et que, de la, qu’il puisse méme rendre visite
aux chrétiens catholiques de Silistra et des alentours, au sud du Danube. Il se plaigne
quau lieu de voir ses demandes justifiées approuvées, il est réprimandé pour son
souci du “bien public de toute la chrétienté”.

Mais le secrétaire de la Congrégation, Mario Alberizzi (1657-1663), ne se laisse
pas impressionné par lérudition de lévéque, ni par son role de champion de la
Chrétienté et il lui rappelle quelle est la position qu'un évéque doit respecter, dans
la vision de Rome, dans un rapport qui présente la lettre de Parcevich dans une

Congrégation générale:

Mgr le Nonce d’Allemagne a ordonné aux évéques qui se trouvent a Vienne de se
rendre dans leurs églises, et en particulier a I'archevéque de Marcianopolis, qui n'y
a pas été depuis dix ans (dans son diocese) qu’il a regu cette dignité de la part dela
Sainte Congrégation, d’autre part, supposant qu'il ne pouvait y résider sans danger
évident, il a cherché a se soustraire a cette obligation, parce qu’il sest rendu suspect
a la Porte Ottomane pour sétre mélé avec les Cosaques de l'arrangement avec
IEmpereur et les Polonais, et que s'il se rendait dans son diocese, il exposerait ces
pauvres catholiques a beaucoup de dangers par la jalousie des Turcs et il ne serait
pas str de sa vie. Aussi parce quaujourd’hui il n'y a plus de ville ou de résidence
dans le diocese, et il pense qu’il est impossible d’y rester, de sorte que depuis 150
ans et plus, ses prédécesseurs n'y sont pas allés, et ne lui ont pas rendu visite,
mais si la Sainte Congregation lui donnait la Moldavie sous son administration,
avec sa résidence a Baccovia, limitrophe du diocese de Marcianopoli, comme
avait Monseigneur Bandini, son prédécesseur, il pourrait y rester et exercer ses
fonctions et aussi servir les catholiques de Silistrie. Il le ferait volontiers pour
pouvoir séjourner plus librement en Pologne, dautant plus qu’il nest pas bien
vu par le Prince, ni par la province, puisqu’il est parti avec le peu qu’il avait dans
cette église a cause des incursions fréquentes des Tatars et parce qu’il ne peut pas
y séjourner aussi somptueusement quon le fait en Pologne, Au contraire, il dit que
la SC pourrait aussi lui donner I'administration en Transylvanie puisqu’il connait
bien le pays et qu'il est accepté par les peuples, dautant plus que, pour des raisons
de respect, [évéque titulaire ne peut pas y entrer.

des affaires séculaires et il est devenu aussi suspect aux yeux des Turcs pendant
ces guerres avec la Transilvanie, lui aussi ne peut pas s’en aller dans ces parts”.

26 APF, Fondo di Vienna, vol. 2, and SOCG, Arcipelago, 1657-1668, Lettre de
Parcevich qui écrit en 24 février 1663, de Vienne, f 327.
27 APF, Fondo di Vienna, f. 90.

28 APF, Acta 1666, vol. 35, f. 4, int. 11.
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Bien que Parcevich soit vraisemblablement rétablit dans ses fonctions de vicaire
apostolique pour la Moldavie et que son titre d'archevéque de Marcianopolis soit
maintenu dans les documents du Vatican, les instances dirigeantes continueront
a exprimer leur incrédulité quant a sa capacité a assumer un jour le role qui lui a
été attribué par le centre. Il est indubitable que Pietro Parcevich, qui a consacré
une grande partie de son existence a la fonction épiscopale dans la ville de Vienne,
percevra lexercice de son role ecclésiastique d'archevéque comme étant étroitement
lié a celui d'un dignitaire de 'Empire des Habsbourg. Ainsi, il comprendra qu’il
doit se conformer au modele établi dans ce monde ou les hauts prélats, issus
de laristocratie et détenteurs d'un diplome du Collége germanique de Rome,
occupent des fonctions politiques et diplomatiques de premier plan. Ils siegent
en tant que décideurs au sein des diétes régionales et impériales, jouant un role
déterminant dans la prise de décisions politiques et administratives. La littérature
spécialisée qualifie Iévéque germanique de tres peu tridentin, lui attribuant le terme
de baroque®, qui désigne son origine noble et son implication dans des taches
diplomatiques et de représentation, au service de 'Empire et de la chrétienté. Il
apparait clairement que cette représentation soppose a la vision du Saint-Siege,
comme l'indique la correspondance du secrétaire général de la Congrégation,
Federico Baldeschi Colonna (1668-1673), adressée au nonce apostolique a Varsovie,
Galeazzo Marescotti, archevéque de Corinthe (1668-1670), en mars 1670:

[évéque de Marcianopolis a eu plus de génie pour se méler des affaires politiques
que pour soccuper des affaires ecclésiastiques. Cest a cause de ce style que la
S.C. l'a destitué en dautres temps de la charge de Vicaire Apostolique quelle lui
avait conférée, et Dieu veuille que nous n'ayons pas a faire de méme maintenant,
puisqu’il verra Votre Eminence. Mais je sais par expérience qu’il ne pourra pas
rester loin de la Pologne, et je suis heureux que, sans méme avoir de nouvelles a ce
sujet, vous ayez appris que votre venue dans ces contrées a un autre but que celui
dobtenir quelques aumodnes pour dédommager I'Eglise et d’avoir des lettres de
recommandation du roi pour le prince de Moldavie, vous ferez une ceuvre sacrée.
Si vous veillez a ce qu’il parte le plus tot possible, pas plus que je ne l’ai fait lors de
la premiere Congrégation, faites en sorte que vous souhaitiez qu'un visiteur soit
envoyé en Moldavie ; a ce sujet, je doute que la méconnaissance des coutumes, du
génie et de I'ildiome de ce peuple ne provoque une perte de temps ou d’argent™.

Le dicastere de la Propagation de foi et le Vatican saverent des institutions avec une
mémoire burocratique importante, ce qui fait que toute lactivité de l'archevéque
de Marcianopolis va rester sous le signe de la rébellion et d’inadéquation a des

29 Peter Hersche, “Il principe ecclesiastico nell’eta di Barocco”, in La Societa dei
principi nel Europa Moderna (sec. XVI-XVII), éd. Mario Rosa (Bologna: Il
Mulino, 2005), 221-46.

30 APF, Lettere scritte da Mons. Secretario, 1670, vol. 56,1 Mars 1670, f. 27: “All’arciv.
di Marcianopoli, il quale & un pazzo da catena, non so come la SC di nuovo
I’habbia ricevuto al suo servitio, crederci opportuno e necessario che Vs Illma
seriamente scrivesse, ammonendolo tanto per gl'impedimenti dati ai sudeti
Padri d’esercitare la missione, quanto per haver impiegata la sua prottetione in
vantaggio di f Benedetto da Cortona”.
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exigences demandées par la fonction épiscopale, fixée dans les regles tridentines.
Lévéque de Nikopol, Filippo Stanislavov, agit dans son diocése bien différemment
de Peter Parcevich. Conscient que les pratiques et les sensibilités des nouveaux
convertis au Catholicisme, les adeptes de I'hérésie des Pauliciens, sont fragiles et
changeants, Stanislavov est un évéque itinérant, un évéque qui suit la mobilité
des villages de ces “nouveaux catholiques”, qui ne manquent pas de migrer sur le
territoire pour échapper au poids des impodts ottomans. Cest lui qui se présente
dans ses lettres envoyées a Rome, comme étant [évéque des Pauliciens, quelle que
soit la circonscription juridictionnelle a laquelle ils appartiennent. Voila pourquoi il
outrepasse souvent les frontiéres des trois dioceéses de la province ecclésiastique de
Bulgarie, afin dapporter une assistance spirituelle a ceux qu'il présente comme étant
de la méme “nation” que lui, la nation paulicienne et qui sont, d’apres lui, dépourvus
de toute assistance pastorale. Lorsquil doit justifier, devant la Congrégation et de
son secrétaire général, les multiples transgressions de limites de son diocese, il
souligne a maintes reprises que cette insubordination nest qu'une apparence, due
a l'absence de frontieres territoriales claires, mais aussi a 'absence d'un évéque-
pasteur qui puisse soccuper des ames des croyants. Suspendu en méme temps que
Parcevich par un décret signé en décembre 1662, par le pape Alexandre VII (1655-
1667), Stanislavov conteste la mesure et montre dans des nombreuses lettres son
activité et les arguments qui lont poussé dactionner ainsi. Cest dans une longue
lettre de justification’® que Stanislavov sadresse @ Rome dans lespoir de retrouver
son honneur et la respectabilité qu’il a batie pendant ses longues années de service
pastoral. Il dresse aussi la question des relations avec l'autorité politique, séculaire,
en montrant que méme lui, qu’il a des parents influents et des amis encore plus
influents parmi les Turcs d’ici, ne peut pas faire ce qu’il veut. Pour un homme d’Eglise
envoyé sur le territoire de mission est plus important de connaitre la langue, les
coutumes des croyants et celles des gens avec lesquels ils cohabitent, et celle-ci se fait
uniquement par une vie vécue aupres des fidéles. Les propos de 1évéque exprimés
dans les lettres envoyées a Rome articulent une vision pragmatique et ouverte au
compromis et a 'adaptation aux réalités locales, ce qui devrait étre le gage d'une
mission apostolique réussie, comme il le montre lui-méme.

Lasuspension de Stanislavov a été interprétée de maniere divergente par les historiens
qui se sont penchés sur la vie et lactivité de lévéque. Cependant, I'hypothese la
plus communément admise est que Stanislavov, ayant une relation trop étroite avec
des amis Turcs, aurait révélé une information confidentielle concernant le plan
anti-ottoman élaboré par les hauts prélats bulgares®. Il convient de noter que cette
hypothese ne repose sur aucune preuve tangible, ni en support des théories dautres
historiens bulgares qui associent Stanislavov a la résistance anti-ottomane qui aurait
guidé les projets des autres évéques de la région™.

31 APF, Fondo di Vienna, vol. 2, ff. 3-13.

32 Kassimir Stantchev, “L’Abagar di Philippe Stanislavov nell’evoluzione della
stampa bulgara”, in Identita europea e radici cristiane, Atti del Convergno
internazionale di studio, Veliko Tarnovo, 26 maggio 2018, éd. Kiril Plamen
Kartaloff (Roma: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 2021): 176-86.

33 Alexandr losifov Bohacek, Episkop Filip Stanislavov, 1612-1674 god. (Sofiya:
Izdatel Katolicheska tstirkva “Sv. Iosif”, 1937)
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Je me suis également intéressée de l'acte de la suspension de Filippo Stanislavov,
tant dans le contexte de son activité, en tant que missionnaire et évéque, pendant
toute cette période qui sétend sur plus de 25 ans, que dans la réalité balkanique,
ou, en raison de la domination ottomane, fleurissent les pratiques pour lesquelles
Stanislavov est radicalement pénalisé’* et ou, a plusieurs reprises Alberizzi lui-
méme, dans ses lettres, exhorte a la modération en matiére de sanctions, en raison
du manque endémique de personnel ecclésiastique.

Donc Iépisode de la suspension de Stanislavov, avec les arguments, les disculpations,
les dénonciations et les actions concrétes de la Congrégation, le role joué tant
par le secrétaire de la Propagande, Mario Alberizzi, que par les franciscains de la
Custodie de Bulgarie ou par 'archevéque de Sofia, Petru Bogdan Baksi¢(1642-1674)
et I'archevéque d’Ohrid, Francesco Soimirovich (1655-1674), révele un échafaudage
trés complexe et sophistiqué d’intéréts, partis-pris, sensibilités et préjugés. Ainsi,
bien que dans une de ses lettres*, Alberizzi montre son effort de fixer les évéques a
leur résidence, pour qu’ils puissent se dédier exclusivement a leur tache pastorale
de la prédication et de l'assistance spirituelle de leurs sujets, il avoue qu’il ne veut
pas encourager les disputes a l'intérieur du clergé séculier et régulier, ce qui esrrt
contredit par ses agissements contre [évéque bulgare. Donc, Stanislavov en dépit de
son dévouement pour la cause spirituelle catholique, de son image dévéque pasteur
de son troupeau, de sa volonté de ne pas jouer un quelconque role politique dans la
région, finit par étre révoqué de sa fonction a cause d'un contexte peu favorable a lui,
des ennemis plus puissants que son réseau d’'influence et au manque de protection
au centre.

Il y a une distinction significative entre Antonio Stefanov (Stefani), élu évéque
de Nikopol en 1677 et franciscain du monastere de Chiprovats, et les deux autres
personnages ecclésiastiques quon vient dévoquer. Cette différence sarticule autour
de la nature contrastée des personnalités et de la conduite des actions de ces derniers.
En effet, Parcevich et Stanislavov sont caractérisés par une grande détermination et
une ambition marquée, par des personnalités qui montrent une grande fermeté de
caractére et une volonté incontournable dans lexécution de leurs projets, tandis que
Stefanov se distingue plus par une approche plus subtile et nuancée de son role
ecclésiastique.

Il incarne l'archétype de [évéque sous le regne de la discipline et de la responsabilité,
se distinguant par son obéissance et son dévouement a la mission qui lui a été
confiée. [€lévation de Stefanov au rang dévéque semble avoir été une source de
surprise, car il a exprimé a plusieurs reprises son manque de souhait et de demande
pour cette dignité. En effet, il affirme se sentir mal préparé, tant aux protocoles
de communication ecclésiastique, quaux responsabilités inhérentes a la fonction
épiscopale. Seslettres, qui témoignent d'une modestie et d'une humilité remarquables,
révelent une personnalité qui sapparente davantage a celle de Petru Bogdan Baksic,

34 Cristina Codarcea, “Sacra Congregatia De Propaganda Fide, intre obiective
institutionale si deficiente birocratice. Suspendarea primului episcop de
Nicopole, Filip Stanislavov (1662-1673)”, in Zamfirei Mihail. Omagiu, éd.
Catalina Viatdsescu, Simona Nicolae, Lia Chisacof (Cluj-Napoca: Editura Mega,
2024): 195-217.

35 Ivan Dujcev, L’Arcivescovato cattolico di Sofia nel XVII secolo (Sofiya, 1939), 143.
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qua celle de Stanislavov. Par ailleurs, bien que Stefanov semble témoigner de son
admiration pour le premier évéque de Nikopol, il exprime a plusieurs reprises dans
ses lettres son souhait de ne pas commettre lerreur de son prédécesseur pour ne
pas encourir une suspension de la part de la Congrégation. Ainsi, lensemble de ses
actions en tant quévéque se trouve subordonné a la conformité aux directives émises
par le centre, y compris dans le cadre de la proposition de réorganisation du diocese.
Il insiste a chaque occasion de souligner que les décisions finales concernant cette
réorganisation reviendront aux autorités romaines.

Me trouvant donc au couvent de Chiprovats, Gardien indigne, sans mes mérites,
sans ma demande, sans mon savoir, jai été promu a cette dignité par Vos
Excellences ; si je me récusais, je serais réprimandé pour arrogance et indigne
du bénéfice de la Sainte Eglise, si par humilité, je tombais dans un plus grand
besoin dorgueil, car dans ce cas, on ne séleve pas dans les honneurs, mais dans les
tourments et les besoins continus. Dans ce cas, on sabaisse completement pour
obéir docilement a ses supérieurs et sachant bien que le pauvre non seulement ne
peut pas faire ce qu’il veut, méme pas de choisir le travail qu’il doit faire dans le
cadre de ses fonctions. Lorsque la Sainte Congrégation sera informée par Iétat de
ce misérable diocese, non seulement elle me consolera volontiers avec 200 écus
par an, comme les autres évéques in partibus, mais aussi comme dans un lieu plus
nécessiteux™.

Les lettres adressées a la Congrégation, ainsi que les relations de ses visites
apostoliques, révelent des informations substantielles de cette période de grande
insécurité, concernant [état du diocese, ses fidéles et leurs activités sur le territoire.
Ces documents témoignent également des périodes de grande détresse, marquées
par les conflits armés, les épidémies, les abus, les impots et les réquisitions, qui ont
émaillé 'histoire de Iépoque. Il établit, a la proposition de Rome, son siege épiscopal
a Belene, un village pauvre sur la rive du Danube, habité par des Pauliciens, dou il
se plaint de la pauvreté, de I'insécurité, du manque de moyens pour faire sentir son
autorité, du manque de prétres paroissiaux’.

A Toccasion de la relation de sa visite pastorale effectuée en 1680%, il évoque un
épisode ou il raconte qu’il est obligé par les circonstances de se rendre a Targoviste
(Dujcev le décrit comme un personnage plutot issu de la diaspora catholique®, car
il a séjourné dans la capitale valaque plus de 7 ans avant détre nommé évéque de
Nikopol®) et montre que, par crainte de mettre en danger sa propre communauté

36 APF, SC, Bulgaria e Valacchia, vol. 1, 20 Julie 1682, f. 304.

37 APF, Acta 1887, vol. 57, f 101v, int. 32.

38 Borislav Primov, Petar Sariiski, Marko Joukov, Dokumenti za Katoliceskata
dejnost v Blgarija prez XVII vek (Sofia: Univ. Izdat. Sv. Kliment Ochridski,
1993), 467.

39 Ivan Dujcev, Il Cattolicesimo in Bulgaria nel sec. 17 secondo i processi informativi

sulla nomina dei vescovi cattolici (Roma: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium
Studiorum, 1937).

40 Maria Holban, Cdldtori straini despre tdrile romdne, vol. 7 (Bucuresti: Editura
stiintifica si Enciclopedica, 1980), 310-16.
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des fideles restés en Bulgarie, il se déplace en se déguisant en marchand et il ne rend
visite aux boyards valaques que pendant la nuit.

Bien que E. Hurmuzaki* et N. Iorga (Chronique des Cantacuzino)** publient des
documents ou il est mentionné le nom et le role démissaire du prince de la Valachie
Serban Cantacuzino (1678-1688) aupres des Habsbourg, Stefanov insiste dans ses
lettres envoyées a Rome, qu’il ne joue guere plus qu'un role d’'un courrier et qu’il ne
se méle guere aux affaires politiques. Ainsi cest en 1687, qu’il informe, lui-méme, la
Congrégation qu’il se trouve a Vienne pour des affaires du prince valaque et il décrit
d’'une maniére dramatique la précarité financiere a laquelle il est exposé. Il annonce
les décideurs dela Congrégation comment il est obligé de faire ces voyages a létranger
ayant comme but de trouver des protecteurs pour ses sujets. Dans un document
de 1685, il montre que Stanislavov, son prédécesseur, comptait sur le soutien d'un
important réseau de marchands ragusains, ce qui nest plus le cas dans le contexte
de la guerre et par conséquence, il serait contraint de se réfugier en Valachie pour
chercher d’autres sources de revenus. Il faut observer, comment Stefanov, méme
lorsqu’il se trouve en tant que refugié a la cour des princes roumains, il repousse
d’'une maniére répétée tout soupcon d’implication dans la politique ou dans la
diplomatie papale, en il se représente a chaque occasion comme étant exclusivement
Iévéque des Pauliciens.

Sans protection et sans aucun appui de 'Eglise catholique et de ses représentants
dans la capitale ottomane, Stefanov finit par se réfugier avec un petit groupe de
fidéles en Valachie et par décéder a cause d’'une attaque cérébrale a Venise, en
1692. Lui sera le dernier évéque bulgare du diocése de Nikopol du XVIIe siécle,
un personnage dramatique qui témoigne 1évanescence d'un monde qui a connu
quelques décennies auparavant un essor sans précédent sur le sol de la Bulgarie.

LA COMMUNAUTE CATHOLIQUE BULGARE, ENTRE LA RESISTANCE ET LA SURVIE

Dans la Bulgarie du XVIIe siecle, deux réalités distinctes du monde catholique
coexistent et, bien quentrelacées, ne se confondent pas, a savoir: le monde catholique
autour de Chiprovats - une communauté prospere, concentrée autour d’'un centre
économique et commercial relativement florissant, avec une identité catholique
solide et assumée, structurée et administrée par la tutelle de lordre franciscain

41 Eudoxiu Hurmuzaki, Documente privitoare la istoria romdnilor, 1650-1699,
vol. V/1 (Bucuresti: Stabilimentul grafic I. V. Socecu, 1885), 142, La lettre
du prince Roumain Serban Cantacuzino pour I’Empereur Leopold I ou il
mentionne l'eveque de Nikopol: “Nostrum fidelissium et istarum partium
experientissimum, Illustrissimum ac Reverendissimum Dominum Antonium
Stepphanum Episcopum Nicopolitanum”.

42 Iorga Nicolae éd., Genealogia Cantacuzinilor de Banul Maihail Cantacuzino
(Bucuresti: Editura Minerva, 1902), 221-22. Dans sa réponse 18 février 1688,
I’Empereur Léopold I(er) fait I’éloge des qualités de I’évéque Antonie Stefanov
qui lui a expliqué la situation du prince avec de l'ardeur. Ce dernier lui a
transmis la lettre du prince valaque datée du 5 décembre 1687, dans laquelle
Serban Cantacuzino exprime sa détermination a se dédier corps et ame au bien
de 'ensemble de la communauté chrétienne.
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observant et par [évéché, devenu en 1644, l'archevéché de Sofia. La seconde réalité est
celle des nouveaux convertis, les Pauliciens, qui, d'un point de vue démographique,
sont bien plus nombreux (les documents en parlent de approximativement 20 000
fideles), que les trois mille catholiques de longue date des environs de Chiprovatz.
La premiere moitié du dix-septieme siecle, les communautés catholiques de longue
date ou de récente conversion, toute comme la région se trouvant entre le Danube et
les Monts des Balkans, ont connu une période de relative prospérité économique et
de croissance démographique. Il ne serait pas risqué détablir un rapport de causalité
entre l'adoption massive du catholicisme par les Pauliciens au début du siecle et cette
période de développement économique, a la volonté de certaines couches sociales
de participer a cet envol économique et social. Pour ces catégories de la population
paulicienne I'accumulation de fortunes est accompagnée du désir de contourner la
marginalisation et les accusations d’hérésie, tout en préservant les caractéristiques
culturelles et identitaires séculaires®.

Dans un contexte de violence et d'insécurité croissantes, les divisions confessionnelles
s'intensifient et évoluent en crises religieuses et identitaires. Cette seconde partie du
XVIle siecle est marqué par des épisodes épidémiques, des guerres, la présence de
mercenaires et de troupes ottomanes. LEglise catholique gere cette nouvelle réalité
complexe d'une maniere fort hésitante, lourde de conséquences pour ses fideles. Cela
entraine des pertes insurmontables surtout avec la disparition de la communauté
catholique autour de Chiprovats et avec la diminution dramatique du nombre de
Pauliciens qui continuent a s'identifient comme étant catholiques*.

Les archives de la Congrégation de la Propagation de Foi gardent les inscrits des
évéques de cette période ou le sentiment dabandon de la part de Rome est doublé
uniquement par la désolation des communautés dévastées par ces guerres. Dans
les Congrégations générales sont lus ces témoignages de hauts prélats humiliés par
les mercenaires ou pendant les raids des tatares qui affligent les régions de cette
partie d’Europe. Antoine Stefanov montre dans la lettre envoyee en 2 mars 1687* et
présentée dans la Congrégation de 16 juin 1687, devant les cardinaux:

Il nous informe des tribulations qu’il subit actuellement et que son séjour dans
cette région est aujourd’hui infructueux, car la dévotion y est presque morte,
chacun cherche a fuir et il est constamment exposé au risque détre honteusement
assassiné. Il ajoute quau mois daotit dernier, 120 Tatars sont arrivés la-bas et
que, sétant caché, il a été trouvé par 'un dentre eux qui lui a donné une violente
gifle, mais qu’il sest jeté a ses pieds et lui a embrassé plusieurs fois les pieds, afin
qu’il ne le dénonce pas aux autres, apres l'avoir gardé comme prisonnier. Il I'a
finalement laissé senfuir ayant payé 4 écus. Il dit avoir beaucoup souftert, cette
nuit-la et le jour suivant, et que pour ses péchés, on lui a pris [équivalent de 20
écus romains. Puis, quelques Turcs étrangers sont arrivés et, ne trouvant pas de
chevaux de poste, ils lont tiré par la barbe et lui ont donné deux coups, si bien
que depuis lors, il se comporte comme un voleur ou un assassin qui craint et

43 Radeva, Pavlikani, 373.
44 Radeva, Pavlikani, 443-447.
45 Ioanna D. Spissarevska, Fonti Vaticane per la Storia bulgara, Sec. XVII (Sofia:

Darjana Agentia Arhivi, 2019), 232-36.
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soupgonne la moindre chose et, lorsqu’il entend venir des Turcs étrangers, il se
cache du mieux qu’il peut*.

Cet épisode illustre l'attitude et le destin des catholiques, religieux ou laics, de ces
pays. Pendant longtemps, les historiens ont parlé de lesprit de rébellion de ces
communautés chrétiennes et de leur implication active et permanente dans une
forme de résistance contre la domination ottomane. Il est indéniable que tous
ces chrétiens avaient conscience de leur différence, de linjustice quotidienne
et de larbitraire et de la tirannie de l'autorité ottomane, mais cela n'implique pas
automatiquement I'idée de lutte ou de révolte ouverte. Ce qui domine est plutdt la
résistance passive, la culture de la différence et l'accommodation avec les autorités
locales. Dans le document de Stefanov, on voit la peur des éléments pouvant
perturber le statu quo fragile: les Tatares et les mercenaires, les “Turcs étrangers’, et
non ceux qui y habitent a proximité.

Larticle de Dzeni Ivanova met en évidence que la communauté de Chiprovatz n’a
pas connu de soulévement généralisé en 1688*. Elle montre avec des arguments
documentés, qu’il n'y a eu aucune forme de rébellion organisée et planifiée a l'avance,
mais plutdt une participation sélective de certains membres de la communauté a
Parmée autrichienne. Une lettre de 'archevéque de Sofia, Giovanni Stefano Conti
(Ivan Stefan Knezevi¢, 1677-1691), datée du 20 mars 1690, décrit la dévastation
de cette communauté catholique de longue date par les Turcs. Ces derniers lont
attaquée soudainement et avec férocité. Son témoignage, relatant la fuite de plusieurs
centaines de catholiques en Valachie et le sort des rescapés de la vengeance des
mercenaires turcs, sera présenté lors de la congrégation du 18 juillet 1690, soit moins
de deux mois apres son envoi a Rome par I'intermédiaire des Jésuites d’Autriche®.
Pour conclure ce texte, je crois quon pourrait retenir quelques hypotheses de cette
recherche,dans le contexte des Balkans sous domination ottomane, les territoires
habités majoritairement par une population catholique étaient considérés par le
Saint-Siege comme des terres de mission. Il ressort de cette analyse que lobjectif de
créer ou de recréer une hiérarchie ecclésiastique indigene et de conserver I'identité
catholique prédomine sur ceux de la conversion ou du prosélytisme.

Dans le contexte des Balkans, il est possible dobserver lexistence d'un modele
épiscopal particulier®, lévéque missionnaire. Cette figure religieuse, reconnue et
encouragée par lautorité romaine, joue un role crucial dans la propagation de la foi
et létablissement de I'Eglise dans cette région. Il est nommé par Rome a l'issue d’un
proces informatif et il est, généralement, un ancien alumnus de I'un des colleges de

46 APF, Acta 1687, vol. 57, f. 101v, 32.

47 Dzeni, “Ottoman Subjects”, 110-30.

48 Spissarevska, Fonti Vaticane, 270-74.

49 APF, Acta 1690, vol. 60, f. 178, int. 28 — ou il est précisé que d’autres lettres

similaires ont été envoyées une année auparavant.

