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Abstract: The goal of this paper is to provide an outline of the author’s
dissertation in progress in terms of its structure, methodology,
approach, and content. This article aims to present the author’s work
on this topic so far, so it focuses on the Peace Treaty of Szény with
an emphasis on its subsequent territorial negotiations in light of
Péter Kohéry’s correspondence. The paper also contains an overview
of Habsburg-Ottoman peace treaties, besides a summary of the
afore-mentioned peace process. In this article, one can find a survey
of the already collected sources (both published and unpublished).
The data from these sources was entered into a database which
allowed for the quantitative analysis of these exchanges of letters.
The aim of the second part is to present a guide for the documents
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in Hungarian supplemented with examples. The examples are
designed to demonstrate how the sources could be published in
accordance with the rules of the guide.

Keywords: Péter Kohary; Peace Treaty of Sz6ény (1627); territorial
negotiations at Szécsény and Buda (1628-1629); Habsburg-Ottoman
diplomatic affairs; quantitative analysis of a collection of an exchange of
letters; guideline for publishing sources in Hungarian

Rezumat: Scopul acestei lucréri este sa ofere un tur ghidat prin teza
de doctorat a autorului in termenii structurii acesteia, a metodei
folosite, a abordarii si a continutului. Articolul isi propune sd prezinte
rezultatele cercetdrii autorului asupra tratatului de pace de la Szény,
punand accentul asupra negocierilor teritoriale subsecvente, in
lumina corespondentei lui Péter Kohary. Articolul contine o trecere
in revistd a relatiilor Habsburgo-Otomane si a tratatelor de pace, pe
langa un sumar al negocierilor deja mentionate. In acest articol
putem gdsi un sumar al documentelor deja colectate, atat edite cat si
inedite. Datele din aceste documente au fost integrate intr-o baza de
date care a permis o analizd cantitativd a acestui schimb de scrisori.
Scopul celei de a doua paérti a studiului este sd ofere un ghid pentru
documentele in maghiard si sa-1 ilustreze prin exemple. Exemplele
sunt alese pentru a demonstra cum ar putea fi publicate aceste
surse, in conformitate cu regulile stabilite in acest ghid.

Cuvinte cheie: Péter Kohary; tratatul de pace de la Szény (1627);
negocierile teritoriale de la Szécsény si Buda (1628-1629); relatii
diplomatice Habsburgo-Otomane; analiza cantitativd a unei colectii de
scrisori; ghid pentru publicarea unor documente in limba maghiara

Inquiry into Habsburg-Ottoman diplomatic history is not a novel
trend in historical research. Investigation of Habsburg-Ottoman diplomatic
history as well as research on the topic of peace treaties of the early modern
period has flourished in recent decades in Hungary and elsewhere.!

1 See more (non-exhaustive collection):

Zsuzsanna Cziréki, ‘,Mein gueter, viterlicher Maister” - Wissenstransfer unter kaiserlichen
Gesandten an der Hohen Pforte in der ersten Hélfte des 17. Jahrhunderts’, Chronica, 19 (2019):
42-83; Krisztina Juhasz, ’,,...gytimolcse penig semmi nem volt”. Esterhazy Miklos véleménye
1642. februar 28-an a szényi béke(tervezet) pontjairdl’ [“...and its fruit was nothing”. Miklés
Esterhdzy’s Opinion about the Points of the Peace Treaty of Szény on 28 February 1642],
Levéltdri Kozlemények, 89 (2020): 353-366; Papp Sandor, ‘A pozsarevaci békekotés és a
magyarok’ [The Treaty of Passarowitz and the Hungarians], Aetas, 33/4 (2018): 5-19; Szabados
Janos, "Habsburg-Ottoman Communication in the Mid-17th Century - The Death of Imperial
Courier Johann Dietz. A Case Study’, Osmanli Arastirmalari, 54/2 (2019): 119-140; Hajnalka
Té6th, ‘Mennyit ér egy magyar lovas hadnagy? Egy rabkivaltas torténete diplomaciatorténeti
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From the late Middle Ages till the eighteenth century, several
peace treaties were made between the Kingdom of Hungary (later
Habsburg Empire) and the Ottoman Empire which could be divided into
five major categories in a chronological order,2 which are worth mentioning.

kontextusban a 17. szazad kozepérél’ [How much is a Hungarian Cavalry Captain Worth?
Prisoner Ransoming and International Diplomacy in the Mid-17th Century], Szizadok, 152/2
(2018): 247-284; Hajnalka Téth, “The circumstances and documents of the Peace of Vasvar/,
Archivum Ottomanicum, 34 (2017): 243-256; Zsuzsanna Nagy: Bethlen Gdbor kiilpolitikdja és a
francia diplomdcia a harmincéves haboriiban (1619-1629) [Gabor Bethlen’s Foreign Politics and
French Diplomacy in the Thirty Years War (1619-1629)]. PhD Dissertation, Manuscript,
Doctoral School of History, Pazmany Péter Catholic University. Budapest, 2020; Géabor
Karman, ‘Ziilfikar aga portai f6tolmécs’ [Grand Dragoman Ziilfikar Aga], Aetas, 31/3 (2016):
54-76, Gabor Karman, ‘Gabor Bethlen’s Diplomats at the Protestant Courts of Europe’,
Hungarian Historical Review, 2/4 (2013): 790-823; Arno Strohmeyer, ‘“Trendek és perspektivak
a kora tujkori diplomaciatorténetben. A konstantindpolyi Habsburg diplomatdk esete’
[Trends and Perspectives in Early Modern Diplomatic History. The Case of Habsburg
Diplomats in Constantinople], Torténelmi Szemle, 59/2 (2017): 177-198; Frank Castiglione -
Ethan L. Menchinger - Veysel Simsek (eds), Ottoman War and Peace. Studies in Honor of
Virginia H. Aksan (Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2019); Colin Heywood - Ivan Parvev (eds), The
Treaties of Carlowitz (1699). Antecedents, Course and Consequences (Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2020);
Gabor Kérman - Kees Teszelszky (eds), Bethlen Gibor és Eurdpa [Gabor Bethlen and Europe]
(Budapest: ELTE BTK - Transylvania Emlékeiért Tudomanyos Egyestilet, 2013); Géabor
Karman - Lovro Kuncevi¢ (eds), The European Tributary States of the Ottoman Empire in the
Sixteenth and Seventeen Centuries (Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2020); Gabor Karmén (ed),
Tributaries and Peripheries of the Ottoman Empire (Leiden - Boston: Brill, 2020); Gabor Karman,
A Seventeenth-Century Odyssey in East Central Europe. The Life of Jakab Harsinyi Nagy (Leiden -
Boston: Brill, 2016); Articles of the following volume: Zsuzsanna ]J. ijéry (eds), Oszmin-
magyar viszony a 16-18. szdzadban. Tanulmdnyok a Magyar Kirdlysig és az Oszmdn Birodalom
népeinek — magyarok, torokok, rdcok, tatdrok, zsidok, gorogok és eqyéb népek — hétkdznapjairol; Egyén
és kozosség viszonya [Ottoman-Hungarian Relations in the 16th-18th Centuries. Studies on the
Everyday Life of the Peoples of the Ottoman Empire - Hungarians, Turks, Rascians, Tartars,
Jews, Greeks and Other Peoples; the Relationship of Individual and Community] (Budapest:
Szent Istvan Térsulat, Az Apostoli Szentszék Konyvkiadéja, 2020). Especially: Gergely
Brandl - Janos Szabados, ‘A megbizas terhe. Johann Ludwig von Kuefstein baré
konstantinapolyi nagykovetségének el6készitése 1628-t6l" [The Burden of a Mandate. The
Preparation of the Embassy of Baron Johann Ludwig von Kuefstein to Constantinople in
1628], pp. 149-170; Krisztina Juhész, ‘A masodik szényi béke margéjara. Adalékok az 1642.
évi sz6ényi békekotés torténetéhez’ [Additional Data to the History of the Peace Treaty of
Szény in 1642], pp. 171-188; Gellért Erné Marton, ‘,Sz6nybdl tudatjuk...”. Hirom magyar
diplomata - Rimay Janos, Tassy Gaspar és Tholdalagi Mihdly - kovetnapléinak
Osszehasonlité elemzése az 1627. évi szényi békekotés kapcsan’ [“We Inform You from
Szény”. Three Hungarian Diplomats. A Comparative Analysis of the Emissary Diaries of
Janos Rimay, Gaspar Tassy and Mihaly Tholdalagi in the Context of the 1627 Peace Treaty of
Szény], pp. 135-148.

(See further literature in the footnotes below.)

