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Gyo6rgy Rakoczi II’s Attempt to Establish a Local Power Base
among the Tributaries of the Ottoman Empire 1653—1657

Early Modern South-Eastern Europe is usually regarded as the playground of em-
pires: the overwhelming influence of the Ottoman Empire was continuously chal-
lenged by the Habsburgs and Venice in the borderlands; in the case of the tributary
states (especially Moldavia in the late sixteenth century), also by Poland-Lithuania.
Local powers, independent or at least semi-independent from the Empire, were al-
together missing: the few attempts to establish a power base in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries originated from the tributary states of the Ottoman Empire.
Some of these were connected to anti-Ottoman wars at the end of both centuries:
at the turn of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, Zsigmond Bathory, Prince
of Transylvania (1588—1602, with intervals) created a wider sphere of influence by
making the two Romanian Voievods of Moldavia and Wallachia his vassals; the lat-
ter, Michael the Brave (1593—1601) made his own attempt to establish a local power
base by conqueting Transylvania as well as Moldavia some years later.! Both of
them enjoyed Habsburg support — at least at specific points in their endeavours —,
not unlike those who tried to use the opportunity of the great anti-Ottoman wars
a hundred years later to cut a slice of the newly re-conquered territories for them-
selves, such as Dorde Brankovi¢ (1645-1711).> The case of Gyorgy Rakécezi 1T of
Transylvania (16481660, with intervals), which this chapter will discuss in detail, is
peculiar in the sense that — although it took place at a moment when all great powers
were involved in major conflicts (or were in a phase of exhaustion after them) — it
was not connected to any of the greater conflicts of the Empires against each other.

In the 1650s, the Ottoman Empire went through one of the greatest political
crises of its history. The court of the infant Sultan was characterized by the con-
stant struggle of various factions and frequent political changes. The Grand Viziers,
replacing each other at an accelerated pace, had to face a series of acute problems:
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financial problems led to irregularities in the payment of the armies and thus often
to revolts. The war against Venice brought serious defeats in the second half of the
decade: the fleet of the Serenissima almost managed to cut off Constantinople from
the Mediterranean in 1656.> Other powers with an interest in South-Eastern Europe
were also experiencing serious problems. Although the Habsburg Empire managed
to put an end to the Thirty Years War in 1648, the conference for the execution of
the Treaties of Westphalia continued well into the 1650s; and it took a longer period
of recovery before the Emperor could venture another major military enterprise.*
For the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth, the year of the European peace meant
the beginning of decade-long warfare, because the revolt of the Cossacks, headed
by Bohdan Khmelnytsky (1595-1657), proved to be much harder to handle than the
carlier ones, especially when the Hetman managed to recruit allies: first the Tatar
Khan and, after 1654, the Russian Tsar. The aggravation of the Commonwealth’s
military difficulties, especially after the Swedish attack of 1655, made it impossible
for King John Casimir (1648-1668) to carry on his ambitious anti-Ottoman plans.

The involvement of the neighboring empires in various conflicts in other regions
provided the leaders of semi-independent political entities at their borderlands with
the opportunity to be more ambitious concerning their goals and to widen their
sphere of influence. This enlargement was most successfully achieved in the direc-
tion of other political entities not directly incorporated into any of the empires: that
is to say, tributary states at the borders of the Ottoman Empire tried to gain control
over other tributaries in order to stand a better chance against the Empire in the long
run. The method of gaining control, however, varied in the different cases of the
Tatars, the Cossacks and Transylvanians.

Tatar and Cossack attempts to gain influence

The first target for interest of the above three powers was the land situated between
them: Moldavia. In the early 1650s, the Voievodate was ruled by Vasile Lupu (1634—
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1653), a boyar of Albanian origin, probably one of the most talented and ambitious
politicians on the Moldavian throne in the seventeenth century.® He had filled some
of the most important ranks of the Voivodate before; therefore, he was already an
experienced politician when he took over the rule of Moldavia in 1634. Through
an iron-handed policy in internal affairs, and through the repeated transformation
of his council, it became possible for him to enforce his high-flying plans in the
field of foreign policy. In this, he also benefited from the fact that he had gained
the throne as the candidate backed by the Ottoman power; and enjoyed the support
of the Sublime Porte and Greek circles in Constantinople throughout his — at least
among seventeenth-century Moldavian Voievodes — unusually long reign. Parallel
to his excellent Ottoman connections, he also established good contacts with the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and married his daughter, Maria, to one of the
wealthiest Lithuanian atistocrats, the Calvinist Janusz Radziwitl.” He even survived
two failed attempts to conquer Wallachia in the 1630s — something that would have
cost most other Moldavian Voievodes their throne.