50 Mario Rosa, Clero Cattolico e Societa Europea nell’eta moderna (Roma-Bari:
Laterza, 2006) parle des différents modeles d’évéques dans la société chrétienne
européenne sans prendre en considération un possible modele balkanique.
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la Congrégation de Propagande de Foi*'. Une fois la nomination effective, 1évéque
concerné se voit dans lobligation de résider dans son diocese. Il est a noter que,
méme en cas d’hostilité manifeste de la part des autorités ottomanes, il ne lui est
que rarement accordé une dispense d’habitation, qui nest jamais que temporaire.
Il lui est formellement interdit de sengager dans des affaires politiques. Il doit se
limiter a des taches a caracteére exclusivement pastoral. Il convient également de
s'interroger sur son role de médiateur entre les différentes communautés religieuses
ou spirituelles. En I'absence de données tangibles dans les archives concernant cette
fonction, il est permis démettre I'hypothese que lexercice de la charge pastorale
spirituelle au sein de la communauté puisse revétir une dimension temporelle. Cette
supposition se trouve renforcée par la prévalence, parmi les qualifications exigées
de la part d'un candidat a cette fonction, de la maitrise de la langue turque, ainsi que
des langues des autres confessions chrétiennes.

En ce qui concerne la lutte anti-ottomane, il convient de mentionner que plusieurs
évéques des Balkans ont été impliqués dans des négociations ou des accords
politiques, des actions qui ont été fortement découragées par le Saint-Siége. A
Rome, au XVIle siecle, I'ildée de représentation diplomatique et des agents politiques
incarnés dans la personne du nonce apostolique sest manifestée avec plus de vigueur.
Cette spécialisation a renvoyé les évéques a leur fonction purement pastorale, de
guides spirituels des communautés chrétiennes, surtout dans le contexte extréme de
volatil et arbitraire des Balkans.

Parallelement, lesprit de révolte qui caractérise les communautés catholiques
semble devenir lobjet de vives discussions, le peuple assistant a ces conquétes
d’'une maniére amére et destructrice. Lanalyse des sources ottomanes permet
aujourd’hui de réévaluer la révolte de Chiprovats, qui marqua la disparition de cette
communauté florissante, et de lui redonner les proportions adéquates et exactes. Il
ne sagit pas d’une participation de masse, mais d’une incorporation volontaire dans
l'armée impériale, motivée par la propagande. Quant a la répression ottomane, il
sagirait d’'une attaque ottomane et de I'armée hongroise contre un haidouc local,
actions qui ont offert lopportunité décraser la résistance des habitants catholiques,
une résistance purement défensive®. En dehors de périodes de violence extréme,
les populations étudiées ont démontré une tradition marquée par une cohabitation
et un accommodement avec dautres religions ainsi quavec loccupant turc. Elles
mettent plus en pratique des formes de résistance qui leur assurent la survivance
et la préservation de leur identité spécifique — par exemple, la pendulation dans un

territoire donné ou le passage temporaire dans les pays voisins™.

51 Boccolini Alessandro, Matteo Sanfilippo, Péter Tusor, éd., I Collegi per Stranieri
a Roma nell’eta moderna, vol. 1 (Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2023).

52 Dzeni, “Ottoman Subjects”, 125.

53 Comme par exemple, les Morlaques, des Monténégrins orthodoxes qui passent

en Dalmatie ou des Pauliciens qui traversent le Danube pour résider en Valachie
ou dans le Banat hongrois.



La lutte anti ottomane et le monde catholique...

ABBREVIATION
APF: Archivio Storico de Propaganda Fide
SC: Scritture riferite nei Congressi
SOCG: Scritture originali riferite nelle Congregazioni Generali

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Anderson Roberta and Charlotte Backerra, eds. Confessional Diplomacy in Early
Modern Europe. London: Routledge, 2020.

Benoist, Pierre. “Le Pére Joseph, 'Empire ottoman et la Méditerranée au début du
XVlle siecle”. Cahiers de la Méditerranée, 12/71 (2005):185-202.

Boccolini Alessandro, Matteo Sanfilippo, and Peter Tusor, eds. I Collegi per Stranieri
a Roma nelleta moderna, vol. 1. Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2023.

Bohacek, Alexandr losifov. Episkop Filip Stanislavov, 1612-1674 god. Sofiya: 1zdatel
Katolicheska tsiirkva “Sv. losif”, 1937.

Calinescu, George. “Altre Notizie sui missionari cattolici nei paesi Romeni”
Diplomatarium Italicum: documenti raccolti negli archivi italiani, t. 11, 505-14.
Roma—-Bucuresti: Libreria di scienze e lettere.

Codarcea, Cristina. “Sacra Congregatia De Propaganda Fide, intre obiective
institutionale si deficiente birocratice. Suspendarea primului episcop de
Nicopole, Filip Stanislavov (1662-1673)". In Zamfirei Mihail. Omagiu, edited
by Citdlina Vatasescu, Simona Nicolae, and Lia Chisacof, 195-217. Cluj-
Napoka: Editura Mega, 2024.

Dimitrov, Bojidar. Petar Bogdan Baksev — Balgarsku Politik i Istoriskot XVII Vek.
Sofiya: Nauka izkustvo,1985 — II éd.: Sofiya, 2001.

Dujcev, Ivan. LArcivescovato cattolico di Sofia nel XVII secolo. Sofiya, 1939.

Dujcev, Ivan. Il Cattolicesimo in Bulgaria nel sec. 17 secondo i processi informativi
sulla nomina dei vescovi cattolici. Roma: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium
Studiorum, 1937.

Frederic Gabriel, Dominique Iogna-Prat, Alain Rauwel, dir. Dictionnaire critique de
IEglise, Notions et débats de sciences sociales. PUF, Paris, 2023.

Gradeya, Rossitsa. “War and peace along the Danube: Vidin at the end of the XVIIth
century”. Oriente Moderno. Nuova serie, 20/81-1 (2001):149-75.

Gradeya, Rossitsa. War and peace in Rumeli; 15" to Beginning of 19" Century. The
Isis Press, Istanbul, 2010.

Holban, Maria. “Autour de Parcevi¢”. Revue des Etudes Sud Est Européennes, V11/4,
(1969): 613-46.

Holban, Maria. Cadldtori strdini despre tdarile romane, vol. 7. Bucuresti: Editura
stiintifica si Enciclopedica, 1980.

Ivanova, Dzeni. “Ottoman Subjects, Habsburg Allies: The Reaya of the Chiprovtsi
Region (Northwestern Bulgaria) on the Front Line, 1688-1690". In The
Treaties of Karlowitz (1699): Antecedents, Course and Consequences, eited by
Colin Heywood, and Ivan Parvev, 110-30. Boston-Leiden: Brill.

Molnar, Antal. Confessionalization on the Frontier. The Balkans Catholics between
Roman Reform and Ottoman Reality. Roma: Viella, Rome, 2019.

Parveva, Sfetka. “Villages, Peasants and Landholdings in the Edirne Region in the
Second Half of the 17th Century”. In Penka Peykovska, Gabor Demeter, eds,
Regions, Borders, Societies, Identities In Central And Southeast Europe, 17th-

171



172

Cristina Codarcea EASTERN EUROPEAN HISTORY REVIEW
n. 8/2025

21st Centuries, 17-32. Sofia-Budapest: Institute of History-RCH-HAS, 2013.
Parveva, Sfetka. Bogatstvo i bednost sred selskite obwnosti v provincie Rumelie prez
XVII-XVIII vek. Sofiya: Izdatelstvo na BAN “Prof. Marin Drinov’, 2022.
Pejacsevich, Julian. Peter Freiherr von Parcevich, Ergbiechof von Martianopel. S.1.:

Legare Street press, 2022.

Pizzorusso, Giovanni. Governare le missioni. Conoscere il mondo nel XVII secolo. La
Congregazione Pontefice De Propaganda Fide. Sette Citta: Viterbo, 2014.

Po-chia Hsia, Ronnie. La Contrariforma. Il mondo del rinnovamento cattolico (1540-
1770). Bologna: 11 Mulino, Bologna, 2009 — 1 ed. 1998.

Poumarede, Géraud. Pour en finir avec la Croisade: Mythes et Réalités de la Lutte
contre les Turcs aux XVIe et XVIle siécles. Paris: PUF, 2014.

Radeva, Donka. Pavlikani i Pavlikonstvo v Balgarskite Zemi (arhetip i povtorenig VII-
XVII vek). Sofiya: Paradigma, 2015.

Rosa, Mario. Clero Cattolico e Societa Europea nelleta moderna. Roma-Bari: Laterza,
Roma-Bari, 2006.

Salaville, Sévérien. “Philippe Stanislavov, apotre des Bulgares Pavlikans au XVIIe
siecle”. Echos d’Orient, 15/97 (1912): 481-94.

Stantchev, Kassimir. “I Franciscani e il Cattolicesimo in Bulgaria fino al secolo
XIX” In I Balcani tra Oriente e Occidente. I Franciscani nella storia dei popoli
balcanici, edited by Viviana Mosilia, and Marco Scarpa, 135-86. Venezia:
Archetipo, 2011.

Stantchev, Kassimir. “UAbagar di Philippe Stanislavov nellevoluzione della stampa
bulgara”. In Identita europea e radici cristiane, Atti del Convergno internazionale
di studio, Veliko Tarnovo, 26 maggio 2018, edited by Kiril Plamen Kartaloff,
176-86. Roma: Libreria Editrice Vaticana, 2021).

Stanimirov, Svilen. Politiceskata Deinost na Balgarite Katolici prez 30 te 70 Godini na
XVII Vek, Kam Istoriata na Balgarskata Antiosmanska Saprotiva. Sofiya: izd.
Nauka i izkustvo, 1988.

Stouraiti, Anastasia. War, Communication and the Politics of Culture in Early Modern
Venice. Cambridge: University Press, 2023.

Veress, Andrei. Scrisorile misionarului Bandini din Moldova (1644-1650). Analele
Academiei Romane, Mem Sect. Ist, 111, t. VI. Bucuresti: Cultura Nationala,
1926.

Yovkov, Milcho. Pavlikyani i pavlikyanski selishta v balgarskite zemi XV-XVIII vek.
Sofiya: UI “Sv. Kliment Ohridski”, 1991.

PRIMARY SOURCES
APF:
Acta, voll. 31, 35, 56, 57, 60.
Fondo di Vienna, vol. 2.
SC, Bulgaria e Valacchia, vol. 1.
SOCG, Arcipelago, 1657-1668, vol. 309.

PRINTED SOURCES

Hurmuzaki, Eudoxiu. Documente privitoare la istoria romdnilor, 1650-1699, vol. V,
1. Bucuresti: Stabilimentul grafic I. V. Socecu, 1885.

lIorga, Nicolae, eds. Genealogia Cantacuzinilor de Banul Mihail Cantacuzino.



La lutte anti ottomane et le monde catholique...

Bucuresti: Editura Minerva, 1902.

Spissarevska, Ioanna D. Fonti Vaticane per la Storia bulgara, Sec. XVII. Sofia: Darjana
Agentia Arhivi, 20109.

Primov Borislav, Petar Sariiski, and Marko Joukov. Dokumenti za Katoliceskata
dejnost v Bilgarija prez XVII vek. Sofiya: Univ. Izdat. Sv. Kliment Ochridski,
Sofia, 1993.

173



Susanna Piselli
UNIVERSITY OF ROME “LA SAPIENZA” (ITALY)

THE BATTLE OF KHOTYN (1673): A WAY TO THE THRONE
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ABSTRACT: The article analyses the Holy See’s involvement in the Rzeczpospolita

crisis from 1672 to 1674, following the Ottoman offensive that resulted in the fall of
Kamieniec Podolski and the ensuing Peace of Buczacz, which jeopardised Poland’s
stability. Viewed by Rome as the Antemurale Christianitatis, Poland became a
focal point for papal intervention aimed at bolstering anti-Turkish resistance and
mitigating internal strife. Utilising correspondence from nuncios Angelo Maria
Ranuzzi and Francesco Buonvisi in the Vatican Apostolic Archives, as well as
Carlo Cartari’s Diary, the study explores the spiritual, financial, and diplomatic
initiatives of Pope Clement X. Key actions included efforts to establish a Christian
league, outreach to Muscovy, financial support to Warsaw, and mediation by the
nunciate to prevent civil war. The rejection of the Peace of Buczacz and subsequent
army reorganisation culminated in the victory at Khotyn in 1673, while Roman
diplomatic efforts during the interregnum significantly aided in the election of Jan
Sobieski as king in 1674.

KEYWORDS: Carlo Cartari’s Diary; Buczacz; Clement X; Polish nuntiatures;
Khotyn.

. /

INTRODUCTION

In October 1672, the Ottoman army led by Grand Vizier Fazil Ahmed Koépriiliizade
[1635-1676]' conquered the Polish fortress of Kameniec Podolski: a move made
possible by internal political divisions within the kingdom?, which forced the then
ruler of the Rzeczpospolita, Michat Korybut Wisniowiecki [1640-1673]%, to sign the

1 About Fazil Ahmed Kopriliizade [1635-1676] See Cumhur Bekar, “The Rise
of the Kopriilii Household. The transformation of Patronage in the Ottoman
Empire in the Seventeenth Century”, Turkish Historical Review, 11/2-3 (2020):
229-56; Elizabeth Lobenwein, “Perspectives on Kopriilii Fazil Ahmed Pasha’s
(1635-1676) Grand Vizirate by Imperial Resident Casanova”, Review of Middle
East Studies, 57/1 (June 2023): 98-120.

2 The internal division within the kingdom was caused by the criticism levelled by
the magnate nobility against the then king Wisniowiecki. The king was accused
of being “excessively” subservient to the court of Vienna and of being unable
to find “clear-headed” solutions to the kingdom’s difficulties. The discontent
within the kingdom led to a clash between the two main factions at court, the
pro-Habsburg and pro-French factions. See Gaetano Platania, Scritti minori
(Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2021), 54-5.

3 On the figure of the Polish sovereign, See Adam Przybos, “Michal Korybut
Wisniowiecki”, in PSB, vol. 20 (1975), 605-09; Andrea Honorati, Michele Korybut
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“ignominious” Peace of Buczacz on October 16-18, 1672 *.

With this treaty, Warsaw would become a tributary of the Sublime Porte and would
cede to it the voivodeships of Podolia and Braclaw and the territories adjacent to
Kiev’.

This was a severe blow to the Kingdom, as well as to Rome®, which immediately
intervened to revive the fortunes of a country that it traditionally regarded as the
Antemurale Christianitatis par excellence.

Thanks also to the intervention of the Holy See, between the summer and autumn of
1673, Poland was able to reorganise its army and prepare everything necessary for an
anti-Turkish military campaign that would lead to the Polish victory at Khotyn on
November 11 16737, celebrated throughout Europe as much as the victory obtained,
also at Khotyn, in 1623.

In 1673, Jan Sobieski, then Grand Hetman of the Kingdom, led the Polish troops. He
would benefit from this victory by becoming King of Poland in May 1674, following
the interregnum that began after the death of Michal Korybut Wisniowiecki on
November 10 1673, just one day before the reported victory against the Ottomans®.
In order to reconstruct the stages of this important passage in the history of Poland
and its relations with the Holy See, the correspondence between the extraordinary
nuncio Francesco Buonvisi and the Secretariat of State’ — published and studied by
Platania and Boccolini — and the largely unpublished correspondence of Monsignor

Wisniowiecki re di Polonia 1669-1673 (Ancona: Industrie grafiche Aniballi, 1992).

4 See Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic Relations (15th-18th
Century). An Annotated Editions of Ahdnames and Other Documents (Leiden—
Boston: Brill, 2000); Wtadystaw Konopczynski, Dzieje Polski nowozytnej, wyd.
IV krajowe (Warszawa: Instytut Wydawniczy PAX, 1999), 465.

5 AlessandroBoccolini, “Igiubileidi Clemente X: dallostraordinarioall’ordinario”,
in I Giubilei Straordinari in Eta Moderna (XVII-XVIII), ed. Francesca De Caprio
(Roma: Istituto Nazionale di Studi Romani, 2016), 67.

6 See Alessandro Boccolini, “Guerra contro il nemico turco nell’infelice regno di
M.K. Wisniowiecki”, in La storia e/o le storie nel Diario di Carlo Cartari avvocato
concistoriale romani, ed. Letizia Lanzetta(Roma: Luoghi Interiori, 2019), 145-172;
Boccolini, “I giubilei di Clemente X”, 63.

7 See Gaetano Platania, “Diplomazia e guerra turca nel XVII secolo. La politica
diplomatica polacca e la “lunga guerra turca” (1673-1683)”, in I Turchi, il
Mediterraneo e I’Europa, ed. Giovanna Motta (Milano: Franco Angeli, 1998),
242-68; Jozet Andrzej Gierowski, “Chocim 1673”7, in L’Europa di Giovanni
Sobieski. Cultura, politica, mercatura e societa, ed. Gaetano Platania (Viterbo:
Sette Citta, 2005); Boccolini, “Guerra contro il nemico turco”, 145-72.

8 See Alessandro Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa Sede. Francesco
Buonvisi. Nunzio a Colonia, Varsavia e Vienna (Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2018), 57-
144; Gaetano Platania, Scritti minori (Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2021), 51-106.

9 See: Henrik Damian Wojtyska CP, Acta Nuntiaturae Polonae, vol. I (Romae:
Institutum Historicum Polonicum Romae, 1990), 273-74; Francesco Buonvisi.
Nunziatura a Varsavia, 2 voll., eds. Furio Diaz, Nicola Carranza (Roma: Istituto
Storico Italiano per 'Eta moderna e contemporanea, 1965).
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Angelo Maria Ranuzzi [1626-1689]", ordinary nuncio from 1671 to 1673, both
preserved in the Vatican Apostolic Archives.

To this documentation, we could add the famous Diary of the Roman consistorial
lawyer Carlo Cartari'': preserved in the State Archives of Rome and divided into 32
volumes covering the period from 1642 to 1691, it is a valuable source for researchers
interested in 17" century Rome'. In fact, as a true graphomaniac, he noted down
both events relating to the city of Rome and news and developments reaching the
city from all over Europe, drawing on handwritten and printed notices and printed
reports®, and also making use of his relationship with Monsignor Francesco Maria
Febei [1616-1680]", secretary of the ciphers.

From this perspective, and as a keen observer, volume no. 84 relating to the year
1673, with its numerous references to the Turkish threat to Poland, fully reflects
Rome’s concern for the fate of the Polish kingdom threatened by the infidels.
Meanwhile, a handmade copy of a Polish letter'> and a stamp of Nova vera relatione

10 Angelo Maria Ranuzzi [1626-1689] was born in Bologna on the 19" of March
1626. At the age of twenty he took up positions in the administration of the
city of Bologna. He then studied law at the University of Padua and spent some
time at the court of Florence. Ranuzzi then pursued a career as a prelate. In
1668 he became Apostolic nuncio in Turin, and in 1671 he was assigned to the
nunciature of Poland. Returning from Poland in 1673, he was appointed vice-
legate of Urbino in the same year. In 1683 Ranuzzi became nuncio in Paris. This
nunciature was difficult because of the revocation of the Treaty of Nantes in
1685, which still saw many schismatic bishops among the members of the French
clergy. In 1686 he became cardinal. He died on the 27 of September 1689. See
F. Boris, “Ranuzzi, Angelo Maria”, in DBI, vol. 86 (2016). For the nunciature of
Ranuzzi see Wojtyska, Acta Nuntiaturae Polonae, vol. 1, 271-73.

11 About Carlo Cartari: Antonio Petrucci, “Cartari, Carlo”, in DBI, vol. 20 (1977),
783-86. For a detailed bibliography on Carlo Cartari, see, in general, Lanzetta La
storia e/o le storie nel Diario di Carlo Cartari.

12 Le Effemeridi Cartarie. Diario e cronache degli avvenimenti romani e pontifici
in particolare e d’Europa in generale con allegati documenti a stampa e stampe
[abbr. Diario], are stored at Archivio di Stato di Roma: the documentation is
collected in 32 volumes - signed 73-104 - covering a very broad chronological
span, from 1642 to 1691.

13 See Gaetano Platania, “La Rzeczpospolita del tardo Seicento nel “Diario” di Carlo
Cartari”, in Lanzetta, La storia o/e le storie nel Diario di Carlo Cartari, 119-43.

14 Francesco Maria Febei [1616-1680] was a clergyman and an intellectual. He
was master of cerimonies and appointed Secretery of Rites from Innocent X,
and named master of cerimonies from Clement IX in 1669 at the Papal Court
and arcibishop of Tarso, charge that he mantained until his death. See Gaetano
Moroni, Dizionario di Erudizione Storico Ecclesiastica [...], vol. 3 (Venezia,
Tipografia Emiliana, 1840-1841), 179. Information about the Febei family can be
found in archival collections at Archivio di Stato di Roma and Opera del Duomo
di Orvieto. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, voll. 1-280; Archivio Opera del Duomo
(Orvieto), Fondo Cartari-Cohelli-Febei, voll. 1-69.

15 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, Copia di lettera polacca. Tradotta in
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Della Guerra tra il Potentissimo Ré di Polonia, ¢ il Gran Sultano Imperador de’
Turchi'S, attached to the pages of the diary, allow us to enter into the turbulent phases
of a battle, that of Khotyn, which was so significant in the fight against the Turks.

THE POLISH CRISIS OF 1672 AND THE HOLY SEE’S REACTIONS

When, in 1672, the Ottomans, as mentioned, raided the territories south of the
Rzeczpospolita, the news reached Rome suddenly but not entirely unexpectedly.
Between 1670 and 1671, Cartari had repeatedly expressed Rome’s concern about an
imminent Turkish attack on Christianity in his diary, noting reports of an impending
invasion by the Ottoman army, but with uncertainty as to where it might take place,
whether by sea from the Mediterranean or by land from the Danube-Balkan region.
For example, in 1670, he wrote indistinctly that the Turks “are either heading for
Puglia, [...] or, according to others, are on their way to Venice, from where they will
sail to Poland™"’.

The doubt was dispelled in August 1672 with the attack on the land front, along the
borders of the Rzeczpospolita.

In fact, in the early months of that year, the Sultan’s men, led by Grand Vizier Fazil
Ahmed Kopriiliizade, had crossed the Danube and arrived in Wallachia to reach the
Dniester River near the fortress of Kamieniec Podolski.

In Rome, Cartari, ever vigilant, took particular care to follow developments in
the Ottoman attack on Poland, recording the fall of Kamieniec Podolski and the
subsequent peace between the Turks and Poles, then noting the signing of the Treaty
of Buczacz, a “peace so shameful”®®, as nuncio Ranuzzi had defined it in Warsaw,
whereby the Rzeczpospolita would become a tributary of Constantinople and cede
important territories to it.

Clement X, who knew the country well having been there between 1622 and
1627 as auditor to nuncio Giovanni Battista Lancellotti [1575-1656]", intervened
immediately with various measures: spiritual, political and financial.

On a spiritual point of view, in 1672, with the bull Inter Gravissimas®, he proclaimed
an extraordinary jubilee to implore God’s help in the fight against the Turks. This

italiano, che serve di Relatione per la grande, e memorabile Vittoria riportata
dall’Armi Polacche contro li Turchi, ff. 213r-17v.

16 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, ff. 219r-20v.

17 That the Turk “sia per inviarsi verso la Puglia, [...] altri dicono sapersi per via di
Venezia, che navighera verso la Polonia”. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, 83,
f. 113v.

18 The nuncios defined the peace was “pace cosi obbrobriosa”. AAV, Segr. Stato.

Polonia, vol. 87, A.M. Ranuzzi to P.P.Altieri, Warsaw 12 X 1672, f. 269v.

19 Actae Nuntiaturae Polonae, tomo XXIII, ed Tadeusz Fitych (Cracovia, 2001),
5-50. About Giovanni Battista Lancellotti [1575-1656] See Laura Ronchi De
Michelis, “Lancellotti, Giovanni Battista”, in DBI, vol. 63 (2004).

20 Bullarium Diplomatum et Privilegiorum Sanctorum Romanorum Pontificum
Taurinensis Editio, cura et studio Collegii adlecti Romae Virorum S. Theologiae
et Ss. Canonum Peritorum (Augusta Taorinorum: A. Vecco et Sociis Editoribus,
1869), 476-80. See Boccolini, “I giubilei di Clemente X”, 51-91.
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was a necessary move for a pontiff, which was followed by much more concrete
actions.

In the Fondo Camerale Decime, preserved in the State Archives in Rome, we can
appreciate the financial efforts made by Clement X, who immediately sent 100.000
florins to the court of Warsaw to reorganise the army. This financial plan would
reach a total of 160.000 florins in 1676>".

Even more important were the political and diplomatic decisions taken by Rome.
In terms of foreign policy, Pope Altieri proposed the creation of a league of Christian
princes to confront the Turkish army.

The efforts made by the Pope — with briefs addressed to sovereigns and princes,
and through his nuncios in the major capitals of Europe — proved futile: the great
European powers, in fact, disengaged themselves in various ways, perceiving the
Turkish threat as confined solely to distant Poland.

In this context, however, the attempt made in Rome to establish contact between the
Holy See and Muscovy is interesting.

In the summer of 1673, Tsar Aleksej Mikhailovich sent his gentleman, the Scottish
baron Paul Menzies de’ Pitfodels, to the papal capital, writes Cartari, “for the union
of forces against the Turkish army”*%. This was an extraordinary event for the city
of Rome, which had not seen a Muscovite ambassador since 1581, during the
pontificate of Gregory XIII, when Ivan IV the Terrible, embroiled in a long war
with Stephen Bédthory’s Poland in Livonia, sent his own man to ask the pontiff to
mediate®.

Given the exceptional nature of the event, Cartari followed the entire Muscovite
embassy, from its entry into the city at the end of June 1673 to the first audiences
with Clement X. Above all, the consistorial lawyer noted both the Grand Duke’s offer
to field 200.000 soldiers and the requested compensation, namely the Holy See’s
official recognition of the much-coveted title of Tsar, or “Caesar”. This recognition
was so coveted by the Orthodox Aleksej Mikhailovich, but pope Altieri refused.
This was why the negotiations suddenly broke down in the late summer of 1673.
On the internal political front, Clement X promptly sent Francesco Buonvisi, then
nuncio in Cologne, to Warsaw as extraordinary nuncio with the aim, according to
Cartari, of “uniting the nobles with the king so that they might resist the Turkish

21 ASR, Fondo Camerale II Decime, B. 2, Denari che sono stati rimessi in Polonia
per laiuto di quella Corte contro ’Armi Ottomane, nell’infrascritta partita cioé
dalla Santita di Nostro Signore Papa Clemente X, ff. nn. See Boccolini, “Guerra
contro il nemico turco”, 158.

22 “Per 'unione delle forze contro I'armi turchesche”. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei,
Diario, vol. 84, f. 176v.

23 See Rita Mazzei, “L'ambasceria moscovita a Roma nel 1581 negli avvisi
dell’'ambasciatore estense Claudio Ariosto”, in Paradigmi dello sguardo.
Percezioni, descrizioni, costruzioni e ricostruzioni della Moscovia tra Medioevo ed
Eta Moderna, ed. Igor Melani (Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2011), 187-211.
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invasion in harmony”** and prevent the ratification of the Peace of Buczacz®.

It should be noted that Buonvisi, having received news of his new assignment in
Warsaw while in Cologne, set off for the Polish capital and had the opportunity to
meet several prince-electors of the empire and, in Vienna, even Emperor Leopold I.
He explained the Polish emergency to all of them, hoping for the Empire’s help for
the neighbouring country. Despite his pleas, Buonvisi was forced to acknowledge
that Vienna’s main concern at that time was the outbreaks of war with France along
the Rhine border. This was why Vienna did not intervene in support of Poland.
Once he reached Warsaw on January 27 1673%, Buonvisi immediately set to
work to restore peace between the sovereign and his supporters and the party of
malcontents”, led by the head of the pro-French party and Grand Hetman of the
Kingdom, Jan Sobieski**. With the help of Queen Eleonora and several senators of
the kingdom, the nuncio managed to avert the danger of civil war by bringing the
two warring parties to sign a “domestic peace”™ on March 12 1673: a compromise
necessary for the internal stability of the kingdom, but one that was poorly received
by Wisniowiecki, who saw the leader of his opposition, Jan Sobieski, becoming
Grand General of the Kingdom.