2 See more: Sandor Papp, ‘Az Oszman Birodalom, a Magyar Kiralysag és a Habsburg
Monarchia kapcsolattorténete a békekotések tiitkrében (Vézlat és adatbazis)” [The History of
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Sigismund of Luxemburg (r. 1387-1437) was the first Hungarian king
who had to face the Ottoman conquest, so the first period starts from his
reign, more precisely from the beginning of the fifteenth century, till 1519.
The second one is from 1528, when John Szapolyai (King John I or
Szapolyai Janos) became the vassal of the Ottoman Empire, till 1540 when
John Sigismund Szapolyai (King John II or Szapolyai Janos Zsigmond)
was acknowledged as king by Sultan Siileyman the Magnificent. The
third one is until the outbreak of the so-called Long Turkish War
(1591/1593).3 The fourth category means the period from the Peace Treaty
of Zsitvatorok (1606) until the Peace Treaty of Véarad (1664). As a matter
of fact, the fifth category includes the Peace of Varad as its starting point
and this period lasts until the Peace Treaty of Sistova (1791).4

As it was mentioned above, from a methodological and chronological
point of view, the period between 1606 until 1664 (here it is worth
emphasising that the Peace of Vasvar is not part of this category, meaning
the fourth category. The Peace of Zsitvatorok (1606) made it possible that
the further negotiations would be in a Hungarian venue. This peace treaty
was a turning point because with this peace a relatively peaceful period
began between the Habsburg and the Ottoman Empire.> Moreover, after
1606, the two emperors recognised each other as equal parties.¢ Therefore,
after the Peace Treaty of Zsitvatorok, the subsequent treaties (except the
Peace of Vienna in 1615/16) of this period were negotiated on the
common border zone of the Habsburg and the Ottoman Empire,” close to

the Relations of the Ottoman Empire, the Hungarian Kingdom, and the Habsburg Monarchy
in the Light of the Peace Treaties (draft and database)], Aetas, 33/4 (2018): 86-99.

3 The Long Turkish War or the Fifteen Years” War, from 1591/1593 to 1606.

4 See more: Papp, ‘Az Oszman Birodalom’, pp. 86-99.

5 As Géza Palffy wrote: “In 1606 another long period of peace, or more precisely an era of
‘skirmishes’ or Kleinkrieg on the borders, begun. This period lasted for more than half
century in the Hungarian theatre of war.” Géza Palffy, “The Origins and Development of the
Border Defence System Against the Ottoman Empire in Hungary (Up to the Early
Eighteenth Century)’, in Géza Déavid - Pél Fodor (eds), Ottomans, Hungarians, and Habsburgs
in Central Europe. The Military Confines in the Era of Ottoman Congquest, especially: p. 56.
Concerning this topic, see more: Mahmut Halef Cervioglu, ‘Ottoman Foreign Policy During
the Thirty Years War’, Turcica, 49 (2018): 195-235, especially: pp. 195-196; Gabor Agoston,
‘Defending and Administering the Frontier. The Case of Ottoman Hungary’, in Christine
Woodhead (ed), The Ottoman World (London - New York: Routledge, 2011), pp. 220-236,
especially: p. 233.

6 Gergely Brandl et al, ‘Kommunikacié és hirdramlas. A Habsburg-oldal targyalasi
stratégidja az 1627. évi szényi békekotés soran” [Communication and Information Flow. The
Negotiation Strategy of the Habsburg Party during the 1627 Peace Treaty of Szény], Aetas,
33/4 (2018), pp. 108-124, especially: p. 110.

7 Concerning the Habsburg-Ottoman common frontier and questions in connection with: it,
see the following non-exhaustive collection: William O'Reilly, ‘Border, Buffer and Bulwark.
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Esztergom and Komarom (1606, 1618, 1625, 1627, 1641/42).8 For the
negotiations during this time period, the Palatine of Hungary and the
local Ottoman dignitaries (including the Pasha of Buda as the head of the
affairs of the Ottoman ruled part of the country) were responsible. The
negotiations took place mostly in Hungarian and in Turkish; the
transcriptions were made in Hungarian, in Ottoman-Turkish and in
Latin, as one can see it in the case of the Peace Treaty of Sz6ny (1627) as
well.? The Peace Treaty of Szény is crucial because it became a pattern for
the further treaties between the Ottomans and the Habsburgs.10

Before examining the peace process of Szény, it is worth looking
at the first half of the seventeenth century from the point of view of the
question of war and peace concerning the Habsburg and the Ottoman

The Historiography of the Military Frontier, 1521-1881’, in Steven G. Ellis - Raingard EfSer
(eds), Frontiers and the Writing of History, 1500-1800 (Hanover: Wehrhahn Verlag, 2006), pp.
229-244; Géza Palffy, ‘The Border Defense System in Hungary in the Sixteenth and
Seventeenth Centuries’, in Laszl6 Veszprémy - Béla K. Kirdly (ed), A Millennium of
Hungarian Military History (New York: Columbia University Press, 2002), pp. 111-135;
Ferenc Szakaly, Magyar adéztatds a térék hodoltsigban [Hungarian Taxation in Ottoman
Hungary] (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadd, 1981), especially: A hodoltsag XVI-XVIL szazadi
hatarvaltozéasainak vazlata [The Draft of 16th-17th-century border changes of the Ottoman
Ruled Hungary], pp. 30-43; Antal Molnar, Magyar hodoltsag, horvat hoédoltsag. Magyar és
horvat katolikus egyhazi intézmények az oszman uralom alatt [Ottoman Hungary - Ottoman
Croatia. Hungarian and Croatian Catholic Ecclesiastical Institutions Under Ottoman Rule]
(Budapest: Bolcsészettudomanyi Kutatokozpont Torténettudomanyi Intézet, 2019)

(See further literature in the footnotes.)

8 Papp, ‘Az Oszman Birodalom’, p. 91.

9 Papp, ‘Az Oszman Birodalom’, p. 91. An example for the treaties on these languages, see:
Antal Gévay, Az 1627-dik évi september 13-dikdn kélt szényi békekotés czikkelyei, dedkiil, magyaril
és torokiil [The Articles of the Peace Treaty of Szény, originated on September 13, 1627, in
Latin, Hungarian and Turkish], (Wien: 1837)

10 Papp, ‘Az Oszman Birodalom’, pp. 91-92. Concerning the Peace Treaty of Szény (1627)
and the further parts of the process, see more: Gergely Brand]l et al., “Valogatott forrasok az
1627. évi szényi békeszerzédés torténetéhez’ [Selected Sources to the History of the 1627
Peace Treaty of Szény], Lymbus. Magyarsigtudomdnyi Forriskézlemények, 15 (2017): 151-203;
Brandl et al.,, ‘'Kommunikaci6é és hirdramlas’; Gergely Brandl et al., ‘Kommunikation und
Nachrichtenaustausch - Verhandlungsstrategie der habsburgischen Seite bei der
Friedensverhandlung von Szény 1627, Chronica, 19 (2019): 113-140; Mahmut Halef
Cervioglu, ‘The Peace Treaties of Gyarmat (1625) and Szony (1627)', Ege ve Balkan
Aragtirmalart Dergisi, 3/2 (2016): 67-86; Cervioglu, ‘Ottoman Foreign Policy’, especially: pp.
214-215; Brandl - Szabados, ‘A megbizas terhe’; Marton, ‘,Sz6nybdl tudatjuk...”’, Jozsef
Stessel, “Adatok az 1628. évi szécsényi alkudozas torténetéhez I-II' [Data to the History of
the Negotiations of Szécsény in 1628, I-11], Magyar Torténelmi Tdr, 3 (1902), pp. 430-452, pp.
481-510; Gellért Erné Marton, ‘On the Question of the Negotiations Between the Habsburgs
and the Ottomans at Szécsény and Buda (1628) through Palatine Miklés Esterhazy’s letter to
the head of the Hungarian negotiators’, Rocznik Przemyski, 55, Historia, 22/1 (2019): 79-91,
especially: pp. 80-81; Gellért Ern6 Marton, ‘Péter Kohary’s Life and Correspondence -
Outline for a Greater Synthesis’, Rocznik Przemyski, 56, Historia, 25/1 (2020): 25-36.
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Empire. The Habsburg Empire was engaged in the western theatre of war
because of the Thirty Years’” War (1618-1648).11 The Ottomans had
intermittent problems with the Safavids in the first half of the century on
the eastern frontiers of their empire.’2 In the mid-1620s, on the Ottoman-
Safavid frontier in 1624, Shah Abbas the Great (r. 1588-1629) captured
Baghdad, and then his troops forced the Ottoman army to retreat when
they marched to liberate it.13

For these reasons, the two empires’ common interest was to avoid
the two-front war, namely, as Arno Strohmeyer wrote, “conflict with
third powers”.1# In addition to this, Strohmeyer underlined that “[t]he
most important tool of conflict management was diplomacy”. Therefore,
unsurprisingly, dozens of peace treaties and ceasefire agreements were
signed during the centuries between the Habsburg (formerly the
Kingdom of Hungary) and the Ottoman Empire.1>

After outlining the context, it is worth examining the peace
process of Szény. It could be divided into three parts, starting on
December 18, 1626 with the declaration of a 3-month-long armistice which
was renewed in March, 1627. The first period included the appointment
of the delegations, the basis of the negotiations and the ceremonial
procedures.’e The second part of the negotiations began in mid-June,
1627, when the delegations arrived in Szény. This period ended on
September 13, when the treaty was signed and attested by the negotiators
(the conclusion of some questions was postponed, e.g., the question of the
villages on (and near) the borderland; or the duration of the peace).

11 Concerning the engagement of the Habsburg Empire, see: Brandl et al., "Kommunikécié és
hirdramlas’, p. 110.

12 “[Tlhe intermittent wars against the Safavids between 1603 and 1639 kept the Ottomans
busy on their eastern front.” Cervioglu, ‘Ottoman Foreign Policy’, p. 195.

13 Brandl et al., "Kommunikaci6 és hirdramlas’, pp. 110-111. Concerning the Safavids, see more:
Hans Robert Romer, ‘The Safavid Period’, in Peter Jackson - Laurence Lockhart (eds), The
Cambridge History of Iran (7 vols, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006 reprint), vol. 6,
“The Timurid and Safavid Period’, pp. 189-350, especially: pp. 266-268.

14 Arno Strohmeyer, ‘The Theatrical Performance of Peace. Entries of Habsburg Grand
Embassies in Constantinople (17th-19th Centuries)’, in Marinos Sariyannis (ed), New Trends in
Ottoman Studies. Papers Presented at the 20t CIEPO Symposium Rethymno, 27 June - 1 July 2012.
(Rethymno: University of Crete, Department of History and Archaeology, 2014). pp. 486-
494, especially: p. 486.

15 For an exhaustive list of the peace treaties between them, see: Papp, ‘Az Oszman
Birodalom’, pp. 86-99. In addition to this question, see: Strohmeyer, ‘The Theatrical
Performance of Peace’, p. 486; Cervioglu, ‘Ottoman Foreign Policy’.

16 Concerning the ceremonial procedures, see more: Marton, ‘,Szénybél tudatjuk...””, p. 141.
Furthermore, here it is worth mentioning Krisztina Juhész’'s new, promising investigation on
the topic of the ceremonial procedure of the Habsburg-Ottoman peace treaties of the 17th
century.
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Finally, the third part ended on December 8, 1629, which involved,
besides the process of the ratification, the territorial negotiations, hence
the question of the villages on the common frontier of the two empires.
By the end of 1627, the delegations of the territorial negotiations had been
appointed and at the beginning of 1628 the negotiations started. One of
the questions worth mentioning was where the negotiations would be.
The parties spent months until they could agree on this question.

In the case of the territorial negotiations at Szécsény, Péter Kohary
was appointed as the head of the Hungarian delegation. It is worth
mentioning that at the time of the peace talks, one can find Baron Péter
Kohary among the negotiators. He was added to the commissioners upon
the Hungarian Palatine’s proposal, after the death of a commissioner,
Mozes Czirdky.l7 It should be noted that the negotiations at Szécsény
ended fruitlessly. The question of the villages on the borderland was
solved after Muharrem, the Bey of Szolnok, and Gaspar Tassy, Palatine
Miklés Esterhdzy’s secretary had concluded an agreement in Buda on
April 6, 1629.

The author’s aim in his dissertation in progress, as it has been
pointed out above, is to present an overview of the peace process of
Szény, with a focus on the territorial negotiations (i.e. the question of the
villages on (and near) their common frontier) at Szécsény and Buda
through Péter Kohary’s correspondence. However, a question arises, who
Péter Kohdry was. Several data can be found concerning his life and
activity. So, if one examines his life, it can be easily recognised that his
career and role were not limited only to these episodes. He was in his
early 40s when he fought on the battlefields of the Long Turkish War.18
Baron Kohary was among the royal commissioners at the time of the
Peace Treaty of Vienna made between the rebel Hungarians, led by Istvan
Bocskai, and the Habsburgs (1606). A couple of years later, in 1611 he was
appointed as the vice-captain of Ersekujvar (present day Nové Zamky, in
Slovakia) and vice-general of the border-fortress zone of the Cisdanubian
district and mining region.1 He was in office until his death in 1632.20

17 Brandl et al., 'Kommunikaci6 és hiraramlas’, p. 120.

18 One could find him on the battlefields at Fiilek (present day Filakovo (Sk)) in 1593, at
Esztergom in 1595, at Mez6keresztes in 1596 as well as at Gy6r in 1598.

19 In Hungarian: Dundninneni kertileti és banyavidéki végvidéki f6kapitdny-helyettes. In
Latin: supremus vicecapitaneus/vicegeneralis partium regni Hungariae Cisdanubianarum
et confiniorum antemontanorum supremus vicecapitaneus. Géza Palffy, ‘Keriileti és
végvidéki fékapitanyok és fékapitdny-helyettesek Magyarorszagon a 16-17. szdzadban’
[Borderfortress-captain-generals, District-captain-generals and Vice-captain-generals on the
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The monographic elaboration of the vice-captain’s life and
correspondence has not been carried out so far. As it has been mentioned
above, several data can be found in the historical literature about him, but
unfortunately, not only nineteenth-century publications, but also twenty-
first-century works contain some inaccurate and incorrect information
concerning him and his life. So, in the author’s dissertation in progress, a
separate chapter will be dedicated to summarising Péter Kohary’s life and
activity.?!

In the following, it is worth presenting the research into Kohary’s
exchange of letters. No comprehensive collection of his correspondence has
been published thus far, only a few parts of it are available and the only
systematic collection which focuses on Péter Kohary was published in
1911.22 Additionally, another source collection is worth mentioning, namely
Jozsef Stessel’s work on the topic of the negotiations at Szécsény.? In his
work he published letters written by Kohary during the territorial
negotiations, but it did not include the Palatine Mikl6s Esterhazy’s responses
to him. It should be noted that, according to Stessel, one can find the afore-
mentioned part of the sources in the Kohéry-Coburg family’s archive.2*
In 2020, 14 letters were published, which were addressed to Péter Kohéary
by the Esterhazys and another one in 2019. These letters contain the
abovementioned responses of the Palatine.?> Inside the framework of a
project 20 further documents from the Kohary-Coburg Archive will be

Hungarian Frontier of the Habsburg Empire in the 16th and 17th Centuries], Térténelmi
Szemle, 39/2 (1997): 271.

20 Palffy, ‘Kertileti és végvidéki f6kapitanyok’, p. 272.

21 More about his life and activity, see: Marton, ‘Péter Kohéry’s Life’, pp. 25-36.

2 Andras Komaromy, ‘Kohary Péter érsekujvari kapitany levelei Thurzé Gyoérgy nadorhoz
1611-1616" [Letters of Péter Kohary, the Captain of Ersekﬁjvér to Palatine Gyorgy Thurzé
1611-1616], Hadtorténelmi Kézlemények, 12 (1911): 77-109. (It contains 30 letters.)

2 Stessel, “Adatok az 1628. évi’, pp. 430-452, pp. 481-510.

24 They can be found in original: Statny Archiv v Banskej Bystrici (SA BB) [State Archive in
Banska Bystrica]. Kohary-Coburgovské archivy, Rodovy archiv Kohary-Coburgov, Cast I,
Listiny, korespondencia a rozne pisomnosti [Kohédry-Coburg Family’s Archive, Class I,
Diplomas, correspondence, and various documents] box nr. 40575., No. 861-913. Briefe an
Peter Kohéry 1616-1632; Also, they can be found in microfilm: Magyar Nemzeti Levéltar
Orszéagos Levéltara (MNL OL) [National Archives of Hungary], X 1045 (Kohéry csalad
[Kohéry Family]), microfilm Nr. 40575, Nr. C 1228, Nr. C 1229.

% Gellért Erné Marton, ‘, Az mint Isten tudnunk adja, oltalmazzuk vériinkkel is szegény
hazanknak Dbastyéjat...” Magyar nyelvi Esterhazy-levelek a Kohary-Coburg csalad
levéltarabol [“As God grants us strength, we are defending our poor motherland’s bastion
with our blood...” Esterhazy-letters in Hungarian from the Kohary-Coburg Family’s
Archive]’, Aetas, 35/3 (2020): pp. 126-150. In 13 cases the sender is Mikl6s Esterhazy, in one
case it is Pal Esterhazy. Marton, ‘On the Question of’, pp. 85-87.
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published.?¢ In addition to source collections mentioned previously, one
can find several additional letters concerning Péter Kohary in different
source publications.?

The most of Péter Kohary’s correspondence, as it has been pointed
out above, is unpublished. Over 200 letters have been assembled, most of
them by the author of this article. The letters cover the years from 1610 to
1632 and in the case of Kohary’s widow, Borbéla Balassa of Gyarmath, a
few letters have been collected from the period 1632-1637 until her
death.2 The unpublished letters which have been mustered can be found
in Hungarian? and foreign3® archives.