Everyone rejoices for peace, and praises it a thousand times [...] the continuation
of the war with the Turks, and that through the paternal zeal of Our King,
Christianity is saved from grave dangers™.

24 “Riunire gli animi di quei Nobili col Re accio possano concordemente resistere
all’invasione del Turco”. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 111r.

25 Thanks to the results obtained as ordinary nuncio at Cologne, Clement X initially
perspected to send Buonvisi as nuncio in France. Neverthless, the emergency
in the central-eastern European quadrant, led the pope to send Buonvisi as
extraordinary nuncio in Warsaw. See Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della
Santa Sede, 57-144.

26 During his meeting with Leopold I, Buonvisi decided to keep quiet about the
Holy See instructions, which could have been perceived as an interference in
imperial affairs, since they concerned not only the Polish cause, but also the
peace between Empire and France. See Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della
Santa Sede, 78-9.

27 BAV, Ottob. Lat. 2246, Raccolta della vita e nascita di me Giuseppe Miselli, citato,
f. 139r-v. See Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa Sede, 84.

28 Sobieski and the other rebel magnates had retreated on the town of Loguiz
with the aim of deposing king Wisniowiecki. The crisis weakened the kingdom
and could have made it more vulnerable to the expansionist ambitions of other
European powers. See Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa Sede, 80-1.

29 Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa Sede, 88.

30 Ranuzzi wrote: “Tutti fanno allegrezza per la pace, e ne danno mille lodi [...]
la continuazione dilla Guerra col Turco, e che dal zelo paterno di Nostro Re si
veda riscosso il Christianesimo dai pericoli gravissimi [...]". AAV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 88, A.M. Ranuzzi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw 13 I1I 1673, ff. 120v-21r.
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While Ranuzzi communicated to Rome regarding the recent internal peace achieved,
Buonvisi effectively focused on the second objective during the sejm that opened
on January 4 1673, for which, according to Ranuzzi, the extraordinary nuncio had
“received [...] more specific instructions on how to govern™'. This was the need to
prevent the Polish sejm from ratifying the Treaty of Buczacz of 1672, and thus push
Poland towards an open confrontation with the Ottomans®>. A war, Ranuzzi wrote,
with many reservations for the Poles, much desired “when one considers the losses
incurred and the conditions of the peace established”, but to be avoided “when one
reflects on the ways in which one must prepare for it, [and then] one desires peace
all the more, [and] if it is possible to obtain it on less onerous terms”™.

THE BATTLE OF KHOTYN

With great ability, Buonvisi — as we know - would later succeed in inspiring the
Poles to undertake a campaign against the Turks. The diet, which ended on April 8
1673 “after midnight™*, led both to the failure to ratify the treaty and to important
military decisions, above all that of outlining strategies to strengthen the army.
Despite the “annoyance [at] the little time left to prepare”, writes Ranuzzi, Poland
decided to march its troops against the Ottomans, who in the meantime had planned
to “advance the Tartars and Cossacks to devastate, and then follow them with the

bulk of the army”*.
This initial news was followed by contradictory reports on May 24 1673:

The reports from Wien are consistent with the news received from Wallachia and
Moldova, namely that the Grand Sultan and the Grand Vizier have no intention
of coming to Poland this year. Nevertheless, it is rumoured that the Turks have
already reached Kamienietz and that others are on their way*.

31 “Nell’affare pero dilla continuazione dilla Guerra havendomi detto Monsignor
Bonvisi d haver havuto da Vostra Eminenza instruttioni piu particolari sopra il
modo con cui deve governarsi [...]". AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 88, Warsaw
15 II1 1673, f. 131v.

32 A. Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa Sede, 88-9.

33 A war, Ranuzzi wrote, with many reservations for the Poles, so desired “quando
si mira alle perdite fatte, e alle conditioni della pace stabilita”, but to avoid
“quando si riflette a i modi, che s’hanno di prepararvisi, [e allora] si desidera piu
tanto d’haver la pace, [e] se sara possibile d’ottenerla a conditioni meno pesanti”.
AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 88, avviso 22111 1673, f. 141r.

34 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 89, Warsaw 191V 1673, f. 164r.
35 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 89, Warsaw 191V 1673, f. 164r.
36 “Far avanzare i Tartari e Cosacchi, per devastare, e seguitar poi essi col grosso

dell’esercito”. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 89, Warsaw 19 IV 1673, ff. 164r-v.

37 “Concordano co’ gl’avvisi, che s’Thanno da Vienna, anco le notizie havutesi di
Valachia e Moldavia, che il Gran Signore e il Primo Visir non siano di pensiero
di venir in Polonia per quest’anno. Nondimeno pero si sente, che i Turchi siano
gia pervenuti a Caminiez, e che altri ve ne siano in marcia”. AAV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 88, A.M. Ranuzzi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw 24 V 1673, ff. 228v-29r.
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It should be noted that, at the time when the country was preparing for war, Rome
confirmed Buonvisi as ordinary nuncio in Warsaw?, recalling Ranuzzi, who had
been appointed vice-legate in Urbino, to Italy. This decision was not well received
by king Wisniowiecki, who, already at his first audience with Buonvisi in February
1673, had made no secret of his impatience with the extraordinary nuncio, preferring
the previous one, with whom he had a more trusting relationship, so much so
that “having heard in court of [Ranuzzi’s] removal and that Monsignor Buonvisi
was to remain as ordinary nuncio, [...] he convened the council, in which it was
discussed and resolved not to accept him™. The sovereign’s idea was that Buonvisi
“had already served” and completed his task as extraordinary nuncio and should
therefore be recalled to Italy, not hiding his hope “that Our Lord would change his
mind”*. This was a potential diplomatic incident between Rome and Warsaw at a
delicate moment at the beginning of a campaign against the Turks, which Ranuzzi
himself helped to avoid: in conversation with the Polish sovereign, he reassured
Wisniowiecki that the pontiff believed in Buonvisi’s ability to support Poland.

It is interesting to learn, from Ranuzzi’s unpublished correspondence, about the
relationship that must have existed between the two nuncios. A situation that led
the ordinary nuncio to want to leave the court of Warsaw, as we can read in a letter
sent to Rome on June 21 1673:

I informed Monsignor nuncio, who responded to me in such a way as to suggest
that he suspected me of having caused these difficulties for him [...]. I could
certainly not hear anything that could have hurt me more, as it wounded both
my honour and the faith that I have always professed to uphold. [...]. Although
[...] I was so sure of the purity of my conscience that I had no reason to fear that
anyone could accuse me of wrongdoing, I nevertheless considered that at least
the mistrust between Monsignor Buonvisi and myself remained [...]. During this
turmoil, I considered [...] leaving the court, and not the kingdom [...] in the
early days of the following week, with the intention of stopping in Cestocova*'.

38 See Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa Sede, 84-5.

39 “Auditasi in corte la rimozione [di Ranuzzi] e che questa nunziatura ordinaria
era per rimanere Monsignor Buonvisi, [...] fece radunare il consiglio, nel quale
fu discorso e risoluto di non accettarlo”. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 88, A.M.
Ranuzzi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw 21 VI 1673, f. 256r.

40 “Che Nostro Signore havrebbe cambiato di risoluzione”. AAV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 88, A.M. Ranuzzi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw 21 VI 1673, ff. 256r-v.

41 “Diedi avviso a Monsignor nunzio, il quale si espresse meco in una forma,
come se havesse concepito sospetto, ch’io havessi suscitato contro di lui queste
difficolta [...]. Io non potevo certamente udir cosa che mi riuscisse piu sensibile,
mentre. Mi feriva e nell’onore e nella fede che sempre ho professato di conservare.
[...]. Benché [...] io fossi cosi sicuro della candidezza della mia coscienza, che
non dovessi temere che alcuno potesse chiamarmi in colpa, in ogni modo
considerando che restava almeno tale la diffidenza tra Monsignor Buonvisi e
me [...]. Tra queste agitazioni considerai [...] il poter partire dalla corte, e non
dal regno [...] i primi giorni della prossima settimana, con deliberazione di
fermarmi a Cestocova”. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 88, A.M. Ranuzzi to P.P.
Altieri, Warsaw 21 VI 1673, ff. 256r-v. Last three letters sent from Ranuzzi are
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Another reason why Ranuzzi requested to leave the Polish court as soon as possible
was to “facilitate the acceptance of Monsignor Buonvisi’, so as to allow the sovereign
and Poland to focus on the impending war.

For these reasons, before his departure from Warsaw, the ordinary nuncio ceased to
take part in court affairs, particularly those concerning preparations for the military
campaign against the Turks.

Due to his expressed desire to leave Poland, after consulting with Ranuzzi’s
nunciature, and despite the nuncio leaving Warsaw on September 17 1673, there
is no trace of the Polish expedition to Khotyn: the only information that can be
gleaned, and which in some way reflects the preparations for war, concerns his
delayed departure from the Polish court, “as I was not allowed to leave earlier due to
the shortage of vehicles for transporting my luggage caused by the king’s departure
for the battlefield™*.

The culmination of the conflict between the Poles and the Turks was the battle
of Khotyn, fought between November 10 and 11, 1673, from which Jan Sobieski
emerged victorious. This victory was celebrated throughout Europe with printed
and handwritten reports, which would later propel Sobieski himself to the Polish
throne® after the death of Wisniowiecki on November 10, on the eve of the battle.
Among the many reports that began to circulate about the battle of Khotyn, we find
two documents in Carlo Cartari’s diary, which that the lawyer attached to volume
84, referring to the years 1672-1673: a copy of a Polish letter** and the subsequent
Nova, e vera relatione®.

Two documents that allow us to enter into the turbulent phases of Poland’s
extraordinary victory.

The Relatione opens with the “massacre™® of 1672, and the Ottoman conquest of
Caminitiez.

The Grand Sultan Emperor of the Turks, with incredible force and inhuman
manner, suddenly attacked the Poles by taking the city of Camienietz and other
places by surprise, and with great cruelty slaughtering priests, nobles, and virgins,
allowing his soldiers to run wild with barbarity; and so that the terrified Poles,
not knowing whom to turn to except Divine Mercy, and although they tried to
defend themselves despite the suddenness of the attack. The Polish army made
the absolute decision to exempt themselves from such barbarism and Ottoman

stored in vol. 88 of the Nunciature of Poland. They have been sent from Bologna
and dated September 27, November 4, and November 18 1673. AAV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 88, A.M. Ranuzzi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw fI. 335r-37r.

42 “Non havendomelo permesso prima la penuria di vetturali per lo trasporto
del mio bagaglio cagionata dall’uscita del re in campagna”. AAV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 88, A.M. Ranuzzi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw 26 IX 1673, f. 331r.

43 Sull’elezione di Jan Sobieski See Platania, Scritti minori, 51-106.

44 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, Copia di lettera polacca tradotta in
italiano [...], ff. 213r-17v.

45 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, ff. 219r-20v.
46 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, ff. 213v.
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cruelty, and with intrepid courage, both the nobility and the lower classes, with
their king at the head, opposed the defence, but with significant disadvantage in
this first test of their arms®’.

A year later, Poland, united in spirit and militarily stronger*, was marching towards
the Ottoman army:

On the 10th of last November, the Polish army found itself near the enemy
trenches, little more than a cannon shot away, together with the Lithuanian army,
and while they were consulting among themselves on how to attack them, the
Turks came out to skirmish with equal fortune. The Polish camp then withdrew,
leaving a few cavalry companies in that place. They returned on the 11th of the
following day, determined to attempt the undertaking®.

On November 11, the Poles, “from a Ruthenian slave who had escaped, [...] learned
that they had become so frightened that they could think of nothing else but
finding a way to save themselves™. This news gave courage to the Polish soldiers
who, “two hours before noon [...] continuously firing their muskets at the Turks and
reorganising the army [...], did not take long to break through the enemy’s defences,
although they were largely hindered by the continuous rain™".

Having broken through the enemy’s defences on November 12, the infantry of the

47

48

49

50

51

“Il Gran Sultano Imperadore de’Turchi con incredibile forza, & inumana
maniera d’improviso assalto li Polacchi, col far sorpresa alla citta di Camienietz,
& altri luoghi, e con gran crudelta fatto strage di Sacerdoti, Nobili, e Verginelle,
lasciando in liberta a suoi soldati la Barbaria; e di modo che atterriti li Polacchi
non sapendo a chi si rivolgersi, se non alla Divina Clemenza, & il tutto benche
d’improviso hanno cercato di diffendersi; e fattosi del’Arme Polacche assoluta
risoluzione d’esimersi da una tanta Barbaria, e crudelta Ottomana, e con
intrepido coraggio si di quella Nobilta, come anco da piu inferiori, e col il lore Re
alla testa si opposero alla difesa; ma con molto discapito i questo primo cimento
delle loro armi”. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 219r.

See Gierowski, “Chocim 1673”; Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa
Sede, 89-90.

“Li 10 del mese passato di Novembre essendosi trovata 'armata Polaccha vicino
alle Trinciere nemiche poco piut d’'un tiro di Cannone, insieme con 'armata
Lituania, e mentre stavano tra essi consultando il modo d’assalirle; uscirono
i Turchi a scaramucciare con pari fortuna. Il Campo de’Polacchi essendosi poi
ritirato, lasciando alcune Compagnie di Cavalleria in detto posto: vi ritornarono
poscia li 11 detto giorno seguente con resolutione di tentare I'impresa”. ASR,
Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 219r.

“Da un Schiavo Rutheno fuggito, hebbero relatione, che serano intimoriti
a segno, che non si pensava se non a trovar mezzi per salvarsi”. ASR, Fondo
Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 219r.

“[...] due hore avanti mezzo giorno [...] infettando del continuo col moschetto li
Turchi, e dato riforma all’Essercito [...] non molto tardarono a rompere i Ripari
dell’inimico, benché ne fussero in gran parte impediti dalla pioggia, che del
continuo veniva”. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 219r.
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Polish army commanded by Sobieski continued to advance beyond the Turkish
lines broken through the previous day, despite the Turks showing “much less fear
than [what] the Ruthenian had reported™>.

However, the Ottoman soldiers’ lack of fear did not prevent the Polish army from
dispersing their troops, “and dividing the Janissaries here and there, the Turks began
to become confused, and nevertheless showed with many cries that they wanted to
defend themselves; but their resistance only served to have them cut to pieces™.

At this point, Kaplan Pasha

who was eight leagues away, that the camp had been broken by the Poles,
frightened, he abandoned his post with his men and fled, being afraid of what
might happen to them; causing great damage and ruin by setting fire to every
place and putting everyone to the sword, without mercy for sex or age™.

With one of the army commanders having abandoned the battlefield, three dead, two
prisoners and “it is not known whether Ussaim Bassa is among the living ones™,
“with this victory, and with the help of Almighty God, the Poles have reduced the
whole country up to the Danube to their devotion™.

News of this triumph reached Rome thanks to correspondence between the nuncio,
now ordinary, Buonvisi, and the Secretary of State Paluzzo Paluzzi-Altieri*’.

52 “Assai meno paura di quello [che] haveva riferito il Rutheno”. ASR, Fondo
Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 219r.

53 “Sopraggiunse il Signor Codschieviez conla sua Compagnia, quale con incredibile
coraggio aperse la strada con la Sciabla tra il furore de’ Turchi, per dove con
ugual bravura le Compagnie del Signor Sapiella Cavallerizzo Maggiore del Gran
Ducato, e del Palatino di Plocschi suo fratello. E facendo nell’istesso tempo forza
alle Trinciere il Gran Generale di Lituania, onde distratti, e divisi li Giannizzeri
qua, e la, 1i Turchi cominciarono a confondersi, & a mostrare nondimeno con
molti urli di volersi difendere; ma le loro resistenze non hanno servito, che a farli
tagliare a pezzi”. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 219r.

54 “Il quale si trovava 8 leghe lontano, che il Campo era stato rotto da Polacchi,
impauritosi, con li suoi abbandono il posto, e si mise in fuga, essendo di quello
li poteva avvenire; facendo gran danni, e rovina con incendiare ogni luogo
mandando a fil di spada, non perdonando né a sesso, né a eta”. ASR, Fondo
Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 219v.

55 “Non si sa se Ussaim Bassa sia tra vivi”. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol.
84, f. 219v.
56 “Con la presente Vittoria, e con l'aiuto del Sommo Iddio, li Polacchi hanno

ridotto alla sua devotione tutto il Paese fino al Danubio”. ASR, Fondo Cartari-
Febei, Diario, vol. 84, f. 219v.

57 “Quanto furono funeste le nuove che diedi la settimana passata, altrettanto
saranno queste di giubilo e di consolatione a Nostro Signore per la gran vittoria
che si ¢ ottenuta contro i Turchi, la quale mette in sicuro questo regno e tutta la
Cristianita, e se si continuera col valore cominciato, non solo si recuperera tutto
il perduto, ma si acquistera molto del nemico, perché se pigliano Cocim resta
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Jan Sobieski gained one of the greatest victories of the Rzeczpospolita,and his intention
was to reach the Danube to halt the Turkish advance®, if - as mentioned - the day
before the battle of Khotyn, on November 10, the death of King Wisniowiecki had
not occurred, postponing Sobieski’s plans and opening an interregnum in Poland™.
During the months of the interregnum, the actions of nuncio Buonvisi were
fundamental. Throughout the unofficial diplomatic phase preceding the election,
he remained firm and impartial in accordance with the instructions of the Holy
See. “I remain indifferent in all the things™®, Buonvisi wrote to Cardinal Nephew
Altieri. Thanks to the help of his wife Maria Kazimiera Sobieska [1641-1716]°', who
had advised the Grand General to work for himself in the city diets while openly
supporting the French candidate, it was the national Sobieski who emerged from
among all the candidates and was elected on May 21 1674. The nuncio wrote to the
Secretariat of State that “mocked everyone [and] suddenly proposed himself .

Camienietz senza soccorso, e la Moldavia e la Valacchia alla devotione di questo
regno, e, se bene una relatione che mando dice che anco la Transilvania ha
prestato il giuramento, di questa mi pare difficile che sia seguito. Una relatione
che ha havuta il signor Cancelliero di Lituania da la perdita de’Turchi per
maggiore [...]". Archivio di Stato di Lucca, Archivio Buonvisi, I1/8, F. Buonvisi
to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw XI 1673, f. 189.

58 Gierowski, “Chocim 1673”.

59 About the interregnum after Wisniowiecki’s death and the Sobieski’s election
See Gaetano Platania, Rzeczpospolita, Europa e Santa Sede tra intese e ostilita
(Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2000), 117-67. About the role of Papal diplomacy during
this interregnum See Dorota Gregorowicz, “The Role of Papal Diplomats in the
Interregnum’s Parliamentary Practice of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth
(16th-17th centuries)”, Dimensioni e problemi della ricerca storica, 1 (2016): 119-
48; Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa Sede, 91-111; Platania, Scritti
minori, 51-106. About the interregnum: See BAV, Fondo Boncompagni Ludovisi,
F. 42, Memorie sulle turbolenze di quel regno degli anni 1697-1698, ff. 16r-v.

60 “Io me la passo con indifferenza in tutte le cose”. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol.
90, F. Buonvisi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw 29 XI 1673, {. 191.

61 Recommended by his wife, Sobieski began working for himself, hiding behind
the support for the French candidate Condé. See Boccolini, Un lucchese al
servizio della Santa Sede, 108. About Maria Kazimierza Sobieska See Kazimierz
Waliszewski, Marysierika Marie de la Grange d’Arquien reine de Pologne
femme de Sobieski 1641-1716 (Paris: Librairie Plon, 1898); Tadeusz Zeleniski-Boy,
Marysierika Sobieska (Warszawa: Ksiaznica, 1960); Adam Kersten, “Sobieska,
Maria”, in PSB, vol. 19 (1974), 637-44; Michal Komaszynski, Pigkna krélowa
Maria Kazimiera d’Arquien-Sobieska (Krakow: Wydawnicteo Literackie, 1995).

62 “Si e burlato di tutti [and] all'improvviso fece propuor sé”. AAV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 91, F. Buonvisi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw 21V 1674, ff. 312-14r.
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ABBREVIATION

ASR: Archivio di Stato di Roma.

AAV: Archivio Apostolico Vaticano.
Segr. Stato: Segreteria di Stato.

BAV: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.
Ottob. Lat.: Ottoboniano Latino.

DBI: Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani.

PSB: Polski Stownik Biograficzny.
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FROM ZURAWNO TO GRODNO: JAN 111 SOBIESKI AND THE OTTOMAN THREAT

ABSTRACT: The article examines the evolution of Jan III Sobieski’s foreign
policy from the Truce of Zurawno (1676) to the Diet of Grodno (1679-1680),
contextualising it within the geopolitical tensions of Central and Eastern Europe
and the diplomatic initiatives of Pope Innocent XI. It argues that Sobieski’s initial
accommodation with the Ottoman Empire, often viewed as a departure from
Poland’s traditional role as “Christianity’s bulwark’, was driven by pragmatic political
considerations and influenced by French strategy and the Jawordéw agreements.
Drawing on correspondence held in the Vatican Archives, the study highlights the
Holy See’s efforts to forge a unified Christian front against Ottoman expansion while
navigating Franco-Imperial rivalry and Muscovy’s complex stance. It traces the shift
in Polish policy from alignment with France to rapprochement with the Habsburg
Empire, culminating in the resolutions of the Grodno Diet and the subsequent
1683 alliance. The conclusions illustrate how this alliance was shaped not only by
long-term diplomatic strategies but also by the pressing context of the imminent
Ottoman threat to Vienna, which necessitated urgent collective action.

KEYWORDS: Jan III; Ottomans; Holy See; Diplomacy; Polish-Habsburg relations.

INTRODUCTION

In the discourse surrounding the geopolitical dynamics of Central and Eastern
Europe, 1676 emerges as a crucial year that warrants critical examination for
understanding the trajectory of Jan Sobieski’s reign amid the mounting Ottoman
threat. This year marked a confluence of events that substantially reconfigured the
political landscape of the region, leading to significant tensions and transformative
developments in the years that followed. Notable events included the siege of Vienna
in 1683, the gradual reconquest of the Danube-Balkan territories, culminating in
the liberation of Buda in 1686, and the eventual resolution of hostilities through
the Treaties of Constantinople (1699) and Carlowitz (1700), which effectively
concluded the prolonged seventeenth-century conflict between Christendom and
the Ottoman Empire.

On February 2, 1676, Jan Sobieski was formally crowned King of Poland at Wawel
Castle in Krakow. The coronation ceremony, which elicited enthusiastic support
from a large assembly, was noted in a report by the apostolic nuncio, Francesco
Martelli, sent to the Roman Curia shortly thereafter’. This event occurred two years

1 On the election of Jan Sobieski, see: Gaetano Platania, Scritti minori. Saggi di Storia
sobiesciana (Sette Citta: Viterbo 2021), 27-82, and the cited bibliography.

2 Nuncio in Poland from 1675 to 1680. Acta Nuntiaturae Polonae, vol. I, ed. CP
Henrik Damian Wojtyska (Romae: Institutum Historicum Polonicum Romae,

1990), 275-76.
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after a protracted electoral process that resulted in Sobieski’s unanimous selection
by the Polish Sejm’. His election was met with considerable optimism by the Roman
court, who perceived in Sobieski—celebrated for his military prowess at the Battle of
Khotyn in 1673*—a capable leader poised to spearhead a renewed offensive against
the Ottoman Empire’.

The prevailing belief was that the new King’s future military successes against the
common adversary of Christianity would be both significant and commendable.
Nonetheless, the period immediately following his ascension to the throne largely
failed to meet the papacy’s expectations, despite significant financial support
intended to bolster the Polish military and Sobieski’s reiterated commitments to
combat the Ottomans®. In early October 1676, reports reached Rome of Sobieski’s
military victory over the Turks’; however, this news was rapidly eclipsed by the
announcement of the Peace of Zérawno, signed on October 26, 1676, which the
Curia regarded as “disadvantageous and prejudicial™®. This truce, concluded with
the Sultan, allowed the Ottomans to retain control over substantial territories in the
southern regions of the Rzeczpospolita, including Kamieniec and other locations in
Podolia and Ukraine. Consequently, it had reaffirmed the most significant terms
of the earlier 1672 Treaty of Buczacz [16/18 October]®, which had been widely

3 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 93, Relazione, Krakow 9 II 1676, ff. 53-5r. The
ceremony was extensively documented in a variety of printed notices and
manuscripts, which facilitated its dissemination across Europe. BAV, Barb. Lat.
6381, Avvisi manoscritti, Krakow 2 february 1676, f. 78r.

4 Following the defeat near Kamieniec Podolski in 1672, which compelled King
Michatl Korybut Wisniowiecki to sign the Treaty of Buczacz, the Polish army,
under General Jan Sobieski, secured a significant victory at Khotyn in 1673. This
triumph notably bolstered Sobieski’s candidacy for the Polish throne in 1674.
An account of the battle in BAV, Barb. Lat. 6410, Relazione della vittoria insigne
che l'armi Polacche et Lituane hanno ottenuto contro i Turchi alle ripe del fiume
Dnistro in Valacchia il giorno di San Martino 1673, ff. 414r-31v. See, Damian
Ortowski, Chocim 1673 (Warszawa: Bellona, 2007).

5 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 93, F. Martelli to P.P. Altieri, Krakow 4 IV 1676, f.
190r.
6 Jan III Sobieski repeatedly expressed his intention to combat the Turks to

the nuncio, a sentiment later contested by the signature from Zérawno. This
aspiration was conveyed to Martelli upon his arrival in Poland and during
several public and private audiences. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 93, F. Martelli
to P.P. Altieri, Krakow 16 II 1676, f. 77r.

7 A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 93, F. Martelli to P.P. Altieri, Krakow 4 IV 1676, {.
190r.
8 “svantaggiosa, e pregiuditiale”, AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 183A, A. Cybo to F.

Martelli, Rome 21 XI 1676, {. 8v.

9 The treaty provisions dictated the cession of the Podolian Voivodeship,
including Kamieniec Podolski, from the Rzeczpospolita to Constantinople. The
Bractaw Voivodeship and the southern portion of the Kyiv Voivodeship were
designated for administration by Cossack hetman Piotr Doroshenko, under
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disdained in Poland as an acknowledgement of Ottoman dominance, having been
signed by the preceding monarch, Michal Korybut Wisniowiecki'®. Martelli, in his
communication with Rome, anticipated the profound dissatisfaction this peace
would elicit from “Our Lord”"'. At the same time, Curial circles recognised the
potential for such an agreement to exacerbate instability in Central and Eastern
Europe. It was posited that the peace initiative favoured by Jan III might inadvertently
empower the Ottoman Turks to support insurgent factions opposing the Habsburgs
in Hungary'?. Thus, the implications of Sobieski’s reign and the decisions taken
during this tumultuous period must be understood within the broader context of
the region’s geopolitical challenges.

Todiscerningobserversoftheera,JanSobieski'sdecisionappearedlargelyunmotivated
and perplexing, particularly given its stark contrast to Poland’s established image as
a formidable bastion of Christianity, or Antemurale Christianitatis. Only a select
few comprehended that this decision was underpinned by “other designs™’ of a
predominantly political and diplomatic nature. The majority were unaware that
the Polish sovereign’s pursuit of an accommodation with the Ottoman Empire had
been meticulously orchestrated under the auspices of French diplomacy, specifically
by King Louis XIV and his representatives: Bishop Toussaint de Forbin-Janson
[1629-1713]" in Warsaw and ambassador Charles Marie Francois Ollier de Nointel

Turkish protection. Additionally, Warsaw was obligated to pay an annual
tribute to the sultan. However, the Sejm of 1673 rejected the treaty, leading to
the resumption of hostilities against the Turks, culminating in the Victory of
Cochim under King Sobieski’s leadership. On the Podolia under the Turks, see:
Dariusz Kotodziejczyk, Ejalat Kaminiecki. Podole pod panowaniem tureckim
(1672-1699) (Warszawa: Oficyna Wydawnicza Polczek, 1994).