All the data of these sources were entered into a database which
could help the quantitative analysis of these exchanges of letters. The
quantitative analysis also illuminates two things.3! On the one hand, the

26 Title of the project in English: Diplomatic sources concerning the Ottoman contacts of the
Kingdom of Hungary (16th-17th centuries); principal investigator: Gabor Karman. All of
these letters are sent by Miirteza, the Pasha of Buda, 18 of them are addressed to Péter
Kohéry, in two cases the addressee is Pal Esterhazy, the captain of Nograd. The transcription
and the elaboration of these documents have been made by the author of this article.

27 E.g., with regard to Cardinal Péter Pazmany, Palatine Miklés Esterhdzy, and the Peace
Treaty of Szény (1627). Ferenc Hanuy, Pdzmidny Péter bibornok, esztergomi érsek, Magyarorszdg
primdsa Osszegyiijtott levelei [Collected Letters of Cardinal Péter Pazmany, the Archbishop of
Esztergom, Primate of Hungary] (2 vols, Budapest, 1911), vol. 2 (1629-1637), p. 213 (Nr. 684),
p- 232 (Nr. 702); Tibor Marti, ‘Pazmény Péter biboros, esztergomi érsek nemzetkozi és hazai
kapcsolatrendszeréhez: harom kiadatlan Pazmény-levél’ [Details to the Hungarian and
International Network of Relations of Cardinal Péter Pdzmény, the Archbishop of
Esztergom: Pazmany’s Three Unpublished Letters], in Alinka Ajkay - Rita. Bajaki (eds),
Pdzmdny nyomdban. Tanulmanyok Hargittay Emil tiszteletére [Following Pdzmany. Studies in
Honor of Emil Hargittay] (Vac, 2013), pp. 315-322, especially: pp. 318-320 (Nr. 2); Ferencz
Salamon - Laszl6 Szalay, Galanthai Grof Eszterhazy Miklés. Magyarorszag nadora [Miklés
Eszterhazy Count of Galdntha. The Palatine of Hungary] (3 vols, Pest, 1863-1870), vol. 3
(1627-1629) (Pest, 1870). pp. 378-384, pp. 391-393, pp. 466-468; Pal Jaszay, ‘A’ sz6nyi béke.
1627 [The Peace Treaty of Szény. 1627], Tudomdinytdr, Ertekezések 4 (1838): pp. 195-197;
Brandl et al., “Valogatott forrasok’, pp. 165-168, pp. 174-176, p. 189.

28 OStA HHStA, Fa. Palffy, Kt. 11., A. 1., Lad V., Fasc. 1-4; Fasc. 3., Fr. 8, 78, 81, 83, 84.

2 Eotvos Lordand Tudomanyegyetem, Egyetemi Konyvtar és Kézirattar [Eotvos Lorand
University, University Library and Archives] (ELTE EKK); MNL OL [National Archives of
Hungary].

30 Qsterreichisches Staatsarchiv [Austrian State Archives] (OStA) Haus-, Hof- und
Staatsarchiv (HHStA); OStA Kriegsarchiv (KA); Statny Archiv v Banskej Bystrici [State
Archive in Banska Bystrica] (SA BB)

31 Here, it is worth emphasising that these numbers represent the first partial results based
on the already assembled letters which had been collected from the even now available ones.
These numbers show that on the basis of the great number of unpublished sources the
research of this topic would be productive, on the one hand, because of the collection and
publication of new diplomatic history sources, and on the other hand, because with the help
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aim of the author in the long run is to collect and publish Péter Kohéary’s
whole correspondence. On the other hand, in the short run, the author
intends to collect and publish his exchange of letters concerning the peace
process of Szény in 1627, also paying attention to the territorial
negotiations in 1628-1629. At this moment, the database contains 287
records from the period of 1610-1632. In 139 cases (89 of them are
unpublished letters and 6 of them are letter references) Péter Kohary is
the sender and in 148 cases he is the addressee (130 of them are
unpublished letters and 4 of them are letter references).33 With the help of
this database, one can examine his relationship with the dignitaries of the
two parties. The quantitative analysis can inform us about the network of
relations and the intensive periods as well as the gaps in the collection of
the sources.?* However, it is only the qualitative analysis that can show us
what the most important points and problems were during the
negotiations. Besides, it can shed light on the quality of the dignitaries’
relationship. In several cases, the documents contain information about
them. For instance, in document Nr. 1, the following sentence can be
found. “Isten engedelmibiil holnapi napon vaddszni megyek, az mi vadat
fogunk, nagysigodnak részt teszek beldle!” This points to the fact that over
the simple official relationship, an informal one can be assumed between
them. Another note can be taken based on the note of Graeme Murdock
concerning the forms of address. It is worth emphasising that they are
mostly stylised and conventional, but these formal parts convey further
pieces of information while analysing the participants’ (personal)
relations.

As the author’s dissertation will contain a chapter on source
publishing, here it seems useful to show examples how the sources will
be elaborated. Therefore, the following part consists of a guideline (the
rules of the modernisation of the texts), two elaborated documents3> and
the examples for the items which can be found in the appendix.

of them one can better understand the peace process and the role and importance of each
participant. See more: Marton, ‘Péter Kohéry’s Life’, pp. 31-34.

32 The database reflects the status of the research as of June 22, 2020.

3 Concerning the time period of the negotiations, 133 records can be found in the database
regarding Kohary (90 records from the period from mid-June, 1627, to April, 1629, further 38
items from May to December, 1629, and 4 from the first half of 1627). See more: Marton,
‘Péter Kohary’s Life’, pp. 31-32.

34 Concerning this question, see more: Marton, ‘Péter Kohary’s Life’, pp. 32-33.

35 Both of them discuss the taxation of the villages on the two empire’s common borderland.
The taxation of the villages on the two empires” common borderland as well as the question
of the “open border” are mentioned among the most interesting questions of this period.
Concerning the second one, see: Istvan Czigany, ‘A ,nyitott hatar” - egy hadtorténelmi
paradoxon hatasa. Néhany gondolat a Magyar Kirdlysdg 16-17. szazadi oszménellenes
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Rules of modernisation

Because these texts date back to the first third of the seventeenth
century, a couple of remarks should be made as regards the guidelines of
the source publication. There is not any consensus-based guideline for
source publications in Hungarian related to the sixteenth-eighteenth
centuries.3 In this case, the author has chosen the guideline and style
sheet of the Research Group of the Ottoman Age.?”

It is worth discussing these rules briefly. The texts in Hungarian
are not letter-perfect transcriptions. In every case, these texts are partially
modernised versions in order to offer an easier understanding. During
the centuries, the Hungarian language (the orthography and the spelling
rules in particular) changed a lot. Therefore, these texts contain font
errors, spelling, grammatical (in some cases because of the crudeness of
the grammatical rules) and punctuation mistakes. What is more, there are
some letters which are now missing from the Hungarian alphabet. All
these circumstances necessitate the modernisation of the texts. What does
the afore-mentioned partial modernization mean? This is an alphabetic,
narrow phonetic transcription (e. g. the double vowel “ed” > “4"38), which
pays attention to the linguistic and dialectological characteristics. (Here it
should be noted that this source publication will not be designed as a

védelmi rendszerének sajatossagairél’ [An “Open Border” - the Impact of a Military History
Paradox. A Few Remarks on the Characteristics of the Defence System of the Kingdom of
Hungary against the Ottomans in the 16th-17th Century], Aetas, 33/4 (2018): 73-85.

3 Delineate the guidelines: Borbala Bak, ‘A XVI-XVIIIL. szdzadi magyar nyelvli forrdsok
kiadasénak kérdései. Ajanlds a magyar nyelv(i forrdsok kozreadasdhoz' [The Issues of the
Publication of 16th-18th-century Sources in Hungarian. Recommendations for the Publishing of
Sources in Hungarian], Fons, 7/1 (2000): pp. 91-137; For the guidelines of the most recent,
extensive volume on missilis sources in Hungarian, see: Péter Tusor (ed and pub), “Irom
kegyelmednek, mint igaz magyar igaz magyarnak...” Lippay Gydrqy veszprémi és egri piispok, esztergomi
érsek levelei magyar arisztokratikhoz, nemesekhez, 1635-1655, [“1 hereon write to Thee, Your
Lordship, as a true Hungarian to another true one... The Letters of Gyorgy Lippay, the Bishop of
Veszprém and Eger, the Archbishop of Esztergom to Hungarian Aristocrats and Nobles, 1635-
1655] (Budapest: Gondolat, 2015). Working out the rules was also facilitated by: Laszlé Gliick:
Miirteza pasa magyar nyelvii levelezésének kiaddsira vonatkozo javasolt szabdlyok [Suggested Guidelines
for the Publication of the Hungarian Correspondence of Pasha Miirteza] (working title;
unpublished manuscript); Sandor Papp, A Sirkozyek. EQy magyar szdrmazdsi francia dllamférfi
csaladjanak torténete a 18. szazad végéig [The Sarkozys. The Family History of a French Statesman of
Hungarian Origin Until the End of the 18th Century] (Szeged: Universitas Szeged Kiado, 2012), p.
81.