10 See, Gaetano Platania, Rzeczpospolita, Europa e Santa Sede tra intese e ostilita
(Viterbo: Sette Citta, 200), 105.

11 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 93, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Warsaw 28 X 1676, f.
521T.

12 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 86, f. 129r.

13 “altri disegni”, ASL, Archivio Buonvisi, II/10, F. Buonvisi to P.P. Altieri, Warsaw

13 march 1675, f. 88r. See also, Furio Diaz, Nicola Carranza, Francesco Buonvisi.
Nunziatura a Varsavia, vol. II: (6 giugno 1674-28 agosto 1675) (Roma: Istituto
Storico Italiano per ’Eta moderna, 1965), 303. Buonvisi’s assessment as nuncio in
Warsaw noted Jan III Sobieski’s ambiguous policy toward the Turks prior to his
transfer to Vienna. Despite his commitment to combat the Ottomans, Sobieski
appeared to avoid direct military engagement with the sultan. Alessandro
Boccolini, Un lucchese al servizio della Santa Sede. Francesco Buonvisi, nunzio a
Colonia, Varsavia e Vienna (Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2018), 125-35; Janusz Wolinski,
Z dziejow wojen polsko-tureckich (Warszawa: Mon, 1983), 74-6.

14 French ambassador to Poland for two terms (from 1674 to 1677 and from 1680
to 1681). Created cardinal by Alexander VIII on February 13, 1690. On him,
Hierarchia Catholica Medii et Recentieris Aevi, vol. 5, eds. Remigius Ritzler,
Pirminus Sefrin (Patavii: Il Messaggero di S. Antonio, 1952), 17, 117, 260.
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[1635-1685]"° in Constantinople, later succeeded by Gabriel-Joseph de Lavergne,
Count of Guilleragues'®. For an extended period, Louis XIV had been strategically
redirecting Ottoman military pressure toward other regions, particularly the
southern territories of the Habsburg Empire. This strategic orientation encompassed
the financial backing extended by Louis XIV to Sobieski following his ascension to
the throne, as well as the secret agreement signed in June 1675 in Jawordw, which
carried distinct anti-Habsburg implications'. In exchange for a comprehensive
contribution of 300,000 florins to bolster the Polish army and neutralise domestic
opposition, Jan III committed to pursuing a diplomatic and peaceful resolution to
the disputes with Constantinople. This commitment marked the initial phase of
a broader French strategy concerning the Rzeczpospolita, which encompassed, on
one hand, a Polish claim to Silesia—a territory embroiled in contention with the
Habsburg Empire—and, on the other, support for the Hungarian rebels (kuruc),
who were engaged in active resistance against Leopold I, and crucially, an obligation
for Sobieski to refrain from entering any league or alliance with Vienna'®. Through
this strategic combination of diplomatic and military manoeuvres, Louis XIV
sought to establish an eastern front against the Habsburgs, intended to complement
the ongoing military conflicts along the Rhine border.

Upon the arrival of news regarding the Truce of Zérawno in Rome, a recent transition
at the papal throne had occurred. The death of Clement X Altieri' on July 22, 1676,
was succeeded by the unanimous election of Cardinal Benedetto Odescalchi on
September 21, who assumed the papal name Innocent XI?°. Renowned for his austere
morals and unwavering integrity, the new pontiff was also among the most staunch
adversaries of Ottoman expansionism. During the pontificate of his predecessor,
Innocent XI had already manifested this orientation, significantly contributing to

15 French Ambassador to the Sultan from 1670 to 1679. Repertorium der
diplomatischen Vertreter aller Linder seit dem Westfilischen Frieden (1648),
vol.1: 1648-1715, ed. Ludwig Bittner (Berlin: Oldenburg, 1936), 243.

16 On his embassy [1679-1685], see the entire correspondence exchanged with the
court of Louis XIV. Guilleragues. Correspondance, 2 voll., eds. Frédéric Deloftre,
Jacques Rougeot (Paris-Geneve: Librairie Droz, 1976).

17 On Warsaw’s pro-French policy, which served France’s purpose against the
Habsburgs, see Gaetano Platania, “Alcuni significativi episodi dei rapporti
francopolacchi nel Seicento”, in Gli archivi della Santa Sede e la storia di Francia,
eds. Giovanni Pizzorusso, et al. O. Poncet e M. Sanfilippo (Viterbo: Sette Citta)
2006, 137-60. On the context of the Jawarow agreement (1675), Boccolini, Un
lucchese, 111-35.

18 Gaetano Platania, “Diplomazia e guerra turca nel XVII secolo. La politica
diplomatica polacca e la “lunga guerra turca” (1673-1683)”, in I Turchi, il
Mediterraneo e I’Europa, ed. Giovanna Motta (Milano: Franco Angeli 1998),

242-68.
19 See, Luciano Osbat, “Clemente X, Altieri”, in DBI, vol. 26 (1982), 293-02.
20 On the complex figure of Innocent XI, see the collective volume Innocenzo XI

Odescalchi. Papa, politico, committente, eds. Richard Bosel, Antonio Menniti
Ippolito, et al. (Roma: Viella 2014), and cited bibliography.
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the financial assistance provided to Poland in its conflict against the Ottomans?'.
This stance engendered notable animosity within Ottoman circles, as evidenced by a
1682 report from the Venetian bailo Pietro Civran to the Senate, which underscored
the trepidation elicited by a pontiff perceived as capable of orchestrating a coalition
among Christian princes, widely considered the most formidable deterrent against
the infidels*.

The accession of Innocent XI to the papal throne occurred within a complex
geopolitical landscape characterised by escalating tensions. On a broader European
scale, unresolved rivalries between France and the Holy Roman Empire foreshadowed
the likelihood of a generalised conflict. Meanwhile, in the Central-Eastern quadrant,
the agreement forged by King Sobieski with the Sultan arguably indicated an even
more violent phase of warfare along the borders of Christendom. This eventuality
rapidly materialised following the death of Grand Vizier Fazil Ahmed Koépriilii on
November 3, 1676. His successor, Kara Mustafa, demonstrated his intent to focus the
Ottoman military offensive on the Hungarian front, perceiving the Kurucs’ entreaty
for protection from Constantinople against Leopold I as the most immediate avenue
for reinvigorating Ottoman presence in the heart of Europe.

The political landscape of Central Europe became increasingly intricate. Reports
from Warsaw by the apostolic nuncio Francesco Martelli indicated an imminent
breakdown in military operations in Hungary*. This concern was soon validated
by correspondence from Pressburg (Bratislava). The Archbishop of Esztergom
and Primate of Hungary, in a letter to the Pope, expressed profound apprehension
about the threats facing the Magyar territories. Aware of the dynamics inherent in
Ottoman military strategy, the prelate noted that “the Turk never allows his armies
to remain idle™*, predicting that, once peace was achieved, attention would soon
pivot towards Gy6r (Javarino).

The fall of Gy6r would not only risk the stability of the Kingdom of Hungary but
also pose a significant threat to Habsburg Austria. In this fraught context, Innocent
XI was compelled to navigate multiple tiers of European diplomacy concurrently. In
accordance with one of the capitulations sworn before his election, which obligated
him to “propagate and preserve the Catholic faith” and to “procure peace among the

21 In the context of the financial contributions collected within the Sacred College
under Pope Clement X for the war against the Turks, Cardinal Benedetto
Odescalchi stands out as the primary donor (13,733.55 scudi). For a detailed
account of the remittances from the Holy See during the years 1672-1676, refer to
ASR, Fondo Camerale II, Decime, b. 2, Denari che sono stati rimessi in Polonia
per aiuto di quella Corte contro I’Armi Ottomane [...] dalla Santita di Nostro
Signore Papa Clemente X, ff. n.n

22 Relazioni di Ambasciatori Veneti al Senato, vol. XIII: Costantinopoli, ed. Luigi
Firpo (Torino: Bottega d’Erasmo 1984), 270.

23 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 93, F. Martelli to P.P. Altieri, Krakow 28 III 1676, f.
175L.

24 “il Turco, non permette mai, che gl’eserciti suoi restano oziosi”, AAV, Lettere di

Vescovi, vol. 60, G. Szelepcheny to A. Cybo, [Posonia] 23 III 1677, f. 81r.
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Princes™, the new pontiff promptly endeavoured to identify effective solutions to the
continent’s pressing challenges. Following a well-articulated strategy and ensuring
a steady flow of intelligence with the nuncio in Vienna, Francesco Buonvisi*, Pope
Odescalchi, prioritised achieving a general peace between Leopold I and Louis
XIV. This objective represented a foundational prerequisite for the realisation of the
Pope’s overarching project of constructing a league of Christian princes “to form a
single army corps™* capable of consolidating its forces against the Ottoman Empire.
To this end, Innocent XI dispatched a series of letters and papal briefs to principal
Catholic sovereigns and princes, urging them to foster the restoration of general
harmony.

However, constructing this diplomatic framework proved exceptionally challenging.
The initial Roman designation of Bishop Fabio Guinigi as a papal mediator between
France and the Empire was swiftly rejected by Louis XIV. He was succeeded by
Francesco Bevilacqua, formerly an extraordinary nuncio to the Emperor and
later appointed as the Holy See’s plenipotentiary to attend the forthcoming peace
congress, to be held in Nijmegen. The commencement of negotiations was promptly
communicated to major European chancelleries, with particular emphasis on the
court of Warsaw, where Rome instructed Martelli to inform Jan III of the papacy’s
intent to “put an end to the calamities of Christianity by restoring harmony among
the Catholic crowns”, thereby facilitating a unified response against the common
enemy.

The pontiff hoped that Sobieski, reassured by the papacy’s steadfast commitment
to fostering unity among Christian princes against the Turks, would reconsider his
diplomatic overtures toward Constantinople initiated by the Treaty of Zdérawno.
However, the negotiations were marked by significant complexities and numerous

25 “propagare e conservare la fede cattolica, [e a] procurare la pace fra i Prencipi”.
The points of the capitulation were transcribed by Carlo Cartari, a Roman
diarist, in his diary. ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 86, ff. 94v-5r.

26 Already during Clement X’s papacy, Buonvisi recognised the intrinsic
connection between the Turkish issue in the East and the continental conflict
between France and the Empire. He understood that Leopold, preoccupied with
engagements against the French and the Swedes, could not effectively deploy his
forces across multiple fronts. Thus, establishing continental peace was crucial
for a unified response to the Turkish threat. ASL, Archivio Buonvisi, I1/11, n. 83,
F. Buonvisi to P.P. Altieri, Vienna 27 may 1676.

27 “per formar un solo corpo d’armata”. The quote is taken from the Memorials
that the Capuchin friar Paul de Lagny sent to Innocent XI upon his return to
Europe after years of residence in Constantinople. De Lagny argued for a general
league of Christian princes and sovereigns to defeat the Ottoman Empire. BAV,
Vat. Lat. 6926, Memoriali di fra’ Paolo da Lagni, f. 37v. See, Gaetano Platania,
Mamma li turchi! la politica pontificia e I’idea di una crociata moderna (Viterbo:
Sette Citta 2010).

28 “la Santita Sua [intendeva] impor fine alle calamita del Cristianesimo colla
reintegrazione della Concordia tra le corone cattoliche, e per rivolgerne poi le
forze [...] contro il comun nemico”, AAV, Segreteria Stato. Polonia, vol. 183A, A.
Cybo to F. Martelli, Rome 12 XII 1676, {. 13r.
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unresolved historical grievances. A particularly obstructive element was Louis
XIV’s deliberate strategy of delay, aimed at exhausting the imperial delegation and
prompting the congress to abandon talks. This fact was exemplified by France’s
demands for support of Spanish territorial claims in the Netherlands and for the
release of Wilhelm Egon von Fiirstenberg, who had been detained in Cologne in
1674 for his pro-French affiliations and was perceived as a staunch adversary of
Leopold I. Amid intense political tensions, Innocent XI’s tenacity proved pivotal
in steering the negotiations toward a favourable outcome. By 1678, the pontiff not
only called for the publication of an indulgence to address the “present needs”
for peace and defense against the Turks but also earnestly urged the sovereigns
of Spain, France, and the Empire to achieve a general pacification expeditiously,
emphasising that such an accord was indispensable for coordinated action against
the increasingly pressing Ottoman threat at the borders of Christendom.

Following an extended and challenging series of negotiations, the Holy See’s
efforts ultimately yielded significant diplomatic achievements. These negotiations
culminated in a series of treaties: first, the peace accord between France and the
United Provinces, signed on September 10, 1678; followed by an agreement between
Paris and Madrid on September 17 of the same year; and concluding with the peace
treaty between Louis XIV of France and Leopold I of the Holy Roman Empire,
signed on February 5, 1679, in Nijmegen. This last agreement was accompanied
by a concurrent understanding between Vienna and Sweden, further consolidating
France’s traditional alliances™.

The successful conclusion of these treaties was met with considerable approval in
Rome, particularly by Pope Innocent XI, who received the news from a courier
dispatched by Bishop Bevilacqua detailing the peace arrangements between the
Emperor and the King of France, thereby establishing peace among the principal
Catholic monarchs of Europe. In light of these developments, the pontiff expressed
his congratulations to both sovereigns®', recognising them as the principal architects
of European pacification. Subsequently, he shifted his focus to organising a more
effective defence of Christendom, which was increasingly threatened by external

29 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 87, f. 32r. Annotation dated May 27,
1678. The pontiff would have proclaimed another extraordinary jubilee (bull
of indiction: In suprema. Iubileum Universale ad implorandam divinam opem
contra Turca) on August 11, 1683, when the Turks had already besieged Vienna.
Gaetano Platania, “Lassedio di Vienna del 1683 e il giubileo straordinario del
beato Innocenzo XI Odescalchi”, in I giubilei straordinari in eta moderna (X VII-
XVIII), ed. Francesca De Caprio (Viterbo: Sette Citta 2016), 93-132.

30 On the Peace of Nijmegen see The Peace of Nijmegen/La Paix de Nimegue 1676
1678/1679, ed. Hans Bots (Amsterdam: Holland Universiteits Pers 1980).

31 Innocent XI wrote to Louis XIV on March 15, 1679, and to Leopold on the 18th.
The letters are cited in Augustin Theiner, Monuments Historique de Russie relatif
aux régnes d’Alexis Michaelowitch, [...] (Rome: Vaticane 1859), 159-60. The letter
sent by the French king in response to the pontift assured Rome of his commitment
to the common enterprise against the Ottomans. Subsequent events would later prove
the opposite, with Louis XIV’s total withdrawal from the Eastern Front. AAV, Lettere
de Principi, vol. 110, Louis XIV to Innocent XI, Saint Germain 18 IV 1679, f. 87r.
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forces, especially in the Kingdoms of Poland and Hungary®. In response to the
pope’s appeals for support, both the Emperor and the King of France promptly
assured their backing. However, while tangible contributions were forthcoming
from Vienna, the court of Versailles appeared to lack the operational initiatives
necessary for transforming the expressed unity of Christianity into a coordinated
military campaign against the encroaching Ottoman Empire. This lack of initiative
underscored the complexities and challenges inherent in fostering a unified
Christian front in the face of external threats.

BEHIND THE GRODNO SEJM

Once the continent had achieved a state of relative peace, the Holy See was positioned
to pursue more decisively the establishment of a coalition of Christian princes to
counter Ottoman dominance. In this context, Pope Innocent XI mobilised the
entire papal diplomatic corps operating in the principal European capitals, with
particular emphasis on the nuncios in Warsaw and Vienna, Francesco Martelli
and Francesco Buonvisi*. These nuncios were repeatedly tasked with coordinating
their respective diplomatic engagements to foster a climate of “good friendship
and correspondence™* among the major neighbouring powers. It was evident in
Rome that a decisive challenge to the formation of a unified Christian military
coalition stemmed from the enduring mutual distrust between Emperor Leopold
I and King Jan Sobieski of Poland. In accordance with the commitments made at
Jaworéw in 1675 to the French representatives, the Polish monarchy continued to
provide support to the Hungarian rebels (kuruc), facilitating the supply of troops
and armaments through the efforts of Prince Hieronim Augustyn Lubomirski
(ca. 1647-1706). This activity was characterised by papal sources as that of “an
accomplice in the levies of soldiers gathered in this Kingdom, and sent to Hungary
to aid the Emperor’s rebels”. The Holy See consistently criticised this conduct via
the nuncio in Warsaw’®, as its continuation posed a dual threat: it risked further
entrenching Leopold I is opposition, who had already dispatched a representative
to the Polish court to formally address grievances concerning the aid provided to

32 Lettera in cifra del Cardinal Cybo al Buonvisi in data de’ 25 Febbrajo 1679, in
Tommaso Trenta, Memorie per servire alla storia politica del cardinale Francesco
Buonvisi patrizio lucchese, t. I (Lucca: Bertini 1818), 368-69.

33 See, in general, Alessandro Boccolini, Roma, Varsavia e il pericolo turco nel
contesto della diplomazia europea (1679-1684) (Roma: Istituto Nazionale di Studi
Romani 2022), and cited bibliography.

34 “uniti in buon amicizia, e corrispondenza”, AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 1834,
A. Cybo to F. Martelli, Rome 21 V 1678, £. 147v.

35 “complice nelle leve de’ Soldati radunati in questo Regno, e trasmessi in Ungheria
in aiuto de’ Ribelli dell'Tmperatore”, AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 96, Avviso,
Jarostaw 5 X 1678, f. 521r.

36 Martelli, on the orders of Innocent XI, had written expressly to Sobieski to urge
him to withdraw the irregular Polish troops from Hungary. AAV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 96, F. Martelli to Jan III Sobieski, Warsaw 3111678, f. 59r.
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the Hungarian insurgents”; additionally, it risked the delicate negotiations aimed at
renewing the 1664 Truce of Vasvar with the Ottoman Empire.

Simultaneously, the Roman Curia was cautiously assessing Muscovy’s potential
as a decisive actor in the anti-Ottoman campaign. As the Nijmegen negotiations
approached conclusion, reports surfaced about Tsar Fyodor Alexeevich Romanov,
who had ascended the throne in 1676, during an initial period marked by political
uncertainty due to his youth and health issues®®. The Tsar reportedly expressed a
desire to engage in military action against the Ottoman Empire to gain control of
parts of Ukraine. Nuncio Martelli indicated that discussions between Warsaw and
Moscow were imminent and focused on resolving territorial disputes stemming
from the 1667 Treaty of Andruszéw™. In this framework, he posited that once the
Ukrainian border issues were finally adjudicated, Muscovy could be incentivised to
participate in a coordinated effort against the Ottomans.

In a confidential communication dispatched to Rome at the end of 1676, Martelli,
anticipating the convening of the Polish Diet and the impending arrival of Muscovite
ambassadors in Warsaw™, advocated for the promotion of collaboration among the
Christian entities directly bordering the Ottoman Empire—the Habsburg Empire,
Poland, and Muscovy—with an eye toward a joint military initiative.

One of the most important issues to be discussed at the upcoming Diet is the
peace negotiations or the extension of the Truce with the Muscovites, which
is a primary concern for Lithuania. The Grand Chancellor, given his role and
authority in the Grand Duchy, will play a significant part in these negotiations.
Additionally, since the current Truce requires mediation by foreign princes due
to unsuccessful previous treaties between the Poles and the Muscovites, there has
been discussion about whether the King and the Diet should appoint the Grand
Chancellor as mediator. It is reasonable to believe that His Majesty the Emperor
could help establish harmony between these two nations, especially given their
shared concerns about the Turks who border their states*'.

37 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 96, Avviso, Warsaw 28 1 1678, f. 6or.

38 The father Aleksej Michailovi¢ Romanov [1629-1676] died in February 1676.
A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 93, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Krakow 4 IV 1676, f.
190V.

39 The treaty (January 3o-February 9, 1667) ended the war between Muscovy

and the Rzeczpospolita that began in 1654. It established the Dnieper as the
border, excluding Kyiv, which was temporarily ceded to the tsar for two years.
The agreement included a joint defence against the Ottomans. Poland did not
respect the treaty, but it was reaffirmed in 1686 with the Eternal Peace, officially
making the Dnieper the border and permanently ceding Kyiv to Moscow
for 146,000 rubles. See, Zbigniew Wojcik, Traktat Andruszowski 1667 roku
i jego geneza (Warszawa: Panstwowe Wydawn. Naukow, 1959); Carl Bickford
O’Brien, Muscovy and the Ukraine from the Pereiaslav Agreement to the Truce of
Andrusovo, 1654-1667 (Berkeley: University Press, 1963).

40 Martelli had already pointed out this possibility some time ago. AAV. Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 93, F. Martelli to P.P. Altieri, Krakow 7 III 1676, f. 140v.

41 “Traglialtriaffari pit importanti si deve trattare nella prossima Dieta della Pace,
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This proposal garnered notable interest within the Curia, which harboured hopes
that “the Diet and the King himself would appoint His Majesty the Emperor as
mediator to reconcile the differences with Poland and Muscovy”, ultimately aspiring
to forge a league for “common defence against the Ottoman power™*.

This strategy received the approval of the new Secretary of State, Cardinal Alderano
Cybo*, who, as early as March 1677, conveyed to the nuncio in Poland Pope

Innocent XT’s reaffirmed intentions regarding Muscovy.

The league mentioned by Your Most Illustrious Lordship, which includes the
Emperor, the King of Poland, and the Grand Duke of Muscovy, united against the
Turk, their common enemy, has prompted His Holiness to consider establishing
trade with the Muscovites. This would involve addressing the grievances they
expressed during the previous Pontificate®.

The statements made by Cardinal Cybo subtly referenced the unsuccessful
diplomatic endeavour undertaken during the papacy of Clement X Altieri in
1673. This initiative, which emerged in response to the Ottoman incursion into
the Rzeczpospolita and aimed to form a Christian coalition, notably included
the reception of the Scottish baron Paul Menzies de Pitfodels (Paolo Menesio)*
as a Muscovite representative at the Vatican. However, this effort was thwarted

o della prolongatione della Tregua colli Moscoviti, il che preme principalmente
alla Lituania confinante con essi; et il Gran Cancelliere per ragione della sua
carica, e per l'autorita che ha in quel Gran Ducato havra grandissima parte in
questa negotiatione. E perché secondo i Capitoli della presente Tregua, si deve
hora ricorrere alla mediazione de’ i Principi forastieri dopo i trattati fatti in vano
per il passato tra li Commisarij di Polonia e di Moscovia, parlandosi col Gran
Cancelliere di questa materia hebbe motivo d’insinuarli di fare riflessione se
per coltivare la bramata confidenza coll’imperatore fosse stato bene che il Re
e la Dieta lo nominassero per mediatore, dovendosi ragionevolmente credere
che a Sua Maesta Cesarea fusse per premere la concordia tra questa due nationi
per andar anch’essa unita con loro, attesa la gelosia che tutti devono havere de
Turchi confinanti colli loro stati”, AAV. Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 94, F. Martelli
to A. Cybo, Warsaw 20 XII 1676, ff. 79v-8or.

42 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 183A, A. Cybo to F. Martelli, Rome 30 I 1677, f. 3r.

43 On Alderano Cybo [1612-1700], Enrico Stumpo, “Cibo [or Cybo], Alderano”,
in DBI, vol. 25 (1981), 227-32. The Secretary of State had immediately approved
the perspective suggested by the nuncio Martelli, AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol.
183A, A. Cybo to F. Martelli, Rome 30 11677, {. 3r.

44 “La lega che Vostra Signoria Illustrissima accenno potersi trattar fra
I'imperatore, il Re di Polonia, et il Gran Duca di Moscovia per difendersi contro
il Turco comun nemico, ha dato motivo a Sua Santita di riflettere che sarebbe
forse espediente d’habilitarsi ad haver commercio co i Moscoviti, con purgar
I'amarezza, ch’essi dichiararono d’haver provata nel Pontificato passato”, AAV,
Segr. di Stato, Polonia, vol. 183A, A. Cybo to F. Martelli, Rome 6 I1I 1677, f. 30r.

45 On the diplomatic mission conducted by Paul Menzies in Rome in 1673, see
Gaetano Platania, “Diplomatici Moscoviti a Roma (1673), in Sentieri Ripresi:
studi in onore di Nadia Boccara, ed. Id (Viterbo: Sette Citta 2013), 299-321.
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by the papal refusal to acknowledge the title of “tsar” as insisted upon by Alexei
Mikhailovich*, a prerequisite for military alignment, thereby inhibiting Muscovy’s
involvement in the proposed alliance®.

In light of this historical context, Cardinal Cybo elucidated to Nuncio Martelli Pope
Innocent XI's stance on Muscovite affairs. In a confidential communication dated
10 April 1677, the Secretary of State revisited the historical precedents governing
the relations between Rome and Moscow under the papacies of Gregory XIII** and
Clement X. He articulated the Pope’s readiness to officially recognise the Grand
Duke’s title as Tsar, thereby alleviating a significant obstacle that had previously
hampered the establishment of an effective political and military coalition aimed at
countering Ottoman expansion.

By now, Your Lordship will have received my letter in which I conveyed Our
Lord's desire to reopen negotiations with the Grand Duke of Muscovy. These
negotiations were previously terminated during the last Pontificate when he
was denied the title of Czar. With intentions similar to those of Grand Duke
John, who sought the intercession of Gregory XIII for peace between himself
and Stefan Bathory—and successfully obtained it—the Grand Duke has sent a
Scottish gentleman to propose the introduction of commerce between Clement X
and his master. His Beatitude believes that to foster a positive disposition in that
Prince, it will suffice to indicate that His Holiness never approved of Clement X's
rejection of the Czar title. Therefore, he can expect not just this title but also other
demonstrations of love and esteem from Our Lord®.

46

47
48

49

A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. Add. 13, A. Cybo to F. Martelli, n.d., ff. n.n. This
correspondence from the Secretariat of State conveys the pope’s intention
to acknowledge the title of tsar for the Grand Duke of Muscovy. It outlines
diplomatic exchanges between Rome and Moscow from the era of Gregory XIII
to the unsuccessful negotiations under Clement X’s pontificate.

A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 183A, A. Cybo to F. Martelli, Rome 6 III 1677.

Gregory XIII's pontificate is also associated with efforts to forge diplomatic
relations between Rome and Moscow, particularly through the endeavours
of Jesuit Antonio Possevino. This initiative, situated within the context of
the Polish-Muscovite War and the Holy See’s pursuit of peace, ultimately
proved unsuccessful. Following the Peace of Jam Zapolski in 1582, diplomatic
contact between Rome and Moscow ceased. Extensive scholarship addresses
Possevino’s mission to Muscovy. See: Domenico Caccamo, “La diplomazia
della Controriforma e la crociata: dai piani del Possevino alla “lunga guerra” di
Clemente VIII”, Archivio Storico Italiano, vol. 128/ 2 (1970): 255-81.

“A questora avra Vostra Signoria ricevuta la mia lettera dove le significai il
desiderio di Nostro Signore di riaprir la porta al commercio col Gran Duca di
Moscovia chiusa nel Pontificato passato col negargli il titolo di Czar; mentre
con intenzione simile a quella del Gran Duca Giovanni che pregod Gregorio XIII
d’interporsi per la pace tra lui e Stefano Battori, e lottenne, avea inviato qua un
Gentilhuomo scozzese a proporre I'introduzione del Commercio tra Clemente
X e il suo signore. [...]. Considera Sua Beatitudine che [...] bastera per insinuare
a quel Principe la buona disposizione [...] accennargli insieme non aver mai
Sua Santita approvata la ripulsa che si diede da Ministri di Clemente X al titolo
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Despite the concerted efforts of Pope Innocent XI, particularly through the mission
entrusted to the Jesuit Juraj Krizani¢—a scholar educated at the Greek College of
Saint Athanasius in Rome and previously engaged in missions to Muscovy—the
pontift ultimately came to terms with the impracticability of securing Moscow’s
involvement in a unified front against Constantinople. The ideological and
theological divisions that began with the Great Schism of 1054 had progressively
entrenched themselves, further exacerbated by Moscow’s elevation to patriarchate
in 1589. These divisions had become deeply rooted in the political and religious
culture of the era, rendering meaningful and lasting dialogue between the Latin and
Orthodox worlds nearly unattainable.