37 MTA-SZTE (Hungarian Academy of Sciences — University of Szeged) Research Group of
the Ottoman Age. Together with his colleagues, Hajnalka Té6th and Krisztina Juhasz, the
author of this article is currently working on the publication of the Research Group’s
Guidelines of Hungarian source publication. This article will be published soon.

38 (letter-perfect transcription) teoreok > (with the correct spelling) teéretk > (the form used
today) torok ‘Turkish’.
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philological or linguistic publication, the main aim of the chapter on the
source publication is to present the sources of the discussed topic,
hopefully facilitating further research on this period.)

Special characters are modernised (e. g. “” or “jj”), except in the
case of names, as mentioned below. On the one hand, these characters are
not available in the written Hungarian language; on the other hand, they
could be replaced (e. g. they could be written and pronounced in the
following ways: “w” — v’/ u’; “w” — i’ “j” — 1" "y’ (’j’). Let us see two
examples: “teorokwl irt” — torokil irt ‘written in Turkish’; “ualamelyket”
— valamelyiket ‘either [of them]’).

Based on the “teordkwl irt” — torokiil irt example, it should be
noted that scribes regularly fail to draw a distinction between the short
and long counterparts of the Hungarian vowels.? Therefore, in the case of
the short and long counterparts, the transcriptions follow the Hungarian
spelling rules, but these do not affect the archaic and dialectal
characteristics of the texts. Thus, “vigezes” will be “vigezés” (but not
végezés), the suffixes (“-rul” / “-rail” will be “-ral” / “-rtl” (not “-rol” / “-
rél”).

Modernisation affects “cz”, “ch”, “ts” character (consonant) pairs.
These should be modernised after pronunciation, so “czaszar” will be

/7]

“csaszar”, “chalard” will be “csalard” as well as the so-called “silent h”, so
“megh” will be “meg”, “jrh” will be “ir”. The slips of the pen in the case
of voiced and voiceless consonant pairs (e. g. b-p, g-k, etc.) will not be
corrected, except if the literal mistake alters the meaning (e. g. bor ‘wine” >
por ‘powder’). In the texts, one can find the word “bég” ‘bey” in the
following form: “bék”. If the letter-writer uses it consistently, it will be in
the same form in the modernised transcription. The same way will be
followed if the mistake can be traced back to dialectal characteristics, like
“karacson” ‘Christmas” will not be “karacsony” or “kapitan” “captain” will
not be “kapitany”. But in connection with the double consonants, like -t¢-
in “hattalmas” > “hatalmas” ‘mighty’, -ss- in “passa” > “pasa” ‘pasha’, but
in spite of this, “hatta” will not be transformed to “hagyta” ‘let / left’
according to preserving the “feeling” of the texts.

In connection with the proper names (personal names and places
as well) the original, written form is adhered to and a footnote is added
with the presently used form (e. g. Es[t]erhazj - Esterhazy; Eztergam -
Esztergom (H); Posony - Pozsony, present day: Bratislava (Sk)). The same
method is applied in the case of adjectives derived from proper names.

v

3 In the Hungarian language, there are 14 vowels, which means 7 short-long counterparts
(a-4; e-¢; i-1; 0-6; 6-6; u-u; u-1)
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The initials of proper names are written with upper case letters. The name
of feasts (e. g. husvét ‘Easter’ or ptinkdsdhétfé “Whit Monday’) following
the Hungarian spelling rules are written with lower case initials. It should
be noted that capital initials are used not only for proper names but also
in the case of the initial of the first word of sentences.

As for the foreign language expressions (at this time these are
mostly Latin words), the original form with spelling mistakes is retained and
the correct form and meaning are added in a footnote (e. g. “inclusakkal”
inclusum (Lat.) - ‘annex”).#0 In addition to this, the translation of the Latin
form of addresses regarding their formulary character is dispensed with.

As for the punctuation currently used, spelling rules are applied
by simultaneously aligning them with the meaning of the text. Wherever
it is possible, the original punctuation is retained (e. g. round brackets ()).
Round brackets are used only where the original document contained
that, furthermore, usage of dashes (-...-) is avoided in this publication (in
the latter case commas are used).#! Also, the officially used present
alphabet is administered. It should be noted that the modernised
punctuation serves the better understanding. The original hyphenation is
disregarded, too, because of the easier reading and understanding.

In the case of the additions (e. g. marking the pages of the original
document [Ir], indicating an unreadable part or that a document is
damaged [--], to separate a text [I] the abstract’s points which follow these
points), the square brackets ([])) are used.

All of the abbreviations are unfolded (“m. p.” — “manu propria”;
“kegtek” — “kegyelmetek” - “Your Excellencies’; “tudva[n]” — “tudvan”
- ’knowingly’) without remarks because this is not a philological work
and from the point of view of the understanding it is rather irrelevant. It
should be noted that the Latin abbreviations are unfolded with the usage
of square brackets, but the Hungarian ones (included the so-called nasal
abbreviations) are unfolded without remarks, as one can find above.

40 The meanings of the words and/or the expressions are written mostly based on the
following works. Henrik Findaly, A latin nyelv szotira [Dictionary of the Latin Language]
(Budapest: Franklin Téarsulat

Magyar Irod. Intézet és Konyvnyomda, 1884, reprinted: 2002, 2005); Béla Kovacs (ed):
Syllabus latino-hungaricus (Eger:Heves Megyei Levéltar 1990); Laszl6 Makkai (ed, int, and
notes), Bethlen Gabor krénikdsai [The Chroniclers of Gabor Bethlen] (Budapest: Gondolat
Kiadé, 1980), especially: Idegen szavak jegyzéke [The Catalogue of Foreign Words], pp. 271-
277; Laszl6 Makkai, Bethlen Gabor emlékezete [The Memory of Gabor Bethlen] (Budapest:
Magyar Helikon, 1980), especially: Idegen és magyardzatra szorul6 szavak jegyzéke
[Dictionary of Foreign and Explainable Words], pp. 307-315; Antal Bartal, A magyarorszagi
latinsag szotara [Dictionary of Latin in Hungary] (Budapest: Histériaantik Konyveshay,
1901).

41 Gluck, ‘Miirteza pasa’.
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The page breaks of the original documents, as it has been

mentioned above, are indicated (e. g. [1r] or [p. 1]), but the catchwords are
not. If the text is not continuing on the next page with the same word, this
is indicated in a footnote, included the catchword.
Concerning the question of the translation of the sources from Hungarian
to English, a note has to be taken. The documents will not be translated, but
abstracts in English are added to the transcriptions. It should be noted that
a full English translation could be found only in one case in the
dissertation, in the following publication it is not necessary. That sample
serves as an example to show another possibility for source publication. 42
It helps the understanding, so that is a modern translation which shows the
content of the Hungarian original; however, it is not simply a long
summary, as it follows the form and the structure of the letter. In this case,
the Latin expressions, except for the formal parts of the text, and the Latin
form of addresses were translated into English as well because of the small
differences between the correct Latin form and the English one (e. g. in
originali - ‘in the original’). In the case of the names, the currently used
forms are applied. In connection with the punctuation, the present
standard spelling rules are used in compliance with the meaning of the
text.

The notes (including the philological ones) can be found in
footnotes. All the footnotes are entered into the text with Arabic numerals
which are continued from text to text. These notes will be as short as
possible. In the case of personal names and places, notes will contain their
currently used form. The meaning of Latin language expressions will be
given in notes, as it has been referred to above. If it is necessary, further
footnotes will be added (e. g. events, terms, etc.).

An appendix will be added to the dissertation which will contain a
name catalogue with notes about people who could be found in the texts. A
glossary of the places with their currently used names in Hungarian and a
note about where they could be found at present are included, if it is
necessary, with their current, officially used name. Furthermore, a glossary
of the Latin expressions which were used in these texts is also added.

In every case, the heading of the documents will contain the
following elements (1) who wrote to whom; (2) place and date of issuing;
(3) about originality (original, copy, etc.); (4) special added information if
it is relevant (e. g. in the case of a mentionable scribe, Habib Agha'’s
handwriting); where the original and the copies (if it is relevant) could be
found; (5) data of edition if relevant.

42 For the sample to English translation, see: Marton, ‘On the Question of’, pp. 88-90.
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In each case, the heading will be followed by an abstract in
English. It is worth pointing out that in the case of the already-published
documents only the abstracts will be published in the dissertation. If a
document had already been published but was found wanting, a
transcription of its text will be published from the original manuscript or
the copy of the document. This summary will be ordered by points. Those
will be marked in the original text (e. g. [I]). The points follow the content
of the texts. The points aim to help the orientation of the reader because
most of the texts contain various topics.

After the abstract, the outside of the document will be published,
followed by the contemporary note(s) (if relevant). Here it should be
noted that this source publication will dispense with the transcription of
the nineteenth-century archivists’ notes.