Compounding this was the failure of negotiations between the Polish-Lithuanian
Commonwealth and Muscovy concerning the implementation and revision of the
Treaty of Andruszow, which contributed to a gradual recalibration of Muscovite
policy towards a disengagement from the Ottoman question®. This shift ultimately
culminated in the Sultan’s signing of the Peace of Bakhchysaray in 1681°'.

As the potential for Muscovite military assistance diminished, the Holy See was
compelled to redirect its diplomatic efforts to fostering a closer, more structured
alliance between the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and the Habsburg Empire.
This pivot became increasingly urgent amid growing disinterest among other
European powers in the Ottoman issue, driven by domestic political challenges
or divergent strategic priorities. While France covertly sought to manipulate the
Ottoman offensive against Leopold I in Hungary, Spain and Portugal grappled with
intricate internal difficulties. Venice, having recently emerged from the prolonged
and arduous war of Candia against the Ottomans, adopted a policy of non-
belligerence, remaining vigilant and poised to respond to future developments. In
this complex geopolitical context, the Holy See found it imperative to prioritise the
establishment of a coalition between Vienna and Warsaw. It was the fervent hope of
Nuncio Martelli that “God wills that all mistrust between these two courts will finally
vanish™. Such a bilateral convergence was emerging as the sole viable foundation
for a concerted and effective response to the intensifying Ottoman pressure on the
borders of Christendom.

%%

The crucial Sejm meeting in Grodno [Hrodna, Belarus], convened between 1679 and
1680, marked a significant turning point in the foreign policy of the Rzeczpospolita,

di Czar: che percio puo egli aspettarsi da nostro Signore non solamente questo
titolo ma ogn’altra dimostrazione d’amore e di stima molto singolare”, AAV,
Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 94, A. Cybo to F. Martelli, Rome 10 IV 1677, ff. 4v-5r.

50 As early as 1679, the nuncio Martelli warned Rome of the cautious position
adopted by Moscow towards the Turks. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 97, F.
Martelli to A. Cybo, Warsaw 10 IV 1679, f. 266v.

51 Carl Bickford O’Brien, “Russiaand Turkey, 1677-1681: The Treaty of Bakhchisarai”,
The Russian Review, 12/4 (1953): 259-68.

52 “se Dio vorra che si dileguino una volta affatto tutte le diffidenze tra queste due
corti”, AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 96, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Jarostav 31 VIII
1678, f. 436r.
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as it formally declared itself “at war with the Turks™ and initiated a strategic
rapprochement with the Habsburg imperial court. This shift was accompanied by
an increasingly marked distancing from the previously favoured French diplomatic
sphere. The transformation in Polish foreign policy, which had been aligned mainly
with Louis XIV’s Eastern ambitions and anti-Habsburg strategies as articulated in
the 1675 Jaworéw Accords, can be attributed to a confluence of factors.

Historians have highlighted the considerable influence of Maria Kazimiera Sobieska
(1641-1716), the consort of King Jan III, a Frenchwoman whose disillusionment
with King Louis XIV’s failure to fulfil commitments made in 1675 played a
fundamental role in the deterioration of relations between Warsaw and Paris.
Additionally, a rising internal opposition—initially subdued but gradually more
pronounced—emanated from sectors of the magnate aristocracy, who adhered
to the traditional concept of Poland as an Antemurale Christianitatis. This faction
expressed increasing apprehension regarding the diplomatic overture toward the
Ottoman Empire established by the Peace of Zérawno, which they perceived as
detrimental to the monarchy’s international prestige and its historical role as a
defender of Christianity. The correspondence between the Roman Curia and the
papal nuncio, Francesco Martelli, preceding the convocation of the Diet, illustrates
the intense political tensions enveloping the Sejm’s proceedings. Martelli himself
noted a pronounced “discrepancy of opinions”* among the political elite. The
deliberations were further complicated by numerous unresolved domestic issues,
including the conflict between Hieronim Augustyn Lubomirski, the court marshal
and knight of the Order of Malta, and Dymitr Wisniowiecki, the grand general of
the kingdom, over the contested inheritance of the Duchy of Ostrogh. Additionally,
the claims of the queen’s secretary, Andrzej Chryzostom Zaluski (1650-1711),
regarding the annual allowances owed to the sovereign and the assertions of certain
Ruthenian families concerning properties acquired by the Society of Jesus in
Jarostaw, where a Jesuit college had existed since 1575, further contributed to the
intricate political landscape™.

In this context, Nuncio Martelli’s interventions proved instrumental in advancing
the Holy See’s objectives. Following prolonged unsuccessful attempts to persuade
King Sobieski to engage militarily against the Ottomans, Martelli recognised the
emergence of a political transition and redirected his focus toward Queen Maria
Kazimiera. In a private audience, he articulated that the Republic had demonstrated
greater unity, peace, and loyalty to the King during the war against the Turks. He
simultaneously posited that the prevailing peace had allowed internal suspicions
and tensions to resurface>.

53 The Holy See will be promptly informed of the conclusion of the Diet directly
by Nuncio Martelli. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 97, F. Martelli to A. Cybo,
Hrodna 10 IV 1679, f. 262r.

54 “discrepanza de’ pareri”, AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 97, F. Martelli to A.
Cybo, Warsaw 111679, f. 6r.

55 On the Diet of Grodno, see Platania, Rzeczpospolita, 187-230; Boccolini, Roma,
Varsavia, 63-84.

56 A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 94, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Jarostavig VII1678, f.
180v.
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By casting doubt on the political stability of the kingdom, Martelli endeavoured to
garner the support of influential figures within the senatorial and equestrian orders,
in alignment with directives from Rome to “prepare minds [...] for a generous
deliberation in the Diet itself, to defend the ancient glory and freedom of the
Fatherland” against Ottoman encroachments™.

The proceedings of the Sejm, which commenced on January 28, unfolded
gradually and appeared inconclusive. Factors such as the notable absence of several
deputies, the non-arrival of the Moscow commissioners tasked with discussing
the Andruszow question, and the sovereign’s prioritisation of secondary matters
and internal conflicts among the attendees contributed to the delay in reaching a
decisive resolution. Martelli astutely identified the principal impediment to a swift
culmination of the Diet regarding a declaration of war against the Ottomans, noting
that “the health of this Kingdom depends on sincere union with the Emperor™®.
This objective proved challenging, given Poland’s commitments to France and
the need for broader peace among Christian princes. The nuncio explicitly
acknowledged the connection between the negotiations in Nijmegen between Louis
XIV and Leopold I and the fervent discussions at the Grodno Sejm. It was no mere
coincidence that, amidst the Diet’s first proceedings, he expressed his frustrations
in Rome concerning the lack of substantive progress, which he characterised as a
“wealth of fine words and a paucity of action”. The simultaneous establishment
of a general peace between France and the Holy Roman Empire was crucial to
the eventual outcome. The ratification of treaties confirming Louis XIV’s formal
withdrawal from the Rhine and, consequently, also from the “informal” Hungarian
front, enabled Sobieski to pursue a potential political rapprochement with Vienna.
On April 10, 1679, John III, in conjunction with the Polish Diet, proclaimed their
intention to recommence “the war with the Turks”®. This proclamation culminated
in a unanimous decision to dispatch an extensive network of embassies to the
principal European courts, tasked with assessing their diplomatic stances and laying
the groundwork for a comprehensive crusade against the Ottoman Empire®, in line
with the strategic alliance of Christian princes envisaged by Innocent XI. Cyprian
Pawel Brzostowski (1 1688) was assigned to Muscovy, while Michal Radziwitt
(1635-1680) undertook missions to Vienna and Rome; Piotr Mikotaj Korycinski
(1644-1680) was entrusted with engagements in the courts of Lisbon and Madrid,

57 “dispor glianimidell’Ordine senatorio, et equestre ad una generosa deliberazione
nella Dieta medesima, per difender I’antica gloria, e la liberta della Patria”, AAV,
Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 183A, A. Cybo to F. Martelli, Rome 15 X 1678, f. 197r.

58 “chelasalutediquesto Regno dipende dallasinceraunione coll Imperatore”,
A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 94, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, [Regon] 23 IX 1677, £.
140r.

59 “con larghezza di buone parole, e scarsezza nei fatti”, AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia,
vol. 94, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Hrodno 27 I111679, f. 205r.

60 A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 97, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Hrodno 10 IV 1679, f.
226r.

61 A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 97, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Hrodno 29 IV 1679, f.

279T.
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and Grand Treasurer Jan Andrzej Morsztyn represented the kingdom in London,
the United Provinces, and Versailles. These principal embassies were complemented
by missions to lesser-known courts, such as the Duke of Cleves of the Radziwill
family’s mission to the Elector of Brandenburg, and Hieronymus Augustyn
Lubomirski’s assignment to Turin®.

The decisions reached in Grodno in April 1679 marked a significant turning point
in the Rzeczpospolita’s foreign policy under Sobieski. The resolution to wage war
against the Ottomans unequivocally aligned Warsaw with the crusade initiative
conceived by Innocent XI since 1676, positioning Poland to converge with Vienna
while simultaneously diverging from France.

Although Rome would have consistently reiterated its commitment to providing
financial backing to bolster the Rzeczpospolita’s military capabilities, the paramount
concern for Jan III Sobieski rested on discerning the responses of the major European
courts to the embassies dispatched from Warsaw. This objective underscored many
discussions between the sovereign and nuncio Francesco Martelli during the
Grodno Diet, re-centring their reflections in the aftermath of the Sejm’s closure,
with the shared conviction that the diplomatic endeavours undertaken would yield
favourable outcomes.

In June, we will know whether the Republic has made the necessary contributions
and whether the treaty with Russia will be finalised. At that time, the Emperor will
have determined whether the peace established with France is likely to be stable.
If so, there should be no issue in moving his forces toward Hungary, and victory
would be more assured if both the Poles and the Russians acted simultaneously.
The King informed me that at the beginning of June, the Duke of Radziwill, his
Extraordinary Ambassador, will be in Vienna. He will then travel to Rome and
negotiate with the Imperial Court at the appropriate time. The King insists that if
the Emperor, Poland, and Muscovy act together, we should not doubt our ability
to achieve victory. They also discussed the support the Most Christian King could
provide if he were to deploy the naval armada reportedly being prepared in the
Mediterranean to besiege the Turks in the Archipelago. Following that, he could
position himself in front of the Dardanelles, creating significant confusion among
the Turks and the city of Constantinople®.

62 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 97, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Hrodno 10 IV 1679, ff.
2661-2671. On the various embassies: Platania, Rzeczpospolita, 187-230; Boccolini,
Roma, Varsavia, 85-128.

63 “[...] nel mese di giugno si vedra se la Repubblica avera stabilite le
contribuzioni necessarie, e se si concludera il Trattato co’ i Moscoviti, che
allora I'Imperatore avra scoperto se la Pace colla Francia potra sperarsi
stabile, nel qual caso non vi sara difficolta a muovere 'armi da quella parte
in Ungheria [...] onde sarebbe poi piu sicura la Vittoria, se unitamente
si muovessero i Polacchi et i Moscoviti. [...] il re mi rispose appunto
verso il principio di giugno sara in Vienna il Signor Duca di Radzwill suo
Ambasciatore Straordinario, il quale dovra poi passare a Roma e che percio
potra negoziare in tempo apportuno alla Corte Cesarea, e che se si muovera
I'Imperatore, la Polonia, e la Moscovia non si deve dubitare una certa, e
spedita Vittoria. Si passo poi a parlare de’ gli aiuti che potrebbe contribuire
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In a relatively short time, the initial hopes and expectations for diplomatic
engagements were significantly dashed®. The missions assigned to Piotr Mikotaj
Korycinski in Lisbon and Madrid, as well as to Michal Kazimierz Radziwilt in
Vienna and Rome, yielded disappointing results. In Korycinski’s case, this was
primarily attributable to the prevailing political and economic challenges faced
by the Iberian monarchies. Similarly, Radziwill’s efforts were undermined by the
ineffectiveness of the diplomatic initiatives undertaken. France, while publicly
voicing reluctance to engage directly against the Ottomans to protect its Levantine
trade interests, was, in reality, intent on safeguarding its anti-Habsburg objectives
and thus ignored King Sobieski’s appeals. The only affirmative response came from
the small Republic of Ragusa, known for its historical antagonism toward Ottoman
authority. Additionally, Muscovy would have opted in 1681 to sign the Peace of
Bakhchysaray with the Sultan, despite prolonged solicitations from both Rome
and Warsaw; this decision effectively precluded Muscovy’s involvement in any
coordinated military efforts against the Ottoman Empire.

Confronted with this disheartening scenario, wherein the ambitions expressed in
Grodno were largely unrealised, Jan III Sobieski found himself constrained in terms
of political manoeuvrability. The new political course initiated by the Diet of 1679-
1680 now threatened to rebound adversely on both the sovereign and the kingdom’s
stability. With the realisation that the unsuccessful embassy led by Jan Andrzej
Morsztyn to the court of Louis XIV had failed, Sobieski was compelled to expedite
the formation of an alliance with the Habsburg Empire, the only power genuinely
invested in countering Ottoman expansionism. Such an alliance, if realised, could
substantially alter the geopolitical dynamics of Central and Eastern Europe. It is
noteworthy that Louis XIV’s confidence in Sobieski increasingly waned, culminating
in its complete dissolution. In response, Paris undertook a strategic reshuftle of
its diplomatic presence in Poland, dispatching Marquis Nicolas-Louis de Vitry®,
known as de I'Hospital, along with Bishop Toussaint de Forbin-Janson to Warsaw,
simultaneously launching a systematic campaign of internal destabilisation aimed
at undermining the Polish sovereign’s anti-Turkish posture. The repercussions of
this strategy became apparent to the newly appointed apostolic nuncio to Poland,
Opizio Pallavicini®.

il Re Christianissimo se si disponesse a valersi dell'armata navale, quale si
sente si prepari nel Mediterraneo, per infestare i Turchi nellArcipelago, e
che se essa si presentasse a Dardanelli metterebbe i Turchi e I'istessa Citta
di Costantinopoli in unestrema costernazione e confusione”, AAV, Segr.
Stato. Polonia, vol. 97, F. Martelli to A. Cybo, Warsaw 15 IV 1679, f. 280r-v.

64 Rome anticipated the potential failure of diplomatic missions sent to Grodno and
across Europe. Cybo, while commending Poland’s decision to resume hostilities
against the Turks, expressed significant reservations about the deployment
of ambassadors to European courts, underscoring the need to form alliances
with the Empire and Muscovy. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 94, A. Cybo to F.
Martelli, Rome 13 V 1678, f. 17r-v.

65 See Zbigniew Wojcik, Jan Sobieski (Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy
1983), 307-13, 410.

66 Already nuncio in Cologne from 1673 to 1680 replacing Buonvisi, he remained
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On the eve of the 1681 Diet, which convened to deliberate on the Rzeczpospolita’s
potential involvement in an anti-Ottoman campaign alongside the Emmpire,
Pallavicini communicated to Francesco Buonvisi in Vienna that the meticulous
efforts exerted by French diplomacy were engendering widespread disorder within
the kingdom, beginning with local Diets, wherein “no mention was made of a
defensive alliance, nor any discussion of waging war against the common enemy”*
This state of disarray was unmistakable at the commencement of the new Diet,
which reconvened in Grodno and was officially inaugurated on January 14, 1681.
Anticipated to be a “Diet memorable for posterity”® due to the significance of
the decisions to be rendered, the assembly exhibited profound divisions from its
inception. Pallavicini quickly discerned the Diet’s inherent fragility, noting that “if
so multitude of disagreements and daily issues did not arise, the Diet could have
been expedited; but, when one [issue] is concluded, another commences™®.

The increasingly pronounced opposition among the pro-French and pro-royal
factions was also exacerbated by the imperial perspective, which even resorted to
orchestrating an assault against the family of Louis XIV’s ambassador”. Additionally,
the influential Lithuanian families of Pac and Sapieha, intensifying tensions within
the Diet’s proceedings, were escalating toward the potential for civil conflict.

In a kingdom that had become politically fragmented, the adeptness of agents
operating under the auspices of the Christianissimo King further contributed to
the disruption. Exploiting the structural vulnerabilities of the Polish institutional
framework, predicated on the principle of unanimous decisions within the Sejm, they
ultimately facilitated the division of the Diet by corrupting the vote of Wtadystaw
Przyjemski (1 1699), the palatine of Kalisz”, thereby thwarting the adoption of a
formal resolution endorsing an alliance with the Empire.

nuncio in Poland from 1680 to 1688. Wojtyska, Acta Nuntiaturae Polonae, t. I,
277-79; Maria Domin-Jacov, Acta Nuntiaturae Polonae, t. XXXIV, voll. 1-9 (1995-
2021).

67 “non fecesi mentione alcuna di lega defensiva, nemeno di muover guerra contro
il nimico comune”, ASL, Archivio Buonvisi, I1I/49, n. 22, O. Pallavicini to F.
Buonvisi, Warsaw 29 XI 1680.

68 “Dieta [che] seria memorabile alla posterita”, AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 98,
O. Pallavicini to A. Cybo, Warsaw 4 XII 1680, . 643v.

69 “se non s’incontrassero molte discordie e questioni particolari, gia si seria al
fine della Dieta, ma queste sorgano ogni giorno, e quando una ¢ finita l’altra
comincia”, ASL, Archivio Buonvisi, II/52, n. 134, O. Pallavicini to F. Buonvisi,
Warsaw 23 IV 1681.

70 The reference is to the ambush against the French ambassador in which one of
his faithful servants lost his life, as attested by several “Avvisi”.A AV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 99, Avviso, Warsaw 5 II 1681, f. 66r.

71 The news spread throughout Europe, reaching Rome by means of an
extraordinary courier sent by the nuncio Pallavicini (A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia,
vol 99, O. Pallavicini to A. Cybo, Warsaw 27 V 1681, f. 3521.); even the personal
secretary of Jan III Sobieski, Tommaso Talenti, had informed the Cardinal
Protector of the Kingdom Carlo Barberini of what had happened. (BAV, Barb.
Lat. 6655, T. Talenti to C. Barberini, Warsaw 28 V1681, ff. 13r-151.).
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After the army's levies and contributions for its maintenance, amounting to
12 million for the year, had been agreed upon, the Diet was expected to close
positively on the Saturday before Pentecost. A certain Prziemshi, the ambassador
of Great Poland and a young man of 25, did not lodge an official protest, and,
declaring that he would not impede the proceedings, left the Senate, promising
to return once the Diet was closed to kiss the king's hand. However, the situation
worsened when Dombroshi disrupted the Diet by protesting its validity. Whispers
calling him a traitor circulated among hundreds in the Senate. Things escalated
for Prziemshi when, on Friday, after withdrawing from the Senate, he found
himself in danger. He was attacked by hundreds of servants who hurled the most
ignominious insults at him, stopped him, and nearly killed him”

In the context of the unfolding political crisis, Jan III Sobieski endeavoured to adhere
to constitutional protocol by urging the Sejm members present to reconvene to
conclude the Diet formally. However, these efforts were met with resistance. During
the night of May 26-27, Dabrowski, an individual closely associated with the Elector
of Brandenburg and with ties to French interests, vehemently opposed the proposal
for a military alliance between Warsaw and Vienna”. His actions culminated in a
crucial veto that compelled the sovereign to dissolve the Diet officially™.

These developments transpired at a particularly precarious moment characterised
by the dissemination of alarming intelligence. Reports confirmed the ratification
of the Treaty of Bakhchisaray between Muscovy and the Ottoman Porte. At the
same time, simultaneous accounts noted significant military preparations by the
Ottomans, orchestrated under Grand Vizier Kara Mustafa”™. According to these
assessments, a substantial Ottoman force was already mobilised along what had
become a crucial southern frontier of Christendom, positioned between Hungary
and Poland”.

72 “Dopo aggiustato il numero da levarsi e le contribuzioni per il mantenimento
dessache dovevano ascendere a 12 milioni per un anno, quando si sperava il
sabato avanti la Pentecoste vederla felicemente terminata, un tal Prziemshi,
ambasciatore della Gran Polonia giovine di 25 anni subornato da glaltri dal
palatino di Posnania o, per meglio dire, corrotto dal denaro se bene non si
protesto, si dichiaro di non impedire lattivita et uscendo di senato promise che
se quel giorno si fosse terminata sarebbe retornato per avere lonore di baciar la
regia mano [...]. Quando il Dombroshi con la protesta d’invalidita ruppe la dieta,
si sentirno in senato sussurri col nome di traditore al medesimo da centinaia
di persone. Ma peggio pero arrivo al Prziemshi, mentre venerdi retiratosi dal
senato e discendendo a basso in castello, fu veduto in pericolo della vita, mentre
centinaia di servitori con parole delle pit ignominiose l'assaltorno, lo fermorno e
quasi lo trucidorno”, BAV, Barb. Lat. 6655, T. Talenti to C. Barberini, Warsaw 28
V 1681, ff. 13r-157.

73 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6655, T. Talenti to C. Barberini, Warsaw 4 VI 1681, ff. 16r-17r.

74 The nuncio informed Rome with a long and detailed letter: AAV, Segr. Stato.
Polonia, vol. 99, O. Pallavicinito Alderano Cybo, Warsaw 27 V 1681, ff. 346r-351r.

75 A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 94, O. Pallavicini to A. Cybo, Warsaw 14 V 1681,
ff. 375r-76v.

76 The Notices of those days reported that part of the Turkish army was already
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CONCLUSION

The alliance between Jan III Sobieski and the Holy Roman Emperor was formalised
at the Diet of April 1683, despite substantial opposition from France. The French
ambassador, de Vitry, undertook measures to undermine the agreement through a
combination of intrigue and financial inducements, predominantly leveraging the
influence of the pro-French faction led by Grand Treasurer Andrzej Morsztyn”. The
resultant accusations, bolstered by intercepted encrypted correspondence, elicited
a vehement response from Sobieski, who publicly condemned French interference
in a letter addressed to King Louis XIV, a document widely disseminated among
European diplomatic circles”. Amid this charged political climate, the mediation
of papal nuncios Buonvisi and Pallavicini emerged as a crucial factor, advocating
a strategy to defer the trial of Morsztyn and prevent an impasse at the Diet. This
papal intervention facilitated Sobieski’s negotiations with the imperial envoy Karl
Ferdinand Waldstein” and, with the procurement of financial guarantees from
Rome, he successfully persuaded the Sejm to grant unanimous approval for the
military alliance between the Empire and the Rzeczpospolita®. This crucial decision,
sanctioned on Easter Eve 1683, unfolded amid circumstances significantly different
from the initial diplomatic intentions of Sobieski and Pope Innocent XI Odescalchi.
On the night of 18 April 1683, the dynamics had profoundly changed since the
Grodno Diet of 1679, and the subsequent persistent internal dissent and opposition
from Paris had given way to an urgent awareness of the impending conflict with the
Infidels. In fact, Vienna was set to face a long and brutal siege by the Ottoman forces
commanded by Kara Mustafa.

marching towards Hungary, part towards Ukraine. AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia,
vol. 99, Avviso, Warsaw 27 V 1681, f. 353r.

77 Vitry had engaged in correspondence with Morzstyn, the Grand Treasurer of
Poland, exchanging compromising messages that suggested the possibility of a
regicide plot. See, Charles Gérin, “Le pape Innocent XI et le siege de Vienne”,
Revue des questions historiques, 39 (1886): 95-147. The affair of the intercepted
letters soon became “public”, so much so that the Roman Carlo Cartari also
wrote the news in his diary. ASR., Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 89, ft. 54v-5r.

78 Platania, Scritti minori, 119-23.

79 Bittner, Repertorium, vol. I, p. 160; Jean Du Hamel de Breuil, Sobieski et sa
politique, vol. II (Paris: E. Leroux 1893) 63-9. The imperial endeavour left Vienna
on 19 December 1682 and arrived in Warsaw on 2 January. BAV, Barb. Lat, 6655,
T. Talenti to C. Barberini, Lviv 2 I 1683, fI. 219r-220r. The Polish resident in
Vienna, Antonio Colletti, informed the Cardinal Protector of the first audience
he had with Jan III, BAV, Barb. Lat, 6670, A. Colletti to C. Barberini, Vienna 1
1111683, f. 130r.

80 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6567, Punti principali della Lega conclusa tra Sua Maesta Cesarea
e la Maesta del Re di Polonia, f. 541r-v; Ib., Sommario della Lega Santa fra Cesare
e la Polonia segnata in Varsavia il 30 marzo 1683. Capitolazioni dell'Imperatore
e Re di Polonia per la Lega, f. 55v. See G.B. Chiarello, Historia degl’avvenimenti
[...] (Venezia: Curti 1688), 30-1; Simpliciano Bizozeri, La Sagra Lega contro la
Potenza Ottomana [...] (Milano: Pandolfo Malatesta 1690), 18.
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ABBREVIATION

AAV: Archivio Apostolico Vaticano.
Segr. Stato: Segreteria di Stato.

ASL: Archivio di Stato di Lucca.

ASR: Archivio di Stato di Roma.

BAV: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.
Barb. Lat.: Barberiniano Latino.

DBI: Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani.
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ABSTRACT: The article reinterprets the liberation of Vienna in 1683 by examining
the interconnected political, diplomatic, and military actions of Jan III Sobieski,
Emperor Leopold I, and Pope Innocent XI. Instead of presenting separate
biographies, it provides an integrated analysis based on published and unpublished
archival sources, particularly from Roman archives. The study emphasises the
Holy See’s crucial mediating role in bridging significant political divisions among
Christian powers and in facilitating a defensive alliance against the Ottoman Empire.
It highlights papal diplomacy, financial support, and the strategic shift in Polish
foreign policy that resulted in the Polish-Imperial alliance of 1683. Additionally,
the article evaluates the limitations of earlier plans for a broader anti-Ottoman
coalition, which transformed into an urgent response to Kara Mustafa’s advancing
forces. Ultimately, the relief of Vienna is portrayed as a pivotal event shaped by
military endeavours, intricate diplomatic negotiations, and papal coordination,
significantly altering the power dynamics in Central and Eastern Europe.
KEYWORDS: Siege of Vienna (1683); Jan III Sobieski; Innocent XI; Papal
diplomacy; Holy League.

E opportuno premettere che il titolo proposto per il presente saggio potrebbe
apparire, per certi aspetti, “banale”, se rapportato alla vastissima produzione
bibliografica — composta da monografie, saggi e articoli — dedicata soprattutto
negli ultimi decenni ai protagonisti oggetto di questa analisi. Disponiamo, infatti, di
una letteratura pit che abbondante sulla figura di Jan III Sobieski!, sull'imperatore
asburgico Leopoldo I? e su papa Innocenzo XI Odescalchi®, non solo in relazione alle

1 Sulla figura del sovrano polacco diverse sono le biografie a disposizione; qui cito
solo la recente ristampa del volume di Zbigniew Wéjcik, Jan III Sobieski 1629-
1696 (Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut Wydawniczy, 1983 — rist. 1994); L’Europa
di Giovanni Sobieski. Cultura, politica, mercatura e societd, a cura di Gaetano Platania
(Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2005).

2 Tra i tanti contributi cito quello di Jean Bérenger, Léopold Ier (1640-1705)
fondateur de la puissance autrichienne (Paris: Puf, 2004).

3 Rinvio alla biografia datata di Giorgio Papasogli, Innocenzo XI [...] (Roma:
Banco di Roma editore, 1956) ma anche alla voce da Ippolito Antonio Menniti,
“Innocenzo XI, beato”, in Enciclopedia dei Papi, III (Roma: Istituto della
Enciclopedia Italiana, 2000); Id., “Innocenzo XI”, in DBI, vol. 62 (2004), 478-95.
Piu di recente cfr. i saggi contenuti in Innocenzo XI Odescalchi. Papa, politico,
committente, a cura di Richard Bésel, Antonio Menniti Ippolito, Andrea Spiriti,
Claudio Strinati e Maria Antonietta Visceglia (Roma: Viella, 2014).
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rispettive vicende politiche e personali, ma anche — e in misura davvero cospicua
— in riferimento all'impresa di Vienna®*. Ripercorrere nuovamente tali esperienze in
modo separato risulterebbe pertanto di scarsa utilita.

Di conseguenza, il presente contributo intende muoversi in direzione opposta,
proponendosi di intrecciare i tre distinti percorsi in un'unica trama interpretativa
che consenta, si auspica, di acquisire ulteriori elementi per una pit profonda
comprensione di un evento di portata epocale, capace di incidere in modo decisivo
sul volto dell’Europa continentale e centro-orientale. Tale obiettivo sara perseguito
attraverso la lettura — o rilettura — di alcuni documenti d’archivio di particolare
rilievo, soprattutto di provenienza romana.

Si tratta, dunque, di un rinnovato tentativo di spiegare come Leopoldo I, Sobieski e la
Santa Sede, nella persona del sommo pontefice Innocenzo XI Odescalchi, riuscirono,
tra enormi difficolta e grazie alla intensa opera di mediazione di quest'ultimo, a
conseguire un risultato di tale portata; e, in particolare, di comprendere in che
modo fu possibile arrestare 'avanzata di Mustafa Merzifonlu, soprannominato Kara
(“il Nero”)?, definito il nuovo “Attila” secondo un avviso manoscritto proveniente
dai territori imperiali che inizio0 a circolare alla fine del mese di luglio del 1683.

E tempo la cristianita aiuti il nostro padrone, altrimenti caderemo sotto il tirannico
giogo de’ barbari che invadono il paese come Attila, né rispettano acque, boschi,
et altri impedimenti. Se si dara il soccorso generale a Vienna, sara la giornata per
tutti noi di vivere o morire e sara memorabile®.

Per comprendere, dunque, la trama che lega le azioni dei tre protagonisti qui presi in
esame e farlo, per quanto possibile, con un apporto interpretativo almeno in parte
innovativo, ¢ necessario prendere le mosse — per quanto concerne la Polonia —
dalla pace di Zurawna del 1676, stipulata tra Jan III Sobieski e il sultano Mehmed
IV. Tale accordo risultdo decisamente favorevole al governo di Costantinopoli e
assai meno alla Rzeczpospolita. In quegli stessi anni, Mehmed IV Avdij’ guardava
con crescente e dichiarata ambizione all'Europa continentale, confidando nella

4 Per avere un quadro pil preciso della ricca bibliografia apparsa in Polonia
soprattutto per il trecentesimo anniversario della liberazione di Vienna
rimando a Bibliografia Historii Polskiej za rok 1963, a cura di Stanistaw Gluszek,
Anna Malcéwna, Ireana Perzanowska, in collaborazione con Waldemara
Bukowskiego (Wroclaw-Warszawa-Krakow-Gdansk-L6dz: Ossolineum editore,
1986); anche il piu volte ristampato Gaetano Platania, Rzeczpospolita Europa e
Santa Sede tra intese ed ostilita (Saggi sulla Polonia del Seicento) (Viterbo: Sette
Citta, 2000).

5 Sulla figura del grande visir ¢ ancora importante la biografia (in polacco) di
Zygmunt Abrahamowicz, Kara Mustafa vor Wien (Geschichte des Silihdars)
(Karkow: Wydawnictwo Literacke, 1973).

6 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6392, Avvisi, Stokerau 22 VII 1683, f. 1r.

7 Cfr. Dariusz Kotodziejczyk, Podole pod panowaniem tureckim. Ejalet kamieniecki
1672-1699 (Warszawa: Polczek, 1994), 83-5; Marek Wagner, Wojna polsko-turecka
1672-1676, t. 2 (Zabrze: Wydawnictwo Inforteditions, 2009), 281-87.
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possibilita di tradurre in realta i propri progetti espansionistici. Tuttavia, quando
lesercito ottomano, guidato dal gran visir e muovendo dall'Ungheria centrale —
territorio da tempo sotto il dominio turco — si diresse verso Vienna, fu l'unita della
Lega Santa a consentire la salvezza della capitale imperiale.

La liberazione di Vienna si configurd0 come uno degli eventi piu rilevanti
dell'Occidente cristiano del XVII secolo, rappresentando l'ultimo e decisivo
tentativo di arrestare 'avanzata ottomana nel cuore dell’Europa. A tale impresa ¢
indissolubilmente legato il nome di Jan III Sobieski, al quale papa Innocenzo XI,
nel congratularsi per la memorabile vittoria, conferi il titolo di Defensor fidei,
attribuendo contestualmente al regno dei cosiddetti Sarmati europei la qualifica di
antemurale Christianitatis.

Benché la figura di Sobieski emerga con forza nella memoria collettiva
contemporanea, non devono essere trascurati quei protagonisti che, in una certa
agiografia “sobiesciana’, sono spesso relegati al ruolo di comprimari. Si pensi, ad
esempio, all'imperatore Leopoldo I d’Asburgo, a Luigi XIV di Francia, a Carlo V
di Lorena — il quale, alla morte di Raimondo Montecuccoli, seppe ricoprire con
notevole competenza la carica di luogotenente generale dellesercito imperiale
— mentre I'ufficio di ministro della guerra rimaneva saldamente nelle mani del
marchese Hermann di Baden.

A tali figure vanno aggiunti Massimiliano II Emanuele di Baviera, Giovanni Giorgio
III di Sassonia, Filippo Guglielmo elettore di Neuburg, Ludovico Guglielmo,
margravio di Baden-Durlach, valoroso generale imperiale, nonché il gia citato Imre
Tokoli, capo dei ribelli ungheresi; Mihdly Apafi, principe di Transilvania, e il suo
ministro Mihaly Teleki; Serban Cantacuzino, voivoda di Valacchia; Gheorghe Duca,
voivoda di Moldavia; Murad Giray, khan dei Tartari; e infine il cappuccino Marco
d’Aviano.

Si tratta di una costellazione di personalita, di diverso rilievo ma indubbiamente
decisive nel segnarela storia dell Europa moderna, al di sopra delle quali campeggiava
allora — come ancora oggi — la figura di papa Innocenzo XI Odescalchi,
instancabile promotore dell'unita di gran parte delle forze cristiane contro I'Impero
ottomano. Al fine di rendere piu efficace la propria politica antiturca, 'Odescalchi si
propose innanzitutto di porre termine al conflitto che opponeva la corte di Francia
all'ITmpero, scontro che favoriva in modo evidente la politica egemonica del sultano
Mehmed IV Avdij nell'area danubiano-balcanica.

In questa prospettiva, il pontefice nomind monsignor Luigi Bevilacqua, patriarca
di Alessandria, nunzio straordinario al congresso di pace di Nimega, affidandogli il
compito di favorire una composizione tra le potenze coinvolte nella guerra d'Olanda.
Con la sottoscrizione dei quattro trattati si procedette a una ridefinizione dei confini
tra Francia, Spagna e Province Unite; sul piano delle relazioni internazionali, tali
accordi segnarono inoltre la nascita della cosiddetta diplomazia multilaterale,
destinata a ispirare le future conferenze di pace. La notizia del raggiungimento
dell'accordo giunse alle stanze di Innocenzo XI venerdi 30 settembre 1679, giorno
dedicato alla festa di san Girolamo, grazie al celebre corriere pontificio Burattino,
alias Giuseppe Miselli, come annotava Carlo Cartari nel suo diario quotidiano:

[...] porto lettere al papa scritta da Nimega da monsignor nunzio Bevilacqua, con
lavviso della pace conclusa tra il Re di Francia, il Re di Spagna e gli Olandesi; e con

213



214

Gaetano Platania EASTERN EUROPEAN HISTORY REVIEW
n. 8/2025

speranza, che dovesse anco seguire con gl'Imperiali, durante tuttavia il termine
delle sei settimane di tregua. Le capitolazioni non si sono anco vedute. Successe
che andando il Signor Duca di Bracciano a far esercizio la detta matina fuori
di Porta del Popolo, incontratosi nel detto bollettino, che giungeva, gli dimando
quali nuove portasse e rispostogli: buone, la pace ¢ conclusa. Il detto Signor Duca
spedi subito uno dei suoi laché a darne parte allAmbasciatore del Re di Francia; si
che l'avviso portato dal corriero del papa giunse prima a notizia dellambasciatore
che dal papa stesso. Dopo desinato, Sua Santita si porto alla Basilica Liberiana a
render le dovute grazie per questa pace®.

Si trattava di una notizia attesa e fortemente auspicata dal pontefice, che poteva
finalmente distogliere la propria attenzione dal conflitto europeo per dedicarsi quasi
esclusivamente alla costruzione di un piti ampio fronte antiturco. Papa Odescalchi
poté cosi volgere lo sguardo non solo ai principi cristiani d’Europa, ma persino
allo shah di Persia e al Gran Mogol, nella speranza di indurre tali lontani sovrani
a partecipare a una lega offensivo-difensiva; senza trascurare, al contempo, un
tentativo — per certi versi audace — di coinvolgere anche lo zar di Moscovia. Tale
progetto si rivelo tuttavia irrealizzabile, poiché la Moscovia attraversava una grave
crisi istituzionale che, alla morte dello zar Fédor, aveva condotto Sof’ja Alekseevna
a reggere il trono in nome dei fratelli Ivan e Pietro, entrambi minorenni, rendendo
il governo piu concentrato sulle questioni interne che sugli equilibri internazionali’.
Il principale ostacolo all'attuazione della politica militare e strategica elaborata dalla
diplomazia pontificia rimaneva, agli occhi dellOdescalchi, Luigi XIV, il quale non
avrebbe mai sostenuto un progetto di crociata promosso dalla Santa Sede, poiché
esso avrebbe inevitabilmente rafforzato la potenza e il prestigio del suo pit1 acerrimo
rivale, Leopoldo d’Asburgo.

Ciononostante, Sobieski, sollecitato anche dalla propria maggioranza interna,
decise — nel sejm convocato a Grodno — di operare un radicale rovesciamento
delle alleanze. Abbandonata la tradizionale inclinazione filofrancese, il sovrano
polacco si oriento verso I'Impero, concludendo un accordo che dapprima ipotizzava
la creazione di una lega offensiva antiturca, poi trasformata in un’alleanza difensiva,
secondo un piano militare che aveva ottenuto lesplicita approvazione di Innocenzo
XI. Nelle intenzioni del pontefice, I'imperatore e il re di Polonia avrebbero dovuto
esercitare una pressione terrestre sul sultano attraverso l'area danubiano-balcanica,
mentre la flotta pontificia — in verita pit simbolica che effettiva — rafforzata dai
contingenti maltesi e spagnoli, avrebbe colpito dal mare i territori ottomani e i resti
dei bastioni attorno alla capitale™.

Per lelaborazione di questo ambizioso progetto, Innocenzo XI fece ampio
ricorso ai suggerimenti contenuti nei memoriali del cappuccino francese Paul de
Lagny, missionario nelle isole dell’arcipelago egeo. Dopo un lungo soggiorno a
Costantinopoli, fra’ Paul invio a Roma, nel corso del 1679, ben quattro memoriali

8 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 87, Roma agosto 1678, f. 59r.
9 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6670, A. Colletti a C. Barberini, Vienna 9 VIII 1682, ff. 7or-1v.
10 Ludwig von Pastor, Storia dei papi dalla fine del Medio Evo [...], vol. XIV-II

(Roma: Desclée, 1914), 34.
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nei quali offriva indicazioni utili alla formazione di una lega antiturca congiunta''.
Dotato di acuta capacita di osservazione, egli intendeva dimostrare come I'Impero
ottomano avesse ormai perduto l'antica grandezza, avviandosi verso una decadenza
irreversibile, conclusione alla quale giungeva attraverso unanalisi approfondita
della politica interna e delle strutture amministrative dello Stato ottomano.

Nella descrizione del mondo turco emergente dai suoi scritti, risulta evidente la
convinzione che gli infedeli fossero ormai isolati dal contesto internazionale e che,
in caso di guerra, non avrebbero potuto contare su alleanze solide. Secondo fra’
Paul, lo shah di Persia attendeva solo loccasione per attaccare Costantinopoli,
mentre Polacchi e Moscoviti erano gia impegnati in conflitti volti a impedire ai
Tartari di prestare soccorso al sultano. Inoltre, pur riconoscendo le qualita militari
degli ottomani, il cappuccino osservava come essi non sapessero “guerreggiare
con disciplina”. Ne conseguiva che, qualora le forze cristiane avessero attaccato
una Costantinopoli ritenuta priva di adeguate difese, gli ottomani avrebbero
probabilmente desistito da ogni ulteriore azione militare.

Il progetto di Paul de Lagny trovava, del resto, precedenti autorevoli, tra i quali
spicca la figura di fra’ Angelo Petricca da Sonnino, missionario in Valacchia,
Moldavia e Transilvania'?, che gia nella prima meta del Seicento aveva individuato
nella Santa Sede 'unica istituzione in grado di porre fine in modo definitivo al
pericolo musulmano in Europa. Per il frate minore conventuale, la leva decisiva
per mobilitare i principi cristiani contro I'infedele restava l'autorita morale del
pontefice — allora Urbano VIII — al quale fece pervenire nel 1640, tramite il
cardinale Antonio Barberini, prefetto della Congregazione de Propaganda Fide, una
dettagliata relazione sul “modo facile despugnare il Turco e discacciarlo dalli molti
regni che possiede in Europa”®’.

badaad

Nonostanteireiterati eaccoratiappellidiInnocenzo XI eil suo costante impegno volto
a favorire 'unione delle forze cristiane, i principi d’Europa rimasero sostanzialmente
inerti di fronte all'invasione delle pianure ungheresi da parte dellesercito ottomano
tra il 1681 e il 1682. Sotto il vessillo del Profeta, come riferiva Pietro Civran, gia
bailo presso la Sublime Porta, le truppe turche avanzarono indisturbate nei territori
cristiani con un contingente stimato in oltre 150.000 uomini'.

La situazione stava rapidamente assumendo contorni allarmanti e sembrava dare
concreta realizzazione a quanto il pontefice andava da tempo preconizzando:
I'Occidente cristiano si trovava in grave pericolo. Né erano bastati, fino a quel

1 BAV, Vat. Lat. 6926, Memoriali di fra’ Paolo da Lagni cappuccino inviati al
pontefice Innocenzo XI, ft. 1-45r.

12 Cfr. Stefania Nanni, “Petricca, Angelo”, in DBI, vol. 82 (2015), 378-79.

13 BAV, Barb. Lat. 5151, Trattato del modo facile d’espugnare il Turco e discacciarlo

dalli molti Regni che possiede in Europa. Composto dal padre Maestro Angelo
Petricca da Sonnino [...], f. 1r-v.

14 Relazioni di Ambasciatori Veneti al Senato, vol. XIIL: Costantinopoli 1590-1793,
“Relazione del Bailo Pietro Civrano 1682”, a cura di Luigi Firpo (Torino: Bottega
d’Erasmo, 1984), 275-76.
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momento, i suggerimenti formulati da fra’ Paul de Lagny nei suoi Memoriali. Il
progetto di una guerra offensivo-difensiva, fortemente sostenuto dal religioso
francese, si sarebbe infatti tradotto, nel 1683, in una spedizione di carattere
esclusivamente difensivo, conlobiettivo prioritario diarrestare l'avanzata dellesercito
degli “infedeli” diretto verso il cuore dellEuropa. A spingere gli Asburgo e la
monarchia polacco-lituana a concludere la tanto sospirata alleanza contribuirono,
tra l'altro, le notizie sempre piu allarmanti provenienti da Costantinopoli, secondo
le quali “li Turchi, approfittandosi de’ loro vantaggi, avrebbero assediata la citta di
Vienna, che da molti anni la riguardano con malocchio™®.

Tali sviluppi ebbero leffetto di frenare il progetto orientale di Luigi XIV. Laccordo
polacco-imperiale faceva infatti definitivamente svanire le speranze francesi di
vedere Imre Tokoli stabilmente insediato sul trono dellAlta Ungheria, evenienza
che avrebbe favorito la nascita di un regno realmente indipendente e allineato
allorientamento politico di Versailles, nonché la creazione di quel secondo fronte
su cui la diplomazia francese aveva a lungo lavorato. Lo stesso Tokoli, resosi conto
della crescente determinazione di Leopoldo I nel ricercare una soluzione agli annosi
conflitti con i ribelli kuruczék — come gia dimostrato dalla convocazione della dieta
di Odenburg nel 1681 — e, al contempo, della mancanza di un sostegno polacco,
si afido apertamente a Kara Mustafa, stringendo unalleanza con il principe di
Transilvania Mihdly Apafi e con il suo ministro Mihaly Teleki. Si trattava di uno
scenario nuovo solo in apparenza, considerato latteggiamento ondivago gia piu
volte manifestato da Tokoli, il quale, alla luce del mutato contesto politico-militare,
si convinse di poter finalmente realizzare le proprie aspirazioni indipendentistiche.
Per garantirsi l'appoggio ottomano, il capo magiaro intensifico I'invio di emissari
al Gran Signore, con lesplicito intento di concludere un nuovo patto di amicizia e
soccorso, sottoscritto il 25 maggio 1683.

Informato delle intenzioni di T6koli, Leopoldo I tentd un’ultima mossa diplomatica,
inviando a Costantinopoli il conte Alberto Caprara con la speranza di convincere
Mehmed IV Avdji a confermare la tregua ventennale stabilita a Vasvar nel 1664.
Anche questo tentativo si riveld vano. Caprara comprese rapidamente la gravita
della situazione quando, dopo aver presentato al Gran Visir le lettere credenziali con
la richiesta di rinnovo dell’accordo, si senti rispondere “che il tempo era breve per
li trattati della pace”, mentre i preparativi militari ottomani procedevano a pieno
ritmo. Mehmed IV Avdji si era ormai lasciato persuadere dal suo Gran Visir che una
guerra contro gli Asburgo avrebbe portato vantaggi decisivi, a partire dalla conquista
definitiva dell'intera Ungheria'’. Tale intenzione apparve ancor piu evidente quando
si diffuse la notizia dellesposizione del fug (la coda di cavallo) nel serraglio, segnale
inequivocabile dell'imminente partenza della corte verso Belgrado.

L'8 ottobre Mehmed IV Avdji lascio solennemente la capitale dell'Impero, “venendo

15 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6618, Succinto racconto dell'assedio di Vienna, £. 47r.

16 Giovanni Benaglia, Relazione del viaggio fatto a Costantinopoli e ritorno in
Germania dell’lllustrissimo Signor Conte Alberto Caprara |[...] (Venezia: Curti,
1685), 125.

17 BCors., 172.H.17/2, Relazione del presente governo ottomano (Venezia: 1684), 74.
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scritto da Costantinopoli essersi irretrattabilmente risoluta la guerra”®, con lesplicita

volonta di marciare fino sotto le mura di Vienna per conquistarla. Al suo fianco si
trovava Kara Mustafa, come riferiva il nunzio Buonvisi al segretario di Stato Cybo in
una lunga e articolata missiva giunta a Roma con notevole ritardo, nel gennaio 1683,
a causa delle difficolta di comunicazione dovute allo stato di emergenza militare e
alla diffusione della peste in ampie zone dell'Ungheria:

[...] su principio dottobre era uscito il Sultano, accompagnato dal Visir, con
lesercito, che deve marciare verso questa parte, e che la prima sera, chialloggiarono
sotto i Padiglioni, una grandissima pioggia allago talmente la campagna, che si
affogarono alcuni uomini, e molti cavalli, con ruina grande del Bagaglio, il che
veniva pigliato dai Turchi per cattivissimo augurio, avvalorato dalle precedenti
contradizioni che aveva fatte il Musti, dicendo che prima del tempo non si doveva
romper la tregua giurata. Nel resto le relazioni che si hanno dell’Esercito sono che
non fosse molto numeroso, e di gente poco buona, ma che avevano intimate tutte
le milizie dell’Asia®.

Aveva cosi inizio il grande confronto con la storia: ogni tentativo di mediazione
risultava ormai impraticabile e Vienna diveniva, per gli ottomani, lobiettivo
strategico da conquistare.

In questo contesto appare evidente come le indicazioni fornite da fra’ Paul de Lagny
a papa Odescalchi attraverso i Memoriali non abbiano prodotto gli effetti sperati.
La guerra offensivo-difensiva da lui auspicata si trasformo, nel 1683, in una risposta
puramente difensiva, volta ad arrestare e successivamente sconfiggere 'armata
ottomana ormai giunta nel cuore dell'Europa. Furono, in realta, le notizie sempre
pit insistenti di un imminente assedio di Vienna a indurre Asburgo e Polacchi a
dare finalmente forma alla tanto agognata alleanza.

Il mutato quadro delle alleanze pose I'imperatore in una posizione estremamente
delicata, tale da costringerlo, suo malgrado, a richiedere I'appoggio di Jan III Sobieski
in funzione antiturca. Le trattative per unalleanza polacco-imperiale ebbero inizio
con l'incarico affidato a Karl Ferdinand von Waldstein, rappresentante di Leopoldo
I a Varsavia, di giungere quanto prima a un accordo con la Rzeczpospolita. Il patto
fu infine concluso il 31 marzo 1683 grazie anche al paziente e apprezzato lavoro del
nunzio pontificio Opizio Pallavicini, il quale — secondo la testimonianza del suo
auditore personale Giacomo Maria da Unda — “parlo prima a ministri regi’, poi
agli imperiali, riuscendo a individuare un punto di equilibrio tra esigenze e richieste
divergenti®, e sollecitando al contempo il contributo finanziario volontario del clero.
A tale pressante richiesta, sostenuta dallo stesso Pallavicini®, risposero in modo

18 A AV, Segr. Stato. Germania, vol. 207, F. Barberini a A. Cybo, Vienna 10 11683, f.
17T.

19 AAV, Segr. Stato. Germania, vol. 207, F. Barberini a A. Cybo, Vienna 10 11683, f.
17V.

20 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 101, G.M. da Unda a A. Cybo, Varsavia 7 IV 1683,
ff. 170r-1777.

21 Cfr. Gaetano Platania, “Santa Sede e sussidi per la guerra contro il turco

nella seconda meta del XVII secolo (Opizio Pallavicini nunzio a Varsavia e la
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non del tutto uniforme diversi esponenti della gerarchia ecclesiastica, tra i quali il
principe Hieronim Lubomirski, abate di Tyniec, che, pur decidendo di elargire le
somme necessarie allo sforzo bellico, chiese a Innocenzo XI di essere dispensato
dall’abito abbaziale e di ottenere l'autorizzazione al matrimonio?®.

Laccordo polacco-imperiale del luglio 1683 prevedeva inoltre I'impegno
dellimperatore a versare un sussidio di 1,2 milioni di zloty, estinguendo cosi i
debiti risalenti alla guerra polacco-svedese, nonché la messa in campo di 60.000
uomini da parte imperiale e di 40.000 da parte polacco-lituana. Per adempiere a tali
obblighi, risultava tuttavia indispensabile reperire le risorse necessarie per la leva e
per il pagamento del soldo.

La conseguenza inevitabile fu I'introduzione di nuove imposte, destinate a colpire
anche i magnati, proposta che incontrd una forte opposizione nel sejm, riluttante
a finanziare 'impresa militare con risorse proprie. Lassemblea si mostro tuttavia
pit disponibile — seppur dopo accese discussioni — a concedere a Sobieski
lautorizzazione a imporre tasse straordinarie a carico dell'intero regno, e non
esclusivamente della nobilta, consentendo cosi di portare lorganico dellesercito
polacco a 36.000 uomini e quello del Gran Ducato di Lituania a 12.000.

Al numero degli effettivi stabiliti in sede assembleare andavano poi aggiunte le
cosiddette armate private, stimate in circa 6.000 unita. Gia nel gennaio 1683,
inoltre, Sobieski aveva consentito agli imperiali di arruolare sul territorio polacco
contingenti destinati a costituire un reggimento di archibugieri, due di dragoni e
quattro di cavalleria pesante; tali truppe passarono, nel giugno dello stesso anno,
sotto il comando diretto di Hieronim Lubomirski, che combatté per due anni al
servizio di Leopoldo d’Asburgo, ricevendo per il mantenimento dellarmata la
somma di 2,3 milioni di ztoty.

Si trattava di forze considerevoli, sufficienti a contrastare le ambizioni egemoniche
del governo di Costantinopoli, il quale, sotto il vigile e abile coordinamento di
Kara Mustafa, aveva gia da tempo concentrato un esercito stimato in circa 200.000
uomini, cui si aggiungevano numerosi addetti ai servizi. Solo per il trasporto
dell’harem del sultano Mehmed IV Avdji erano stati impiegati oltre cento carri, a
testimonianza dell'imponente seguito umano che accompagnava l'armata. Questa
massa di uomini, lasciata Adrianopoli (Iodierna Edirne), si diresse verso il cuore
del continente europeo, inaugurando quella che il mondo contemporaneo percepi
come la prova decisiva per il mondo cristiano di sconfiggere, una volta per tutte, il
nemico infedele”.

Questa era, in definitiva, la misura del pericolo che gravava sull’Europa. Il
raggiungimento di un'intesa, seppur ridimensionata rispetto allambizioso progetto

liberazione di Vienna)”, in Il Buon senso o la Ragione. Miscellanea di studi in
onore di Giovanni Crapulli, a cura di Nadia Boccara e Gaetano Platania (Viterbo:
Sette Citta, 1997), 117.

22 Alessandro Boccolini, “Due papi e due diverse soluzioni di un medesimo
problema”. Il caso di Hieronim Augustyn Lubomirski, Cavaliere di Malta nelle
inedite carte barberianine conservate in Vaticano (1684-1690)”, in CESPoM.
Quaderni: Fatti e Misfatti nell’Europa di Antico Regime, vol. 13, a cura di
Alessandro Boccolini (Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2020), 83-152.

23 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6670, A. Colletti a C. Barberini, Vienna 5 IV 1682, ff. 34-5r.
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inizialmente concepito da papa Innocenzo XI, diveniva ormai un fattore decisivo
e urgente per fronteggiare una minaccia che, da tempo, aveva assunto caratteri
sempre piu dirompenti.

La mancata adesione della Moscovia — dovuta a gravi problemi di gestione interna
del suo impero — il disinteresse pitt 0 meno esplicito della Serenissima Repubblica
di Venezia e di altri potentati cattolici, nonché la scelta francese di una neutralita di
facciata, funzionale a salvaguardare 'immagine di Luigi XIV agli occhi del pontefice,
costrinsero Leopoldo I e Jan IIT Sobieski a seguire i suggerimenti provenienti da
Roma e a limitarsi alla costruzione di una lega di carattere difensivo, ristretta alle
rispettive forze armate.