This source publication will be divided into two parts basically,
(1) unpublished documents; (2) abstract of the already published ones.®
Within the two main parts, the letters will be selected by the correspondents
(e. g. Exchange of letters between Pasha Miirteza and Péter Kohary; Exchange
of letters between Mikl6s Esterhazy and Péter Kohdry). Within the
framework of these subchapters the documents will follow a chronological
order, with letters without a date at the end.

4 In the case of the already published documents, it is worth noting that those abstracts will
not be divided by abstract points.
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[Nr. 1]

(Tatar) Ibrahim Bey of Esztergom to Péter Kohary

Esztergom, December 31, 1627

SA BB Kohary-Coburgovské archivy. Rodovy archiv Kohary-
Coburgov. C. I. No. 12140

MNL OL X 1045 (Kohary family) microfilm No. C1228, No. 12140
Original document

Abstract

[I] On account of the lack of paying taxes, the Bey of Esztergom files a
complaint. He writes that he is demanded to pay in the tax, but the villages do
not comply with paying in either the emperor’s or the sipahi’s taxes. He
expresses that he is at a loss on how to proceed and he points out that they
adhere to the Peace Treaty of Szony, namely that they do not coerce the
peasants. For this reason, they are responsible for them not turning in the
taxes. [1I] He lists the villages that did not pay in their taxes. [1II] He also adds
that he sent some of his men to the villages. [IV] Ibrahim Bey reminds Kohdry
of the obligation of the peasants by the treaty to pay their legally levied taxes;
he asks Kohdry to take care of that. [V] In the postscript Ibrahim says that there
are villages that claim they duly turned in their taxes, but the Turkish side
states the opposite. He spells out his request that the judges of the villages
should appear in person to clarify the issue. [VI] He emphasises that the
inhabitants of Ujbars failed to pay their taxes (400 forints); what is more, he
also adds that he has remitted 100 forints from the sum of the annual tax, so
their complaints are discreditable. [VII] He goes hunting the next day, and he
will send part of the game to Kohdry too.

[Outside:] Az tekéntetes és nagysdgos turnak, Kohary Péternek#, az
felséges romai csaszarnak az Dundn# tal valé véghazainak és Ersek
Wyvarnak# vice generalis capitinyanak, énnekem jéakaro, ar szomszéd
baratomnak adassék.

Wyrvars”

[p. 1] En, Tattar Ibrahim Bék®, az hatalmas és gy6zhetetlen torok
csaszarnak f6 szandzsakbékje és Eztergomnak# {6 helytartéja etc.
Minden hozzam illend6 tisztességbeli baratsagos koszonetemnek
ajanlasanak utana Istenttil nagysdgodnak jo egészséget kivanok.

44 Kohary Péter.

4 Duna. The River Danube.

46 Ersektjvar, present day Nové Zamky (Sk).
47 Ujvér, i.e. Ersekujvar.

48 (Tatar) Ibrahim Bey of Esztergom.

49 Esztergom (H).
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Tekéntetes és nagysagos ur szomszéd baratom! [I] Noha nagysagodnak
ari fejét ez dolog miatt nemcsak egészen fajlaltam és mostan is fajlalnom
kell, nagysdagod megbocsasson, ha az kéntelenség volna nem
cselekedtetne, nem cselekedném. De latja Isten, az miatt egy nap
énnekem nyugodalmam nincsen. Az egész sereg éjjel-nappal fizetéseket
és buzdjokat én tlllem kévanjak, az faluk penig nem jinnek, nem
hozzdk az csdszar buzajat, az mely faluiba jiin, egy palcaval [?]% jiin,
sem csaszar buzdjat nem hozza, sem iszpajdjanak oda ad6z6 summajat,
adéjat nem hozzak. Fn nem tudom, mik eképpen kell ennek legjobb
modjaval eleit taldlnom, mivel az sz6éni végezésben> az vagyon, hogy
egy jobbagyin is sem fogjunk, sem szidjunk, sem vonjunk, mi is ahhoz
tartvan magunkat, azzal mind az jobbagysagot rossza, széfogadatlanna
tottiik, igy sem csdszar summadja, addja, buzdja, iszpajdk adoit be nem
k[d]dik, biznak az vigezéshez, mit akdrmennyit irjunk, izenjlink,
parancsrol nekiink semmit sem gondolnak. Mindeneket Fulek32 mell&l
bocsédtnak, és hogy nagysagod inkabb elktidje, itten mindenik falut
nevezet szerint felirtam az mely csdszar buzajat, addjat, summadjat be
nem hoznd. [II] Verebelj®3, Levai®, [--]*> tartomaniban, az mint itten
regisztrombans® tottem, tgy mint Szebedinj%’, Thely® [?], Fedemos®,
Bankeszeo®, Kiskeszeo¢!, Varad®?, Egihaz Szegh®, Nagy Szegh®, Malom
Szeght5, Andra®, Felseo[-], Also Szetleds®” Felsed[-], Also Chiornok®s,

50 Uncertain reading.

51 The Peace Treaty of Szény (1627).

52 Fiilek, present day Filakovo (Sk).

53 Verebély, present day Vréable (Sk).

54 Léva, present day Levice (Sk).

% [llegible word.

5 Registrum (Lat.) - ‘record, list’.

57 Crossed out by the scribe in the manuscript. Szebedin, later Szebedény (in Slovakian:
Sebedin), the formerly independent settlement is part of the municipality of Sebedin-Becov (in
Hungarian: Szebedénybecso) (Sk).

58 Uncertain reading. It could be Tild (present day in Slovakian: Telince) (Sk).

59 Fedémes, later Ipolyfodémes, present day Ipel'ské Ulany (Sk).

60 Bankeszi, present day Banov (Sk).

61 Kiskeszi, present day Malé Kosihy (Sk).

62 Vérad, i.e. Kisvarad (in Slovakian: Maly Varad), the formerly independent settlement is part
of the city of Surany (in Hungarian: Nagysurany) (Sk).

63 Egyhazszeg, later became part of Egyhaznagyszeg (in Slovakian: Kostolny Sek), the formerly
independent settlement is part of the city of Surany (in Hungarian: Nagysurany) (Sk).

64 Nagyszeg, later became part of Egyhaznagyszeg (in Slovakian: Kostolny Sek), the formerly
independent settlement is part of the city of Surany (in Hungarian: Nagysuréany) (Sk).

65 Nyitramalomszeg, present day Lipova (Sk).

6 Uncertain reading. It could be Ondrohé (in Slovakian: Ondrochov), the formerly
independent settlement is part of the municipality of Lipova (in Hungarian: Nyitramalomszeg)
(SK). A settlement name can be found in the text of the Agreement of Ujbars (1618). On the list
of the villages, it was written after “Malomszegh” and before “Felset Zeslets”, as in this letter.
Osterreichisches Staatsarchiv (OStA), Kriegsarchiv, Hofkriegsrat Akten (HKR) 1617-1619.
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Ezdeoke®®, Giarak” S. Myjhalj [Ur]”!, Martin falu’?, Vaik?, Diczke”4,
Aniala?, Lule’6, Lehotka?’, Giarmat’8, Mohi”®, O Bars [?]8°, Toth kesze®8!,
Nagy Sary$2, Taina®, Nevid® Veres Var®5, Nagy Vezeken;js¢ Kis Vezekenj8”
Rosnicza®, Nemczénj®®, Kis[-] és Nagy Valkoczi®, Chiarad?, Kisfalu®,

fol. 9r-19v., especially fol. 10v-11r. The Agreement of Komérom contains the same order, but
with the following note: “Ondroch. Malom Szeg melleth.” MNL OL, P 108, Rep. 71, Fasc. 26a,
pp. 220-224., especially: p. 221.

67 Fels6sz616s (in Slovakian: Horny Vinodol), Als6sz616s (in Slovakian: Dolny Vinodol), the formerly
independent settlements are parts of the municipality of Vinodol (in Hungarian: Nyitrasz616s) (Sk).

68 Fels- és Alsocsornok, present day Cernik (in Hungarian: Csornok) (Sk).

6 Ozdoge, present day Mojzesovo (Sk).

70 Gyarak, present day Kmet'ovo (Sk).

71 Szentmihaly, present day Liptovsky Michal (Sk).

72 Martonfalva, later Nemesmartonfalva, present day Martinova (in Hungarian Martonfalva) (Sk). The
annex of the Agreement of Komarom contains these settlements in the same order. In that document
can be found “Marton falua”. MNL OL, P 108, Rep. 71, Fasc. 26a, pp. 220-224., especially: p. 222.

73 Vajk (in Slovakian: Vajka nad Zitavou), the formerly independent settlement is part of the
municipality of La¢nica nad Zitavou (in Hungarian: Vajkmartonfalva) (Sk).

74 Dicske, later Nemesdicske (in Slovakian: Dycka), the formerly independent settlement is part of the
city of Vrable (in Hungarian: Verebély) (Sk).

75 Anyala (in Slovakian: Anala), the formerly independent settlement is part of the municipality of
Nesvady (in Hungarian: Naszvad) (Sk).