Forte del mandato ottenuto dal sejm di Grodno, Sobieski raggiunse nel gennaio
1683 un accordo preliminare con gli ambasciatori imperiali Karl Ferdinand von
Waldstein eil barone von Zierowski, riuniti a Jawordw. Tale compromesso necessitava
tuttavia di una rinnovata approvazione da parte di una specifica assemblea, prima
di poter acquisire piena validita. Come da tradizione, i lavori del sejm si rivelarono
estremamente turbolenti: le discussioni si arenarono piu volte, sia per I'incapacita
— talora per la deliberata volonta — di alcuni settori di bloccare il progetto, sia
per le profonde divergenze relative alla ripartizione degli oneri finanziari necessari
allorganizzazione dellesercito, come osservava Talenti in una sua comunicazione
al cardinale Barberini. Il tutto avveniva mentre Imre Tokoli prestava giuramento di
vassallaggio al sultano ottomano.

Ad alimentare i dissensi all'interno dell'assemblea contribui in modo determinante
lazione sotterranea degli ambasciatori francesi Forbin-Janson e Nicolas Marie Vitry
de'Hospital, i quali, su diretto mandato di Luigi XIV, non solo esercitavano pressioni
politiche, ma dispensavano anche ingenti somme di denaro affinché il partito
filofrancese facesse ricorso al liberum veto per impedire la ratifica dell'accordo. A
sostegno di tale manovra intervenne anche Lorenzo Giorgio Krockow, inviato al
sejm da Federico Guglielmo, elettore di Brandeburgo, definito dalle fonti come
“soggetto apertamente contrario al Re e del quale si valsero quelli che vollero
rompere la dieta passata”*.

Per giungere alla ratifica si rese necessario I'intervento diretto del sovrano polacco.
Nella notte di Pasqua del 16 aprile 1683, Sobieski fece irruzione nell'assemblea
denunciando pubblicamente la connivenza del gran tesoriere della Corona, Jan
Andrzej Morsztyn, con la corte di Francia, le manovre destabilizzanti di Vitry volte
a ostacolare l'avvicinamento della Rzeczpospolita allImpero e la corruzione di
numerosi personaggi di alto rango, qualificati senza esitazione come “traditori” del
regno.

Le accuse erano gravi e circostanziate. Il pacchetto di lettere esibito dal sovrano
dimostrava in modo inequivocabile la collusione di Morsztyn con il governo di
Versailles, finalizzata a impedire la conclusione dell’alleanza polacco-imperiale. In
una delle missive pili compromettenti, il tesoriere dichiarava apertamente il proprio
sostegno al re di Francia, impegnandosi a ostacolare con ogni mezzo il progetto di
alleanza. In un ulteriore dispaccio, Vitry suggeriva imprudentemente la necessita

24 AAV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 102, O. Pallavicini a A. Cybo, Varsavia 24 11 1683,
f. 8or. La lettera era in cifra poi decrittata AAV, Segr. Stato. Nunziature Diverse,
ff. 20-2r.
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di predisporre lelezione di un nuovo sovrano, paventando le precarie condizioni di
salute di Sobieski e proponendo, in prospettiva, un candidato legato alla politica del
Re Sole.

Lo sdegno suscitato da tali rivelazioni fu tale da costringere il sovrano a convocare
Morsztyn in aula per chiedergli conto di un comportamento ritenuto gravemente
antinazionale®”. Lintenzione di Sobieski era quella di procedere con decisione,
destituendolo dalla carica e avviando un processo esemplare, cosi da neutralizzare
in un solo colpo lopposizione palese e quella occulta. Come annotava Du Hamel de
Breuil, il tesoriere, comparso davanti ai giudici “pit vivo che morto”, fu messo “en
face de ses lettres” e di quelle dei suoi complici. Tuttavia, per ragioni di opportunita
politica e procedurale, si ritenne necessario rinviare il giudizio a un nuovo sejm,
ritenuto “pitt competente a giudicarlo™.

Questa soluzione apparve la piti razionale, soprattutto quando emerse la disponibilita
dell'accusato a rinunciare alla carica, ritirarsi a vita privata e mettere a disposizione
dell'assemblea “alcuni milioni di fiorini”*, pur di salvare la propria vita e giungere a
un compromesso onorevole. Nonostante cio, il clima rimaneva estremamente teso
e il rischio di un naufragio dell’alleanza appariva concreto. Tra i pit preoccupati vi
era il cardinale nunzio a Vienna, Francesco Buonvisi, che il 12 aprile confidava a
Pallavicini come “mi tiene in timore che non sia finita, mentre sin ora non arrivo
altro corriero che porti il felice discioglimento di essa”.

Per scongiurare un esito negativo della crisi, fu fatto presente al sovrano che l'avvio
immediato di un procedimento giudiziario avrebbe inevitabilmente comportato
un rilevante dispendio di tempo. Unaccusa formale avrebbe infatti dovuto lasciare
spazio a una difesa tra pari, competenza che spettava a un nuovo sejm appositamente
convocato per dirimere una questione tanto delicata. In quella fase, tuttavia, la
priorita assoluta era il raggiungimento dell'intesa per la lega antiturca: ogni altra
iniziativa avrebbe rappresentato un intralcio e avrebbe rischiato di compromettere
unoccasione irripetibile. Non vi era, pertanto, ulteriore tempo da perdere.
Occorreva chiudere rapidamente il negoziato con I'Imperatore, rimandando a un
momento successivo la riapertura del caso Morsztyn e il suo eventuale giudizio con
la necessaria severita.

Anche Opizio Pallavicini si dichiaro favorevole a tale soluzione e, per rafforzarne
attuazione, chiese udienza al sovrano, tentando di attenuarne lindignazione
personale e quella dell'intera corte per I'inaudito comportamento del Gran Tesoriere.
Contestualmente, il nunzio auspicava una rapida chiusura della sessione del sejm,
cosi da giungere quanto prima alla ratifica dell’atteso accordo.

Sollecitato da piu parti, Sobieski decise infine di rinviare il processo a data da
destinarsi e, parallelamente, di allontanare dalla corte il marchese de Vitry,
unanimemente indicato come corresponsabile degli eventi. Privo di protezioni
politiche, 'ambasciatore francese si trovo improvvisamente esposto alle circostanze.

25 ASR, Archivio Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 89, f. 55r.
26 ASR, Archivio Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 89, f. 61r.
27 ASR, Archivio Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 89, f. 61v.
28 ASL, Archivio Buonvisi, I11/19, n. 128, F. Buonvisi a O. Pallavicini, Vienna 12 IV
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Alla notizia della decisione regia, numerosi esponenti della nobilta presero le
distanze da lui; nondimeno, Vitry trovo un sostegno inatteso nel rappresentante
dellelettore di Brandeburgo, Lorenzo Giorgio Krockow. Tale appoggio incoraggio il
marchese a proseguire nella propria azione di intrigo, tentando ancora una volta —
anche a rischio della propria incolumita — di influenzare gli incerti, inducendoli a
rifiutare ogni compromesso mediante elargizioni di denaro e doni.

La persistenza di tale opposizione costituiva per Sobieski un ostacolo rilevante, un
vero e proprio impedimento sul percorso che il sovrano aveva intrapreso “per ridurre
le cose a buon porto, se bene non ¢ del tutto sano e che si trovi incomodato da un
gran catarro’”. Come gia evidenziato, il partito filofrancese rimaneva determinato
a bloccare la ratifica del trattato, rendendo necessario un intervento diretto del re
volto a risolvere in modo deciso e definitivo la questione.

I1 16 aprile 1683, sollecitato anche dal nunzio, Sobieski compi un gesto destinato
a sbloccare l'impasse. Lepisodio, ampiamente studiato dalla storiografia, si
colloca nella notte di Pasqua, poco prima dell'alba, quando il sovrano si presentod
inaspettatamente nella sala del consiglio. La sua apparizione provoco un immediato
silenzio tra i presenti. Con poche, incisive parole, Sobieski esorto i rappresentanti del
sejm ad approvare il trattato di alleanza gia sottoscritto il 31 marzo, richiamandone
I'importanza non solo per la Rzeczpospolita, ma per lintera cristianita. Il suo
intervento, pronunciato con intensa partecipazione emotiva, produsse leffetto
auspicato: nessuna opposizione fu sollevata e la ratifica ebbe luogo. Talenti attribui il
successo esclusivamente alle capacita di mediazione del sovrano e alla sua indiscussa
autorevolezza®.

Lintervento reale ebbe un effetto decisivo sullassemblea. Le parole di Sobieski
riuscirono a scalfire le resistenze della nobilta magnatizia, profondamente
preoccupata per gli elevati costi dell'imminente campagna militare. Tale timore,
ampiamente diffuso tra le grandi famiglie, fu in parte attenuato dall'azione del
nunzio Pallavicini, il quale assicuro la piena disponibilita del pontefice a sostenere
I'impresa non solo con la preghiera, ma anche mediante consistenti aiuti finanziari.
Con il definitivo indebolimento del partito filofrancese e, in particolare, con
I'isolamento di Vitry, la strada verso la lega risultd ormai spianata. Il 18 aprile,
giunta la notizia dell'avvicinamento dellesercito ottomano guidato da Kara Mustafa
alle porte di Vienna, il sejm ratifico, non senza difficolta, 'unione auspicata; il 31
dello stesso mese si procedette infine alla firma formale del trattato.

I contenuto dell'accordo, al netto del preambolo che ribadiva la volonta comune
di combattere I'“infedele” ottomano, pud essere sintetizzato in quattro punti
fondamentali:

1. Leopoldo d’Asburgo e la Rzeczpospolita si impegnavano a schierare un esercito
complessivo di 100.000 uomini, di cui 60.000 imperiali e 40.000 polacco-lituani;
2. ciascun esercito avrebbe operato separatamente, ma in caso di attacco diretto a
Vienna o a Cracovia i contraenti si sarebbero reciprocamente soccorsi;

3. I'Imperatore prometteva un contributo di 200.000 scudi per le spese di

29 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6655, T. Talenti a C. Barberini, Varsavia 7 Iv 1683, f. 257v.
30 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6655, T. Talenti a C. Barberini, Varsavia 21 IV 1683, f. 264v.
31 ASR, Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 89, f. 61v.
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armamento ed equipaggiamento del re di Polonia, somma concessa “a fondo
perduto’;

4. il pontefice metteva a disposizione del sovrano polacco, per dodici mesi, il
ricavato delle decime ecclesiastiche della penisola, fissato in 300.000 scudi.

II trattato stabiliva inoltre che le parti, per mezzo dei rispettivi cardinali protettori
— Carlo Barberini per la Rzeczpospolita e Pio per I'Tmpero — avrebbero giurato
mutua fedelta nelle mani del pontefice, che assumeva cosi il ruolo di garante della
lega.

Alla luce di tali sviluppi, Vienna e Varsavia emersero come le vere vincitrici della
complessa operazione diplomatica, mentre Luigi XIV apparve senza dubbio il
grande sconfitto: I'accordo vanificava infatti la sua strategia orientale perseguita sin
dallelezione di Sobieski, chiudendo almeno temporaneamente la prospettiva di un
secondo fronte. Analoga sorte tocco a Vitry, incapace di sabotare il “patto’, costretto
ad abbandonare la capitale polacca e a rientrare in patria, non senza richiedere,
secondo prassi diplomatica, un'udienza di congedo.

Sobieski, pur con riluttanza, acconsenti a riceverlo, manifestando apertamente la
propria disapprovazione per il comportamento dellambasciatore, ma ribadendo al
contempo la soddisfazione personale e quella dell'intera Repubblica per la ratifica
del trattato polono-asburgico®. Lincontro ebbe tuttavia un epilogo inatteso e grave,
quando si apprese del tentativo di linciaggio ai danni del diplomatico francese e della
sua famiglia da parte di alcuni lituani, episodio che rifletteva fedelmente il clima
di esasperazione diffusa. Sobieski intervenne prontamente, ristabilendo lordine,
ponendo Vitry sotto la propria protezione e invitandolo a lasciare al pill presto il
paese®. Ai primi di giugno, il marchese lascio Varsavia, come promesso, scortato
da alcuni membri della propria casa, senza tuttavia richiedere I'udienza di congedo
a Maria Kazimiera, da lui ritenuta responsabile delle piu recenti scelte di politica
estera del sovrano. Tale omissione segno un ulteriore e significativo irrigidimento
nei gia complessi e deteriorati rapporti tra la famiglia reale polacca e la corte di
Versailles™.

Parallelamente, la notizia della stipula dell'alleanza giunse a Roma tramite Opizio
Pallavicini®, suscitando nel pontefice viva soddisfazione per la concreta realizzazione
dei suoi progetti di una nuova, seppur limitata, crociata. Lo stesso Sobieski scrisse
il 18 aprile a Innocenzo XI*, sottolineando le fatiche sostenute per dar vita alla lega
e confidando che “a Dio piacendo, non ostante undici settimane di machinazioni
continue [...] € stata terminata felicemente la Dieta, e per conseguenza stabilita la

32 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6655, T. Talenti a C. Barberini, Varsavia 2 VI 1683, f. 284v.

33 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6655, T. Talenti a C. Barberini, Varsavia 2 VI 1683, f. 284v-r.

34 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6655, T. Talenti a C. Barberini, Varsavia 9 V11683, f. 287r.; ASR,
Fondo Cartari-Febei, Diario, vol. 89, f. 75v.

35 A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol 101, O. Pallavicini a A. Cybo, Varsavia 31 I11 1683, ff.
138r-148r.

36 A AV, Segr. Stato. Principi, vol. 111, Jan Sobieski a Innocenzo XI, Varsavia 18 IV

1683, f. 102r. Una copia della stessa lettera in BAV, Barb. Lat. 6619, f. 1r-v.
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bramata lega con il Serenissimo Imperatore™.

Un risultato che il pontefice doveva in larga misura allopera instancabile dei
suoi collaboratori pit fidati, figure di grande abilita diplomatica impegnate in
una delicatissima mediazione tra le potenze cattoliche: Francesco Buonvisi alla
nunziatura di Vienna, creato cardinale da Innocenzo XI nel 1681; Opizio Pallavicini
a Varsavia; e infine Angelo Ranuzzi a Versailles.

Come gia accennato, l'azione della Santa Sede non si esplico esclusivamente sul piano
politico-diplomatico, ma trovo il suo fulcro pit incisivo nell'ambito economico-
finanziario, attraverso lerogazione di ingenti risorse destinate ai contraenti
della lega®™. Papa Innocenzo XI garanti infatti consistenti sussidi agli alleati e,
parallelamente, esercitd una decisa pressione morale e politica sui principi cristiani
affinché contribuissero con aiuti materiali alla causa comune®. Lappello pontificio
trovo il riscontro sperato e il sacro collegio, i vescovi, la nobilta tutta, “participerent
aussi activement a cette compétition de solidarité™*.

Tra i primi a rispondere figurd Carlo Barberini, nella sua veste di cardinale
protettore del Regno di Polonia, cui fecero seguito numerosi altri porporati
animati dal medesimo zelo. In tale contesto si distinsero anche personalita laiche
di alto rango, come il principe Francesco Maria de’ Medici, fratello del granduca di
Toscana Cosimo III, che contribui con 25.000 scudi, o lo stesso nipote del pontefice,
don Livio Odescalchi, che verso 10.000 scudi. A questi si aggiunse il Segretario di
Stato, cardinale Alderano Cybo, con un ulteriore contributo di 2.500 scudji, oltre alle
somme gia raccolte.

Non tutti i membri del Sacro Collegio erano tuttavia nelle condizioni di soddisfare
pienamente le richieste pontificie, talvolta a causa dell'assenza di un patrimonio
personale o di rendite adeguate al rango. Cio nonostante, alcuni porporati,
profondamente colpiti dall'appello del pontefice, decisero di partecipare offrendo
beni personali e arredi di pregio, sebbene in taluni casi fosse loro consigliato di
desistere, date le precarie condizioni materiali:

[...] PEminentissimo Crescentii povero cardinale oltre mille scudi, ha mandato al
Papa un bacile historiato con altri argenti et un calice doro, ma Sua Santita non
ha voluto riceverli per non privar la Casa Crescentii di tali memorie, il Cardinal
Lauria che di esser povero ha mandato 200 scudi accompagnati da un passo di

scrittura che Dio gradi piii li due danari della vedova al Tempio, che li doni de’

grandi*'.

Complessivamente, la raccolta permise di accumulare somme considerevoli che,

37 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6622, Jan Sobieski a C. Barberini, Varsavia 18 IV 1683, f. 123r.
38 Platania, “Santa Sede e sussidi per la guerra contro il turco”, 108.
39 Il cardinale Pio, protettore dell’Impero, piu volte aveva esercitate pressioni sul

pontefice affinché “mandi validi soccorsi all'Imperatore e Polacchi contro il
Turco”. BNVE, Fondo Avvisi Marescotti, vol. 787, Roma 17 VII 1683, f. 19r.

40 Gaetano Platania, “Innocent XI Odescalchi et 'esprit de croisade”, X VII Siécle: La
reconquéte catholique en Europe centrale, 50/2 (avril-juin 1998): 270.

41 BNVE, Fondo Avvisi Marescotti, vol. 787, Roma 28 VIII 1683, f. 31r.
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trasmesse tramite operazioni di cambio verso la Germania e la Polonia “giovo non
poco al compimento delle levate™.

Per una ricostruzione puntuale dellentita dei fondi destinati alla lotta anti-ottomana,
tanto all'Tmpero quanto alla Rzeczpospolita, risultano fondamentali i bilanci e le
carte conservate presso I'Archivio di Stato di Roma*, che documentano la continuita
dell'impegno finanziario della Santa Sede dal pontificato di Innocenzo X a quello di
Innocenzo XII, con un picco rilevante proprio sotto Innocenzo XI. Particolarmente
significativi sono i fascicoli relativi alla nunziatura di Varsavia, contenenti computi
annuali e riepiloghi delle somme inviate dalla Reverenda Camera Apostolica ai
nunzi succedutisi presso la corte polacca*.

Grazie a tali contributi, lesercito confederato polacco-imperiale poté raggiungere
una notevole capacita operativa. Circa 40.000 uomini furono posti sotto il
comando diretto del duca di Lorena, 11.000 risposero allelettore di Baviera,
10.000 a quello di Sassonia, mentre oltre 30.000 effettivi facevano capo, in parte,
a Hieronim Lubomirski e, in maggioranza, allo stesso Sobieski “solito a vincere e
deprimere il barbaro orgoglio”. A fronte di tale schieramento, lesercito ottomano,
guidato da Kara Mustafd, disponeva di una forza stimata in circa 200.000 uomini,
adeguatamente equipaggiati e supportati da artiglieria e vettovaglie.

Sin dalle prime fasi dell'assedio, come riportato da Giovan Battista Chiarello, le
truppe ottomane diedero avvio a sistematiche operazioni contro Vienna, colpendo
i borghi esterni alla cinta muraria, saccheggiando viveri, “gran copia di farine, altri
commestibili”*, e incendiando abitazioni, oltre a sottoporre le mura cittadine a
un intenso bombardamento. Luso di ordigni incendiari — le cosiddette carcasse
— provoco un vasto incendio nellarsenale, con gravi conseguenze sulle riserve
di polvere da sparo e ulteriori difficolta per il comandante della piazza, Ernst
Riidiger von Starhemberg. Nonostante cio, la citta riusci a contenere il panico e a
riorganizzarsi, anche grazie alla progressiva familiarita delle truppe imperiali con le
tecniche di intimidazione nemiche.

Nei giorni successivi, alcuni limitati successi difensivi contribuirono a rafforzare il
morale della popolazione. Il 23 luglio, le attivita cittadine ripresero parzialmente
e le botteghe riaprirono, segno che era “smarrito ogni timore, i piti timidi conigli,
divennero animosi leoni””. Tuttavia, la situazione restava estremamente precaria,

42 Casimir Freshot, Idea generale del regno d’Ungheria, invasione de’ Turchi, assedio
e liberazione di Vienna (Venezia: Lorenzo Marchesini, 1684), 289.

43 Platania, “Santa Sede e sussidi per la guerra contro il turco”, 133-8.

44 ASR, Fondo Camerale II, Nunziatura di Polonia, busta 8, Conto finale de’ sussidi

d’ordine di Nostro Signor Papa Innocenzo XI all’Eminentissimo e Reverendissimo
Signor Cardinal Pallavicino Nunzio Apostolico in Polonia per impiegarsi nella
presente guerra contro il Turco et impiego totale de’ medesimi, ft. n.n.

45 ASVen., Fondo Dispacci Germania, filza 157, D. Contarini al Doge Alvise
Contarini, Vienna 12 VIII 1683, nr. 290r.

46 Giovan Battista Chiarello, Historia degl’auenimenti dell’armi imperiali contro
a ribelli et ottomani, confederationi e trattati seguiti fra le potenze di Cesare,
Polonia, Venetia e Moscouia [...] (Venezia: Curti, 1688), 36.

47 Chiarello, Historia degli avvenimenti, 42.
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aggravata dalle incursioni dei Tartari e dei ribelli magiari nelle campagne circostanti,
dove saccheggi e deportazioni continuarono senza sosta.

All'interno delle mura, Starhemberg impose un rigoroso controllo sulle munizioni
e sui viveri e adotto misure drastiche, come 'abbattimento delle abitazioni prossime
alle fortificazioni, al fine di migliorare la difesa. Tali decisioni, seppur impopolari,
contribuirono a rallentare l'avanzata nemica, mentre la popolazione, accomunata
da un forte senso di solidarieta, sopportava bombardamenti incessanti e pesanti
perdite.

In questo contesto, Sobieski manifestd la propria determinazione a muovere
rapidamente verso Vienna, anche in considerazione del definitivo rifiuto moscovita
di aderire alla lega®. La notizia della sua avanzata e dell'imminente assunzione del
comando dellesercito confederato, secondo quanto stabilito dagli accordi, si diffuse
rapidamente in Europa, suscitando grande attesa®.

Il 31 agosto 1683, presso Hollabrunn, ebbe luogo il primo incontro tra Sobieski
e Carlo di Lorena, un tempo rivali e ora alleati’’. Lintesa tra i due comandanti
fu pero immediata®, in netto contrasto con i rapporti pitt complessi e freddi che
caratterizzavano le relazioni tra il sovrano polacco e 'imperatore Leopoldo I, il quale
aveva vissuto con crescente disagio la perdita del ruolo di capo delle operazioni.
Un rapporto, quello tra I'imperatore e il sovrano polacco, che si fece sempre
pitt complesso, deteriorandosi ulteriormente con la notizia, ormai certa,
dell'avvicinamento dell'armata ottomana ai bastioni di Vienna. In tale frangente,
come gia evidenziato, Cesare decise di abbandonare la capitale per trasferirsi a Linz,
pur coltivando in cuor suo la speranza di poter prendere parte direttamente allo
scontro. Tuttavia, I'incertezza circa il trattamento da riservare al monarca polacco
— in particolare sotto il profilo delle precedenze — lo indusse a non spingersi oltre
la cittadina di Krems. Si tratto di un sacrificio amaro che Leopoldo accettd per non
compromettere lesito complessivo della campagna militare, riservandosi tuttavia,
a battaglia conclusa - e in caso di esito favorevole per i confederati - di incontrare
il rivale e di concedergli la destra; diversamente, come ancora una volta avrebbe
riferito il ministro veneziano al doge Alvise Contarini, egli avrebbe preferito “di
rinunciare a vederlo™.

Chiuso questo aspetto — che merita di essere ricordato e che fu oggetto della
mediazione del frate cappuccino Marco d’Aviano — é opportuno tornare al campo,
dove fervidamente proseguivano i preparativi per 'imminente scontro tra i due
eserciti. Espletati i convenevoli, Carlo di Lorena consegno nelle mani del sovrano
polacco le mappe delle postazioni e, in pieno accordo con gli altri principi elettori,
generali e comandanti, anche il comando supremo delle truppe. Dal canto suo,
Sobieski convoco immediatamente un consiglio di guerra, al fine di acquisire un
quadro preciso della situazione sul campo, con particolare attenzione alle condizioni

48 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6655, T. Talenti a C. Barberini, Varsavia 7 VII 1683, f. 295t.

49 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6392, Avvisi manoscritti, Linz 14 IX 1683, ff. 56r-57r.

50 A AV, Segr. Stato. Polonia, vol. 101, O. Pallavicini a A. Cybo, Cracovia 29 VIII
1683, f. 406V.

51 Ekkehard Eickhoff, Venezia, Vienna e i Turchi (Milano: Rusconi, 1991), 415.

52 ASVen., Fondo Dispacci Germania, filza 158, Vienna 12 IX 1683, nr. 290.
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in cui versavano gli assediati, cosi da poter assumere le decisioni pili opportune.

La discussione si svolse attorno a un tavolo rotondo, dopo una serie di schermaglie
dialettiche, proposte e mozioni. In realta, grazie ancora una volta alla mediazione
del frate friulano, la soluzione adottata fu tale da non “umiliare” alcuno dei presenti,
evitando cosi possibili contestazioni legate ai ruoli e ai titoli nobiliari che ciascuno
avrebbe potuto rivendicare qualora la posizione assegnata fosse risultata inferiore a
quella del vicino.

Risolta anche questa querelle, invero pit connessa alle questioni di “protocollo”
che non alla drammatica condizione dei viennesi, quotidianamente bombardati
dallartiglieria turca e sottoposti agli assalti delle mine sotto la cinta muraria,
si stabilirono le modalita per portare soccorso alla citta assediata. Secondo la
descrizione inviata da Antonio Colletti, residente polacco presso la corte viennese, al
cardinale Barberini, Vienna appariva stremata, ma al tempo stesso orgogliosamente
determinata a resistere.

Sobieski e Carlo di Lorena si trovarono dunque concordi nel definire il piano di
battaglia, che prevedeva due possibili opzioni: affrontare il nemico lungo il Danubio
oppure attraversare il bosco e scendere dal monte Kahlenberg. Fu scelta la seconda
soluzione, ritenuta pill vantaggiosa in quanto consentiva un impiego piu eflicace
della cavalleria accanto alla fanteria.

Nel frattempo, Leopoldo si era gia ritirato per prudenza a Linz lasciando i viennesi
al proprio destino™, giustificando questa sua azione per l'imperatrice Eleonora
Maddalena Teresa di Neuburg. Una figura, quest’ultima, assai controversa, al
punto da essere definita dallo stesso Buonvisi “orgogliosa e scuscettibile™*, sebbene
profondamente amata e ricambiata da Leopoldo che vi intratteneva un rapporto di
assoluta confidenza, tanto da separarsene raramente e “et jamais pour longtemps™”.
In realta, 'imperatrice esercitava un potere occulto del quale tutti erano pienamente
consapevoli e che induceva la corte a evitare accuratamente di contrariarla. Alla
luce di quanto esposto, risultano pit comprensibili le scelte operate da Leopoldo
in questa specifica circostanza. Solo dopo il battesimo della neonata principessa
egli decise infatti di trasferirsi a Krems®, dove avrebbe atteso lesito della battaglia®.

53 BAYV, Barb. Lat. 6392, Avvisi, Linz 24 VIII 1683, ff. 23r-4r.; BAV, Vat. Lat. 7400,
Anonimo. Relazione del motivo che mosse I'Imperatore da Linz con il racconto
succinto di quanto é occorso nell'assedio di Vienna l'anno 1683, ft. 184r-200v. citato
da Gaetano Platania, Venimus, vidimus et Deus vicit, Dai Sobieski ai Wettin, la
diplomazia pontificia nella Polonia di fine Seicento (Cosenza: Periferia Editore,
1992), 102.

54 AAV, Segr. Stato. Germania, vol. 207, F. Buonvisi a A. Cybo, Linz 20 XI 1683,
citato da Vilmos Frakndi, Papst Innocenz XI. und Ungarns Befreiung von der
Tiirkenherrschaft (Herder: Freiburg im Breisgau, 1902), 79.

55 Gaétan Guillot, “Léopold Ier et sa Cour (1681-1684)”, Revue des Questions
Historiques, XLI (1907): 422.
56 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6392, Avvisi, Inspruch 15 VIII 1683, f. 19r.; AAV, Segr. Stato.

Germania, vol. 207, F. Buonvisi a A. Cybo, Linz 31 VIII 1683, f. 674v.

57 AAV, Segr. Stato. Germania, vol. 207, F. Buonvisi a A. Cybo, Linz 14 X 1683, f.
698r. anche BAV, Barb. Lat. 6392, Avvisi, Crems 29 VIII 1683, f. 33v.
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La decisione di abbandonare precipitosamente la capitale non fu pero condivisa da
tutti: tra i piu critici vi fu lo stesso Buonvisi, il quale riferiva che tale determinazione
era stata “persuasa da molti e dissuasa da lui per gli sconcerti che cagionerebbe,
inclinando solo a far allontanare tutti i piccoli prencipi come fara I'imperatrice
vedova™®. Una scelta dettata dallesigenza di proteggere i soggetti piti deboli ed
esposti in caso di caduta della citta, ma che non fu certamente accolta con favore dai
viennesi, i quali si sentirono traditi e privi di una guida sicura.

Va tuttavia sottolineato che I'imperatore, prima di lasciare frettolosamente Vienna,
aveva affidato la difesa della citta al conte Ernst Riidiger von Starhemberg, generale
dell'impero e governatore di Vienna dal 1680, giunto in citta “alcuni giorni prima,
stante lavviso certo che larmata Ottomana vi si approssimava™. Nonostante
Buonvisi avesse sconsigliato Leopoldo dal lasciare i viennesi al loro destino, la
decisione fu assunta il 7 luglio 1683, tra lo sgomento generale e la collera popolare.
Si tratto di una risoluzione irrevocabile: occorreva partire, e farlo rapidamente, nelle
prime ore della notte, poiché si rendeva necessario far transitare 'intera corte sui
“ponti con quel poco che riusci a trasportare tanto alle Maesta Loro, quanto a noi
altri™.

La carovana imperiale si diresse pertanto verso Linz, seguendo un itinerario che
tocco la cittadella di Krems e Melk, per poi dividersi in due tronconi. Da un lato
Leopoldo, con i suoi piu stretti collaboratori e ministri, prosegui il viaggio per via
fluviale; dall’altro Eleonora, I'imperatrice madre e il resto della famiglia asburgica
continuarono il percorso in carrozza, accompagnati da Buonvisi.

Definito in modo definitivo il quadro delle responsabilita relative alla conduzione
della guerra, Sobieski imparti gli ordini necessari per lo schieramento delle truppe.
Ebbe cosi inizio la grande battaglia, che si concluse, tra alterne vicende, il 12
settembre 1683. La capitale dellImpero era finalmente salva e, con essa, l'intera
cristianita.

58 A AV, Segr. Stato. Germania, vol. 207, F. Buonvisi a A. Cybo, Vienna 7 VII 1683, f.
483V.

59 BAV, Barb. Lat. 6618, Succinto racconto |[...], f. 47r.

60 A AV, Segr. Stato. Germania, vol. 207, F. Buonvisi a A. Cybo, Vienna 7 VI 1683, f.

497V.
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ABBREVIATION
AAV: Archivio Apostolico Vaticano.
Segr. Stato: Segreteria di Stato.
ASVen.: Archivio di Stato di Venezia
BAV: Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.
Barb. Lat: Barberino Latino.
Vat. Lat.: Vaticano Latino.
BCors.: Biblioteca Corsiniana di Roma
BNVE: Biblioteca Nazionale “Vittorio Emanuele” di Roma
DBI: Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Abrahamowicz, Zygmunt. Kara Mustafa vor Wien (Geschichte des Silihdars).
Krakow, Wydawnictwo Literacke, 1973.

Benaglia, Giovanni. Relazione del viaggio fatto a Costantinopoli e ritorno in Germania
dell'Illustrissimo Signor Conte Alberto Caprara Gentilhuomo della Camera
dell Imperatore e da esso mandato come Internunzio Straordinario per trattare
la continuazione della Tregua [...]. Venezia: Curti, 1685.

Bérenger, Jean. Léopold Ier (1640-1705) fondateur de la puissance autrichienne.
Paris: PUE 2004.

Boccolini, Alessandro. “Due papi e due diverse soluzioni di un medesimo problema”.
Il caso di Hieronim Augustyn Lubomirski, Cavaliere di Malta nelle inedite
carte barberianine conservate in Vaticano (1684-1690)”. In CESPoM.
Quaderni: Fatti e Misfatti nellEuropa di Antico Regime, vol. 13, edited by
Alessandro Boccolini, 83-152. Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2020.

Boccolini, Alessandro. Un “residente” di Polonia alla corte di Leopoldo I d’Asburgo:
Antonio Colletti. Linedita corrispondenza con Carlo Barberini protettore del
regno di Polonia (1681-1684). Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2023.

Richard Bosel, Antonio Menniti Ippolito, Andrea Spiriti, Claudio Strinati, Maria
Antonietta Visceglia. Innocenzo XI Odescalchi. Papa, politico, committente.
Rome: Viella, 2014.

Chiarello, Giovanni Battista. Historia deglauenimenti dellarmi imperiali contro a ribelli
et ottomani, confederationi e trattati seguiti fra le potenze di Cesare, Polonia,
Venetia e Moscouia [...]. Venezia: Curti, 1688.

Eickhoff, Ekkehard. Venezia, Vienna e i Turchi. Milano: Rusconi, 1991.

Firpo, Luigi, ed. Relazioni di Ambasciatori Veneti al Senato, vol. XIII: Costantinople
1590-1793. Torino: Bottega d’Erasmo Editore, 1984.

Freshot, Casimir. Idea generale del regno d’'Ungheria, invasione de’ Turchi, assedio e
liberazione di Vienna. Venezia: Lorenzo Marchesini, 1684

Guillot, Gaétan. “Léopold Ier et sa Cour (1681-1684)”. Revue des Questions
Historiques, XLI (1907): 417-63.

Kolodziejczyk, Dariusz. Podole pod panowaniem tureckim. Ejalet kamieniecki 1672-
1699. Warszawa: Polczek, 1994.

Lepszy Kazimierz, Baumgart Jan, Malcowna Anna, et al., eds. Bibliografia Historii
Polskiej za rok 1963. Wroctaw-Warszawa-Krakow-Gdansk-£6dz: Zaktad
Narodowy im. Ossolinskich, 1986.

Menniti Ippolito, Antonio. “Innocenzo XI, beato”. In Enciclopedia dei papi. Roma:



Sovbieski, Leopoldo, Innocenzo Xl e la liberazione di Vienna (1683) ...

Istituto della Enciclopedia Italiana, 2000.

Menniti Ippolito Antonio. “Innocenzo XI”. In DBI, vol. 62 (2004), 478-95.

Nanni, Stefania. “Petricca, Angelo”. In DBI, vol. 82 (2015), 378-79.

Papasogli, Giorgio. Innocenzo XI [...]. Roma: Banco di Roma, 1956.

Pastor (von), Ludwig. Storia dei papi dalla fine del Medio Evo |[...], vol. XIV-II. Roma:
Desclée, 1914.

Platania, Gaetano, ed. LEuropa di Giovanni Sobieski. Cultura, politica, mercatura e
societa. Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2005.

Platania, Gaetano. Venimus, vidimus et Deus vicit, Dai Sobieski ai Wettin, la
diplomazia pontificia nella Polonia di fine Seicento. Cosenza: Periferia Editore,
1992

Platania, Gaetano. Santa Sede e sussidi per la guerra contro il Turco nella seconda
meta del XVIII secolo (Opizio Pallavicini nunzio a Varsavia e la liberazione
di Vienna). In 1l Buon senso o la Ragione. Miscellanea di studi in onore di
Giovanni Crapulli, edited by Nadia Boccara, and Gaetano Platania, 108-138.
Viterbo: Sette Citta, 1997.

Platania, Gaetano. “Innocent XI Odescalchi et lesprit de croisade”. XVII Siecle. La
reconquéte catholique en Europe centrale, 50/2 (April-June 1998): 254-76.

Platania, Gaetano. Rzeczpospolita Europa e Santa Sede tra intese ed ostilita (Saggi
sulla Polonia del Seicento). Viterbo: Sette Citta, 2000.

Wagner, Marek. Wojna polsko-turecka 1672-1676, t. 2. Zabrze: Wydawnictwo
Inforteditions, 2009.

Wojcik, Zbigniew. Jan III Sobieski 1629-1696. Warszawa: Panstwowy Instytut
Wydawniczy, 1983.

229



VARIA SECTION



Matteo Sanfilippo
UNIVERSITY OF TUSCIA (ITALY)

KATALIN PRAJDA’S RESEARCH ON MIGRATORY EXCHANGES BETWEEN THE LATE
MIDDLE AGES AND THE EARLY MODERN PERIOD

a N
ABSTRACT: Over the past two decades, migration studies have considered not

only arrivals and departures within or from a nation, but also the circularity
of demographic exchanges between two or more countries. Over time, and
sometimes even almost simultaneously, two regions can develop relationships that
involve reciprocal migratory flows. Katalin Prajda, a postdoctoral researcher at the
University of Vienna, has studied the exchanges between Italy and Hungary during
the two centuries between the end of the Middle Ages and the beginning of the
modern era.
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Over the past two decades, migration studies have considered not only arrivals
and departures within or from a nation, but also the circularity of demographic
exchanges between two or more countries. Over time, and sometimes even almost
simultaneously, two regions can develop relationships that involve reciprocal
migratory flows. Katalin Prajda, a postdoctoral researcher at the University of
Vienna, has studied the exchanges between Italy and Hungary during a particular
moment: the two centuries between the end of the Middle Ages and the beginning
of the modern era, which according to some twentieth-century scholars, form a
distinct period: see Jacques Heers, Storia della transizione al mondo moderno (1300-
1520) (Milano: Jaca Book, 1992).

Prajda is not the only scholar to study this topic, but she has been working on it
with considerable consistency for fifteen years. After her first articles in Hungarian
on Florentines in Hungary between the 14th and 15th centuries, she has circulated
her research in English: “The Florentine Scolari Family at the Court of Sigismund of
Luxemburg in Buda’, Journal of Early Modern History, 14 (2010): 513-33; “Unions
of Interest. Florentine Marriage Ties and Business Networks in the Kingdom of
Hungary during the Reign of Sigismund of Luxemburg’, in Jacqueline Murray, ed.,
Marriage in Premodern Europe. Italy and Beyond (Toronto: University of Toronto
Press, 2012), 147-66; “Florentine merchant companies established in Buda at the
beginning of the 15th century”, Mélanges de 'Ecole francaise de Rome. Moyen-Age,
124/2 (2013): 63-71; “The biographies of Pippo Scolari, called Lo Spano’, in Irina
Vainovski-Mihai, ed., New Europe College Yearbook 2011-2012 (Bucharest: New
Europe College, 2014), 363-84; “Justice in the Florentine Trading Community of
Late Medieval Buda’, Mélanges de I’Ecole frangaise de Rome. Moyen-Age, 127/2
(2015): 291-302; “Florentines” Trade in the Kingdom of Hungary in the Fourteenth
and Fifteenth Centuries: Trade Routes, Networks, and Commodities”, Hungarian
Historical Review, 6/1 (2017): 40-62.
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These early works flowed into Network and Migration in Early Renaissance Florence.
Friends of Friends in the Kingdom of Hungary (1378-1433) (Amsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press, 2018), which offers them a solid framework. In this volume, the
author dissects the mercantile networks that served early Renaissance migrations:
a theme she will return to, but with a reversed perspective, in “Linsediamento dei
sudditi della corona ungherese nella Firenze del Quattrocento’, in Andrea Fara, ed.,
Italia ed Europa centro-orientale tra Medioevo ed Eta moderna. Economia, Societd,
Cultura (Roma: Deutsches Historisches Institut in Rom, 2022), 55-64. Network
and Migration in Early Renaissance Florence focuses on the creation of Florentine
networks in Europe (to which the first chapter is dedicated), in the Empire, and in
Hungary.

At the centre of the networks in Central and Eastern Europe at the end of the
fourteenth century are the Scolari brothers, whose activities are followed on several
levels. The author also points out (p. 15) that “the present monograph addresses the
questions of network and migration on four levels: politics, economy, society, and
the arts». At each level, the key elements of these developments are identified, with
a particular focus on the social dimension. Since the networks studied are primarily
familial, marriages, which allowed for the necessary alliances, were crucial to their
strategies. Thanks to these alliances and to the multitude of services (commercial
and financial, productive and administrative, sometimes even military) that they
offered, Florentines were able to ascend socially in the kingdoms where they settled.
Sometimes structured as veritable nationes with their own consuls, they not only
established themselves in the host countries but also achieved impressive social
advancements there, as it is evident from the ennobling of Florentine merchants in
the Kingdom of Aragon.

The entry into Hungary was relatively late and took place by land from Vienna and
by sea from Venice: under the Angevins, the Hungarian Kingdom extended to the
coast of Dalmatia. In the mid-fourteenth century, ties between Florence and Hungary
were attested, but it was not until the early fifteenth century that they solidified. This
strengthening is undoubtedly linked to Filippo Scolari (Tizzano 1369 - Lipova 1426),
not coincidentally portrayed by Andrea del Castagno in his cycle of the Uomini
famosi (1450), today at the Uthzi. In the 1380s, Filippo arrived in the retinue of a
merchant and soon entered the service of Sigismund of Luxembourg (Nuremberg
1368 - Znojmo 1437), king consort of Hungary and Croatia from 1387 and much
later (1433) emperor. For the latter, he took care of local administration, but above
all he fought the enemies of the Kingdom, primarily the Turks and the Venetians,
conquering Bosnia and Serbia, Aquileia and Udine: see Gizella Nemeth Papo &
Adriano Papo, Pippo Spano: un eroe antiturco antesignano del Rinascimento (Venezia:
Edizioni della Laguna, 2006). Scolari attracted many Florentines to Hungary and
spread the first Renaissance dictates there, inviting artists and craftsmen (Franco
Cardini, “Filippo Scolari, dignitario di Sigismondo, re d’'Ungheria, 1369-1426", I
Veltro, XXXV1/5-6 (1992): 57-67, and “Pippo Spano nell'Ungheria umanistica’, in
Sante Graciotti & Cesare Vasoli, eds., Italia e Ungheria allepoca dell’'Umanesimo
corviniano (Firenze: Olschki, 1994), 37-50). An immigrant society thus developed
around him and his family, society which can be analyzed along the aforementioned
lines: political, economic, social, and artistic. Particularly in terms of marriage, his
men, especially his younger brother Matteo, made careful choices tied to their own
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future plans. While Filippo married a Hungarian noblewoman because he wanted to
remain in Hungary, Matteo, who wanted to return to Florence, married a Florentine
woman from a merchant family.

The Scolari family’s ascendancy did not consolidate, and Filippos death triggered
a decisive crisis. The heirs quarreled violently, forcing the Hungarian authorities
to sideline them, a fate soon shared by most Florentines in Hungary during the
1430s. The story examined by Prajda therefore illuminates only fifty years of Tuscan
history in Hungary. However, it magnificently illustrates Scolari’s rise and uses it to
explain the composition and action of the various networks to which he belonged.
In the years following the publication of this first book, the author broadened
her perspective, partly reversing it because it pays attention also to Hungarian
migrant flows into Florence. Italy and Hungary in the Early Renaissance. Cultural
Exchanges and Social Networks (Roma: Viella, 2023), published for the Hungarian
Academy in Rome, is conceptually quite complex. This is immediately apparent
in the introduction, which builds on the three elements identified by the general
title: cultural exchanges; social networks; and the early Renaissance. Each is linked
to a practical example, drawn from the extensive documentation excavated from
various archives, which was also used in the previous volume.

In this second book, the exchange between Florence and Hungary, whether cultural
and/or demographic, is followed in both directions and in all its complexity. In fact,
the Kingdom of Hungary was at that time, according to the author, a “melting pot
of various linguistic, ethnic, and religious traditions; and therefore, a meeting point
of various cultures” (p. 10), while Florence in turn presented a rich political and
economic reality, in which many exogenous cultural and demographic elements
converged.

The complexity of relations between these two complex realities is explored in
both books, but this one especially emphasizes how difficult it is for us to define
the cultural boundaries of both. If we consider Hungary, we don't fully understand
what distinguishes the intertwined cultures and churches there. The author
questions whether these boundaries arise from ethnic or linguistic backgrounds.
Furthermore, she highlights the constant exchanges between different cultures and
social groups. All this, then, takes place during what in Italy is generally considered
the Early Renaissance, but the author pushes us to question even this chronology
and asks when the Italian, and especially the Hungarian, Renaissance truly began.
This also raises another question: whether the Hungarian Renaissance truly owes to
the Italian one.

Certainly, Prajda concludes, her research covers the 14th and 15th centuries and
therefore only touches on the initial phase of the Renaissance, at least if we accept
a long periodization, that is, one that sees the Renaissance as spanning 1350-
1550. However, in this early Renaissance phase, did Italian inputs really stimulate
Hungarian developments? In short, how can we frame the cultural changes linked
to exchanges and migrations between Italy and Hungary and what kind of specific
chronological and thematic frameworks can we adopt?

To better understand these frameworks, each chapter of Italy and Hungary in
the Early Renaissance is dedicated to a single theme/frame, but each of these
topics is extremely complex. The first chapter addresses the diplomatic networks
that were woven between the Italian peninsula and Hungary. On the one hand,
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Florence sought support in the Kingdom of Hungary, Croatia, and Slavonia and
sent its own emissaries there. On the other, we have the sometimes contradictory
relations between the Angevins of Naples and Hungary; furthermore, the situation
did not improve when this family declined and the House of Aragon established
itself in Naples. Alfonso I of Naples unified the kingdoms of Sicily and Naples and
simultaneously renounced the kingdom of Hungary. However, his heir, Ferdinand
I, became father-in-law to Matthias Corvinus, king of Hungary, in 1475, and thus
returned to meddle in Hungarian affairs. Not to mention that the players in the
Hungarian were not only Florence and Naples. Indeed, we must not forget that
the Papacy wanted to maintain control of Central and Eastern Europe, as the
Hussite movement developed and the Ottoman presence strengthened. Nor can
we underestimate Venice: the Hungarian kingdom bordered the dominions of the
Serenissima, given that its vassals included Ragusa and Dalmatia, both coveted by
the lagoon city.

From all these entanglements, constant tension and a succession of diplomatic
presences arose, reinforced by the constant activity of the consuls. These were
charged with defending their own migrant group and were also primarily involved
in trade relations, but were always ready to address other matters. Moreover, many
ambassadors, especially those from Venice and Florence, took their first steps in the
mercantile world and occasionally engaged in trade (see Prajda following article on
this subject: “Commercio e diplomazia tra Firenze, Padova e il Regno d’'Ungheria
dalla conquista di Zara (1357) alla conquista di Napoli (1381)”, in Giovanna Baldissin
Molli, Franco Benucci, Maria Teresa Dolso, & Agnes Maté, eds., Luigi il Grande Rex
Hungariae. Guerre, arti e mobilita tra Padova, Buda e I'Europa al tempo dei Carraresi
(Roma: Viella, 2022), 79-94. Thus, they pursued multiple goals and desired a stable
presence for their group (both “national” and social) in the Hungarian kingdom.
Diplomats, especially Florentines, negotiated loans for the Hungarian authorities
and in exchange received positions within the Hungarian administration. Similarly,
papal emissaries favored the establishment of an Italian clergy in Hungary, and their
efforts were supported by Florentine, Neapolitan, and Venetian ambassadors, who
did not disdain the presence of priests of their own origin.

Much is tied to business, and consequently we see a constant exchange and
confrontation between mercantile networks. The conflict between Venice and
Hungary over Dalmatia (bought piecemeal by the former between 1409 and 1420,
while Ragusa, in reaction, placed itself under Ottoman protection) prevented the
Venetians from continuing to maintain a presence in the Kingdom. Thus, it was the
Florentines (and the merchants from Arezzo and Siena) who built solid outposts
there, usually for trade, but sometimes also for production. The Tuscans established
local production of Italian goods. They also gained control of the mines and
metalworking, as well as salt extraction, particularly after the Florentines decided to
financially and militarily support Sigismund of Luxembourg. In this contingency,
too, the Crown acknowledged them by assigning positions, particularly in fiscal
administration (civil and ecclesiastical) and military matters, as well as in minting
coins. While the relationship between trade and mint will remain a classic of the
modern age, the case of merchants becoming military leaders, as it happened then,
is rarer. In short, the aforementioned Filippo Scolari is almost an exception: see
the entry by Gizella Nemeth Papo & Adriano Papo in Dizionario Biografico degli
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Italiani, vol. 91 (Roma, Istituto dell’Enciclopedia Italiana, 2018), [https://www.
treccani.it/enciclopedia/filippo-scolari_(Dizionario-Biografico)/], and the article by
the same “Le “virti militari’ di Pippo Spano (Filippo Scolari), condottiero fiorentino
al servizio dell'imperatore Sigismondo nei Balcani, in Friuli e nella Cechia’, Crisia,
LIV (2024): 81-94.

In some of the cases just described, think back to Scolari, migrations also stimulated
the arrival of artisans. However, and here the author explores a new angle, artisans,
skilled and unskilled workers, and soldiers actually fueled Hungarian migrations to
the peninsula. They were joined by religious people and pilgrims, mainly headed
for Rome, as well as students seeking to study at Italy’s most renowned universities.
In the opposite flow, in addition to the aforementioned merchants and artisans, we
see artists and humanists, or civil and military architects moving towards Central
and Eastern Europe. However, it was always the merchants who triggered these
cultural and demographic exchanges, as Prajda later reiterates in “Il caso del Regno
d’Ungheria’, I Tatti Studies in the Italian Renaissance, 25 (2022): 1-30.

The Hungarian scholar does not operate in a historiographical vacuum. The themes
mentioned so far have been studied for a long time and already in the last century
we had a first, very important synthesis with Hermann Kellenbenz’s essay on “Gli
operatori economici italiani nellEuropa centrale ed orientale”: see Aspetti della
vita economica medievale. Atti del Convegno di Studi nel X anniversario della morte
di Federigo Melis (Firenze, n.ed., 1985), 333-57). Furthermore, the context of the
Florentines in Buda during the reign of Sigismund of Luxembourg is explored
in depth by Krisztina Arany in “Success and Failure - Two Florentine Merchant
Families in Buda During the Reign of King Sigismund (1387-1437)", Annual of
Medieval Studies at Central European University, 12 (2006): 101-23, and “Florentine
Families in Hungary in the First Half of the Fifteenth Century”, Hungarian Historical
Review, 6/1 (2017): 5-39. See also the book by the same author Florentine Families
in Hungary in the First Half of the Fifteenth Century. A Prosopographic Study of Their
Economic and Social Strategies (Kiel: Solivagus, 2020).

We also have the very rich production of Andrea Fara, which ranges from the
Angevin action (“Le riforme politiche ed economiche di Caroberto dAngio nel
Regno d’Ungheria e in Transilvania: il ruolo del capitale mercantile e tecnologico
italiano e tedesco (1300-1342)”, in Cristian Luca & Gianluca Masi, eds., LEuropa
Centro-Orientale e la Penisola italiana: quattro secoli di rapporti e influssi intercorsi
tra Stati e civilta (1300-1700) (Braila-Venezia: Museo di Braila, 2007), 41-70) to the
Venetian interests (“Il conflitto e la crescita. Le relazioni politiche ed economiche tra
Venezia, il regno d’Ungheria e i suoi territori di Transilvania nel periodo angioino
(XIV secolo)”, Atti e Memorie della Societa Dalmata di Storia Patria, 29 (2007):
5-38), from the Italian merchants in Hungary (“Attivita di carattere imprenditoriale
dei mercanti italiani nel regno d’'Ungheria tra tardo Medioevo e prima Eta moderna
(XIV-XVI secolo)’, in Franco Amatori & Andrea Colli, eds., Imprenditorialita e
sviluppo economico: il caso italiano (secoli XIII-XX) (Milano: EGEA, 2009), 1071-
1089, and “Italian Merchants in the Kingdom of Hungary in late Middle Ages and
early Modern Period (XIIIth-XVIth centuries)”, in Julian Mihai Damian, loan-Aurel
Pop, Mihailo St. Popovic & Alexandru Simon, eds., Italy and Europe’s Eastern Border
(1204-1669) (Bruxelles: Peter Lang, 2012), 119-33) to all the Italian operators in the
Kingdom (“Le besoin dexpertise. Capacité professionnelle et choix des opérateurs
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économiques italiens sur les terres hongroises aux XIIle et XVIe siécles”, in Claude
Denjean & Laurent Feller, eds., Expertise et valeur des choses au Moyen Age. I. Le
besoin dexpertise (Madrid: Casa de Velazquez, 2013), 205-19) and to the Hungarian
trade towards Italy (“Il commercio di bestiame ungherese verso la Penisola italiana
tra tardo Medioevo e prima Etd moderna (XIV-XVI secolo)”, Mélanges de I'Ecole
frangaise de Rome - Moyen Age, 127/2 (2015), 263-78).

Prajda thus works in a small but significant historiographical context, within which
his trademark is an emphasis on the migration of human beings, goods, and ideas
in a temporal niche that closes the Middle Ages and opens the modern age. The
third chapter of the previously discussed Italy and Hungary in the Early Renaissance
focuses on migratory networks (which therefore follow diplomatic and business
networks). In this chapter, human beings move and, at the same time, move goods.
In the fourth and final chapter, culture comes into play, and the networks are artistic
and cultural, so it is ideas that are moved. After all, culture often reflects the mobility
of those who move from the Italian Peninsula to Central and Eastern Europe. In
this regard, Prajda skillfully uses the Novella del Grasso legnaiuolo: see the edition
by Salvatore Silvano Nigro and Salvatore Grassia (Milan: Rizzoli, 2015). It recounts
the prank played in 1409 by Filippo Brunelleschi on a Florentine cabinetmaker,
Manetto Ammanatini, known as Il Grasso. The latter, realizing he had been
outwitted, decided to leave the city and seek out an old companion:

El quale giovane da alcuno anno innanzi sera partito, e itosene in Ungheria, e
la aveva fatto molto bene ¢ fatti suoi pel mezzo di Filippo Scolari che si diceva
lo Spano, nostro cittadino, che era allora Capitano Generale dello esercito di
Gismondo, che fu figliuolo questo Gismondo di Carlo Re di Buemmia, e fu Re
d’ Ungheria, uno savio, et avveduto re, che fu poi eletto Imperadore al tempo di
Gregorio duodecimo, e fu coronato Cesare da Papa Eugenio IV. E questo Spano
dava ricapito a tutti €’ Fiorentini, che vi capitavano, che avessono virtu nessuna, o
intellettuale, o manuale, come quello, che era un Signor molto dabbene, et amava
la nazione oltre a modo, comella doveva amare lui, e fece a molti del bene. In
questo tempo era venuto questo tale in Firenze per sapere se poteva conducere di
la niuno maestro dellarte sua, per molti lavori, che egli aveva tolti a fare, e piti e
piu volte n'aveva ragionato col Grasso, pregandolo, che viandassi, mostrandogli,
che in poco tempo ¢’ si farebbono ricchi.

A migration to escape derision therefore, but also to enrich oneself and in fact: “El
Grasso, e ‘| compagno giunti in Ungheria si dettono da fare, et ebbonvi buona ven-
tura, imperocché in pochi anni vi diventarono ricchi’, thanks to their abilities and
to the benevolence of the said Spano, still true anchor of the Florentine emigration.
The Novella is written by Antonio Manetti (1423-1497), see the entry of Giuliano
Tanturli in Dizionario Biografico degli Italiani, vol. 68 (Roma: Istituto dell’Enciclo-
pedia Italiana, 2007), [https://www.treccani.it/enciclopedia/antonio-manetti_(Di-
zionario-Biografico)/], already the author of a Vita di Brunelleschi. According to
15" century Florentines, migrations are thus a key element in the development of
Renaissance Florence. In the eyes of their contemporaries and their fellow citizens,
Brunelleschi and Filippo Scolari almost seem to go hand in hand.
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