76 Crossed out by the scribe in the manuscript. Uncertain reading, It could be Liile, present day Lula
Sk).

§7 ]_)ehotka (later Lehota-Gyarmath), The formerly independent settlement present day is part of the
municipality of Zitavce (in Hungarian: Zsitvagyarmat) (Sk).

78 Gyarmat (later Lehota-Gyarmath), The formerly independent settlement present day is part of the
municipality of Zitavce (in Hungarian: Zsitvagyarmat) (SK).

79 Mohi (in Slovakian: Mochovece), the formerly independent settlement is part of the municipality of
Kalna nad Hrodom (in Hungarian: Kélna) (Sk).

80 Crossed out by the scribe in the manuscript. Uncertain reading, It could be Obars, present day Stary
Tekov (Sk).

81 Tétkeszo, present day Hronské Kosihy (in Hungarian: Garamkeszi) (Sk).

82 Nagysar6 (in Slovakian: Velké Sarovce), the formerly independent settlement is part of the
municipality of Sarovce (in Hungarian: Sar6) (Sk).

8 Tajna (in Slovakian: Tajna), the formerly independent settlement is part of the municipality of Tajna
(in Hungarian: Tajnasari) (Sk).

84 Néved or Nived, present day Nevidzany (Sk).

8 Veresvar, later Barsvorosvar, present day Cerveny Hradok (Sk).

86 Nagyvezekény, present day Vel'ké Vozokany (Sk).

87 Kisvezekény, present day Malé Vozokany (Sk).

88 There is not clear about which settlement could be. The Agreement of Komarom (1618)
contains this settlement’s name as “Roznicza”. (MNL OL, P 108, Rep. 71, Fasc. 26a, pp. 220~
224., especially: p. 223.), the Agreement of Ujbars (1618) contains “Rokosnicha”. (OStA,
Kriegsarchiv, HKR Akten 1617-1619. fol. 8r-20v., especially fol. 10r. Based on the settlements
which were recorded before and after (Vezekény, Nemcsény), this settlement might be close
to them. In Samu Borovszky’s work “Roznicza” can be found as which is belonged to
“Szent-Benedek” (i.e. Garamszentbenedek, present day Hronsky Bemadik (Sk)). Samu
Borovszky (ed. in ch.), Magyarorszig virmegyéi és virosai [ The Counties and the Cities of
Hungary] (25 vols, Budapest: Orszagos Monografia Tarsasag, 1896-1914), Bars varmegye
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Szent Peter?, Kovaczi®®, Nemethj?, S. Kereszt*, Kelczenj’, Almas’,
Badinka®, Peszer!®, Lehotkal®l. S6t, ezen kiivil tegnapi napon Leval®?,
Nograd!®, Dregelj'®* tartomanyban 25 falu ugyanaz, melyek be nem
juttenek, melyekre [p. 2] [III] kéntelensigembiil tegnap 6t gyalogot
kiildtem, hogy bekiildjék, melyek sem veréssel, sem szidassal nem
cselekedik, hanem szép széval, s6t, lovasokat sem kiildtem, hanem
gyalogokat, hogy anndl inkabb bizonyosak legyenek benne mindenek,
hogy gonoszsdgban nem jarnak, de falural falura, kocsival csaszér
dolgédban, az mely penig az jobbagysagrual legrosszabb, Diczkel%, Also[-],
Felsed Chiornok!%, innen magam joszagom, nagysagodat hivassa eleiben,
ez egisz esztend6ben szemek fényét sem lattam sem birdjoknak, sem
adoikat nem lattam. Azért nagysadgod ezeket hivassa be és mindeneknek
jol végire menjen, mi ennek utana, ha valakit behozni summat, adot
kikiildetek és minekiink azban vétkiink nincsen, mivel az btizat be nem

[Bars County], p. 349. At this moment there are no more available, much more punctual data
to this question.

89 Nemcsény, present day Nemcinany (Sk).

9 Kisvalkéc (in Slovakian: Zavada), the formerly independent settlement is part of the
municipality of Valkovce (in Hungarian: Valkéc) (Sk).

91 Csarad, present day Caradice (Sk).

92 Kisfalud, later Barskisfalud, present day Vieska nad Zitavou (Sk).

9 Szentpéter, later Komaromszentpéter, present day Svity Peter (Sk).

94 Kovécsi, later Garamkovécsi, present day Kozarovce (Sk).

9 Crossed out by the scribe in the manuscript. Németi, later Garamnémeti, present day
Tekovské Nemce (Sk).

% Crossed out by the scribe in the manuscript. Szentkereszt, later Garamszentkereszt,
present day Ziar nad Hronom (Sk).

97 Kelesény, present day Hronské Klacany (in Hungarian: Garamkelecsény) (Sk).

9% Almas. Alséalmas (in Slovakian: Dolné Jabloitiovce) and/or Felsalmés (in Slovakian:
Horné Jabloiiovce), the formerly independent settlements are parts of the municipality of
Jablotiovce (in Hungarian: Hontalmas) (Sk). The Agreement of Komdrom contains
Alséalmas and Fels6almas as well. MNL OL, P 108, Rep. 71, Fasc. 26a, pp. 220-224.,
especially: p. 223.

9% Crossed out by the scribe in the manuscript. Badinka (Badin). Ferencz Salamon, Két
Magyar diplomata a tizenhetedik szdzadbol [Two Hungarian Diplomats from the Seventeenth
Century] (Pest: Rath Mér, 1867), p. 280. It could be Felsébagyon (in Slovakian: Horny Badin),
Algyoébagyon (in Slovakian: Dolny Badin). These settlements are close to Levice (in
Hungarian: Léva). But it could be Badin (in Hungarian: Erdébadony), close to Zvolen. All of
the mentioned settlements are situated in present-day Slovakia.

100 Peszér (in Slovakian: Psiare), the formerly independent settlement is part of the
municipality of Hronsky Benadik (in Hungarian: Garamszentbenedek) (Sk).

101 Crossed out by the scribe in the manuscript. Uncertain reading. It could be Lehotka. Later
Abaszallas, present day Lehotka (Sk).

102 L éva, present day Levice (Sk).

103 Nograd (H).

104 Drégely, the formerly independent settlement is part of the municipality of Drégelypalank (H).
105 Dicske, later Nemesdicske (in Slovakian: Dy¢ka) (Sk). See more: footnote 74.

106 Als6- és Fels6csornok, present day Cernik (in Hungarian: Csornok) (Sk).
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hozzék. [IV] Az szbni végezésl?’ penig az, hogy az mely jobbagy [az]
mivel tartozik, behozzdk, se[m] verjiik, sem szidjuk, sem fogjuk, mi is
ahhoz tartjuk magunkat, de az adéssal az addssagat mindenét
megkivanjdk, meg is kérjilk azért nagysagodat. Nagysdgodnak erre
gondja leszen, sem mi rednk, sem nagysagodnak panasza nem leszen.
Ezzel Istennek ajanljuk nagysagodat!

Datum Eztergom!108, 1627. ultima die [Dece]mbris
Vélaszt varok nagysagodtul!

Nagysdgodnak tr baratja,

Idem qui supra

Plost]s[criptum]

[V] Ezek az faluk kozott némelyek vadnak, az kik azt mondjak, megadtak, az
csaszar dedkja mondja, nem adtak, azért kivinom, hogy elémben jiijjon
minden falu birdja, szemttil szemben széljanak. Leszen, ki hozza, ki nem
hozza. [VI] Wy barsiak!® mar nagysdgodnak az panaszom, hogy summajok
az békeknek f[orint] 400 tavaly is semmit nem attanak ez idei ez enim [?] egy
pénzeket sem lattam.

Nagysdgodnak hirrdl legyen, én feljebb semmit nem kivanok, még ez idein
is florint] 100 elengedtem, ha az tobbet nem hozzdk, az mint megveszem,
elég az engedelem, hogy ha valami panaszt tennének nagysagodnak,
méltatlan panaszolkodnak.

[VII] Isten engedelmibiil holnapi napon vadaszni megyek, az mi vadat
fogunk, nagysagodnak részt teszek beldle!

[Nr. 2]

Ibrahim Bey of Esztergom to Péter Kohary

Esztergom, April 5, 1628

SA BB Kohary-Coburgovské archivy. Rodovy archiv Kohary-Coburgov.
C. 1. No. 12141

MNL OL X 1045 (Kohary csalad) microfilm Nr. C1228, No. 12141

Original document

Abstract

(I] The Bey of Esztergom informs Kohdry that he sent letters to villages in relation to
the annual works needed for castle maintenance in which villages were instructed on
how many people they had to send to burn lime. He mentions that they called for
people only via letter, and that neither cavalrymen nor footmen were sent to the
villages. He asks for Kohdry’s help in ensuring the compliance of those who are the

107 The Peace Treaty of Szény (1627).
108 Esztergom (H).
109 Ujbarsiakra. Ujbars, present day Novy Tekov (Sk).
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subjects of the Sultan. [1I] He also mentions that he sent a regestum [register] earlier
of the villages which are in arrears in their payment of taxes. [IlI] He writes about
Kohiry'’s earlier promise to send outstanding taxes from those villages within two
weeks. He is at his wits end as to what to do, because he has not dispatched his men
to the villages, but cannot otherwise collect due taxes. [IV] In his letter he lists all
those villages which have not yet paid their annual taxes.

[Outside:] Az tekéntetes és nagysdgos trnak, Kohary Pethernek!10, szentelt
vitéz, az felséges rémai csaszérnak familidrisa, Magiar Orszagh!ll az
Dunantul!'2 valé részinek vicegeneralisa és Ersek Wiuarnak!!? vicecapitanya
etc. Ennekem joakaro, régi, vitéz, ir szomszéd bardtomnak adassék.

Wiuar!14

[p. 1] En, Ibrahim bék115, hatalmas és gy6zhetetlen torok csiszarnak f6
szandzsakbékje és Estergomnak!¢ {6 helytartoja etc.

Minden hozzdm illendé koszonetemnek és szolgalatomnak ajénldsdnak
utdna Istenttl jo egiszsiges, hosszti életet kivanok nagysagodnak, mint
énnekem joakaro, régi ar szomszéd [5] bardtomnak.

Tekéntetes és nagysagos, régi, joakaro, tr vitéz baratom! [I.] Nagysagodnak
ezt akardm megjelentenem, hogy az régi szokés és torvény szerint minden
esztend6ben hatalmas, gy6zhetetlen csdszar véranak épiiletire meszet
égettiink, ez idén is imméron Isten az d6t el6hozvan az mi
szandzsaksdgunkban levé falukra, az szeginsigre leveleket kiildtiink, kitil
egy, az ki jobb falu, két gyalogot kévanunk, az melik legnagyobb var is,
harom-négy gyalogot. Irtunk, hogy meszet égetni kiildjenek, az melyet
nagysagodnak azért akarok hirré tenni, hogy én reajok sem lovast, sem
gyalogot ki nem kiildtem, hanem egyediil levél 4ltal hivattam és nagysagod
is ne mondja, hogy nagysagtoknak hirt nem tottem. S6t, kérem is
nagysagodat, hogy nagysagod megparancsolja, hogy beirjenek, mivel
mostan az jobbagysag igen széfogadatlanna 16tt, parancsolatinknak kevés
helyt adnak, ne kellessék lovasokat vagy gyalogot érettok kikiildentink,
mivel hatalmas!l” csaszar vara éptilétire el kell vinniek, az ki csaszar
jobbagya. Atttl senki magat meg nem vonhatja, csaszdr mtivinek meg kell
lenni. [II] Ez fel6l is akarok nagysagodnak emlékezni, hogy még ennyi faluk
maradtanak el, az mint registrumot elkiildtem nagysagodnak, az kik csaszar

110 Kohary Péter.

111 Magyarorszag, ‘Hungary’.

112 Duna, ‘river Danube’.

113 Ersekdjvar (Sk).

14 Ujvar, i.e. Ersekujvar.

115 (Tatar) Ibrahim Bey of Esztergom.

116 Esztergom (H).

117 Inserted in the manuscript by the same hand: “Hlmas”, i.e. hatalmas.
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adgjat meg nem hoztdk, azokon kiviil, az kik pusztan allnak, az sereg
mindennap énttilem kivanja, én penig mindennap azzal biztatom Gket és
olvastatom generalis Onagysaga levelit el6ttek, [III] mely leveliben
Onagysaga azt frta volt énnekem, nem sziikség az falukra kikiildenem,
6nagysaga két hét alatt mind bekiildi. Immar Szent Gyorgy napjall® is eljott,
nem tudom, immar mit kell cselekedni, az falukra is ki nem kiildiink, 6
magok is be nem jlinnek, az vitézek az fizetést minden 6raban kérik, az
csaszéar deakja mostan is fogva vagyon. Nagysagodat kérem, nagysagodnak
fejit ne fajlaljam ennyit, immar ne nevekedjen meg az ilyen sok butal!
Nagysdgod is énnekem parancsolja minden illend$ dologbul, im, most
kedveskedem nagysagodnak.

Ezzel Istennek ajanlom nagysagodat!

Datum Estergom119, 1628. die 5 Aprilis.

Nagysdgodnak régi joakard ar szomszéd baratja,

Idem qui supra

[p. 2] [IV] Az faluk ezek, az kik még csaszar adéjat be nem hoztdk ez
esztend6ben: Kis Kesze6120, Andra!?!, Also[-] és Felsed Szeotlets!?2, Malom
Szegh'23, Nagy Sarj!2¢, Rosnicza!?, Toth Kesze!?, Peszer!'?’, Kis Varad!?,
Bankesze6129, Kisfalu!?®, Kis Walkoczial®!, Gi[me]s'32, Poczioual'® [?],
Borfti34, Kis Thur!35, Kis Szedmerel36, Wiszokal¥’, Podlusanj!38, Mere!39,
Szevginczel4, Nagyfalul4!, Boril42, Lehotkal4.

118 Le. April 24.

119 Esztergom (H).

120 Kiskeszi, present day Malé Kosihy (Sk).

121 Uncertain reading. It could be Ondroh¢ (in Slovakian: Ondrochov) (Sk). See more: footnote 66.
122 Fels6sz616s (in Slovakian: Horny Vinodol), Als6sz616s (in Slovakian: Dolny Vinodol) (Sk). See
more: footnote 67.

12 Nyitramalomszeg, present day Lipova (Sk).

124 Nagyséro (in Slovakian: Velké Sarovce) (Sk). See more: footnote 82.

125 Unidentified settlement. See more: footnote 88.

126 Totkesz6, present day Hronské Kosihy (in Hungarian: Garamkeszi) (Sk).

127 Peszér (in Slovakian: Psiare) (Sk). See more: footnote 100.

128 Varad, i.e. Kisvarad (in Slovakian: Maly Varad) (Sk). See more: footnote 62.

129 Bankeszi, present day Banov (Sk).

130 Kisfalud, later Barskisfalud, present day Vieska nad Zitavou (Sk).

131 Kisvalkéc (in Slovakian: Zavada) (Sk). See more: footnote 90.

132 Uncertain reading. It could be Gimes, present day Jelenec (Sk).

133 Uncertain reading. Unknown settlement name.

134 Borf6, present day Brhlovce (Sk).

135 Kistur (in Slovakian: Dolné Turovce), the formerly independent settlement is part of the
municipality of Velké Turovce (in Hungarian: Nagytar) (Sk).

136 Kisszemere (Szemere), present day Semerovo (in Hungarian: Koméaromszemere) (Sk).

137 Viszoka, later Magaslak, present day Vysoka (Sk).

138 Podlusan, present day Podluzany (Sk).

139 Mere (in Slovakian: Merovce), the formerly independent settlement is part of the city of
Dudince (in Hungarian: Gytigy) (Sk).

140 Sz6gyén, present day Svodin (Sk).



A Dissertation in Preparation — Structure, Methodology, Approach and Content 25

Appendix

An example to demonstrate the shape of the entries of the Name
catalogue

Kohdry, Péter (Baron of Csdbrdgh): (1564-1632) held his military and
later diplomatic offices from the time of the Long Turkish War (1591/93-
1606) to the end of the first third of the seventeenth century (1632).
contributed to the peace talks at Szény (1627) and played a decisive role
during the territorial negotiations at Szécsény and Buda (1628-1629). He
was in office as the vice-captain of Ersekujvar (present day Nové Zdmky, in
Slovakia) and vice-general of the border-fortress zone of the Cisdanubian
district and mining region from 1611 to 1632.

See more concerning his life and activity: Marton, ‘Péter Kohary’s Life’,
pp- 25-36.

Instances to show how the Glossary of the places will look like

Currently used In which The current, In which In which
name in state is it officially used | forms does | document(s)
Hungarian located name it appear in | can it be
now? the found?
documents?
Dicske Slovakia Dycka; the Diczke Nr.1
formerly
independent
settlement is
part of the
city of Vrable
(in
Hungarian:
Verebély)
(sK)
Esztergom Hungary | Esztergom Estergom | Nr.1; Nr.2
Eztergom
Fiilek Slovakia Filakovo Fulek Nr. 1
Léva Slovakia Levice Leva Nr. 1
Nyitramalomszeg | Slovakia | Lipova Malom Nr. 1; Nr. 2
Szegh

141 Nagyfalu, i.e. Nyitranagyfalu, the formerly independent settlement is part of the
municipality of Bran¢ (in Hungarian: Berencs) (Sk).
142 Bori, present day Bory (Sk).
143 Lehotka, later Abaszallas, present day Lehotka (Sk).
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Example for the Glossary of the expressions in Latin
Inclusum (Lat.) - ‘annex’
Registrum (Lat.) - “record, list’.