Nevertheless, Vasile Lupu had to face severe threats from the neighbouring coun-
tries in the early 1650s. Islam 111 Giray (1644-1654), the Crimean Khan, sent his
troops to collect booty from the territory of the Voievodate under the pretext that
they were taking revenge for a Moldavian attack against some Tatar soldiers the
previous year.® Another version of this traditional strategy was used by his suc-
cessotr, Mehmed IV Giray (1654-1660) in the second half of the 1650s: the Khan
threatened the Moldavian Voievod with punitive campaigns if he did not support his
war against Muscovy and the Cossacks. It was probably the success of this strategy
and the large sums he could extract from the Moldavian ruler that motivated him to
extend his scope further: Transylvanian diplomats at the Sublime Porte had to invest
considerable energy in 1655-1656 to convince Ottoman dignitaries that they would
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Historica. Ser. 1. Diplomataria, vol. 24). Budapest: Magyar Tudomanyos Akadémia 1875
(henceforth MHHD XXIV), p. 467.
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prohibit any punitive measures against the Principality in case Gyorgy Rakoczi 11
were unwilling to respond the Khan’s urgent demands for payment.”

Sheer force was also part of the method used by Bohdan Khmelnytsky to estab-
lish his influence in Moldavia, but he also found other means of maintaining it in
the long run. Following a peace agreement that later proved to be temporary, there
were no military activities in the Cossacks’ ongoing war against Poland-Lithuania
in 1650. The Hetman joined the Tatar campaign against Moldavia and extracted a
promise from Lupu that he would give the hand of his daughter to Khmelnytsky’s
son. Although the Voievod tried pulling every string possible in the next two years to
declare this promise null and void, another Cossack campaign to Moldavia in 1652
forced him to keep his word and Tymish Khmelnytsky did receive the Voievod’s
daughter Ruxandra as his wife."” The Hetman’s aim was cleatly to widen his sphere
of influence and recruit some further support. Apart from the resources of Mol-
davia, he could also count on using Lupu’s connections to the Polish Protestants, a
group he had tried to win for his cause several times earlier; and also to the Otto-
man Empire, for whose help Khmelnystky had frequently asked in the preceding
years."! For Lupu, on the other hand, this Cossack connection meant a breach of his
carlier pro-Polish policies and proved to be fatal. Gydrgy Rakoczi 11, the Prince of
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January and 4 February 1656) Sandor Szilagyi, ed., Okmdnytdr 1. Rikdezy Gyirgy diplomiciai
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Transylvania — who looked upon both the Hetman and Vasile Lupu with great sus-
picion — considered the marital connection between them an imminent threat on the
border of his country and was further embittered by the dubious, but not altogether
implausible, news that they wanted to conquer Wallachia together for Tymish."

Transylvania: gaining influence

The year of 1653 thus brought a conflict that involved most of the major political
entities of Eastern Europe. Gyorgy Rakoczi 11 activated his contacts with the oppo-
nents of Vasile Lupu inside Moldavia, such as Gheorghe Stefan, the country’s High
Chancellor (logofat mare) since 1651, whose contacts to the Transylvanian Princes had
dated back to 1643 and with whom confidential relations were established at the
turn of the decade.” Parallel to a revolt started by Gheorghe Stefan, Transylvanian
and Wallachian troops entered the country at the beginning of 1653. Lupu had to
flee, and Gheorghe Stefan was elected Voievod, but the old ruler was back in Mol-
davia as early as May, with the support of numerous Cossack armies. He emerged
victorious, but his re-conquest of the country proved to be only temporary. Vasile
Lupu became over-ambitious during his successful advance through Moldavia and
made a third attempt to conquer Wallachia; however, just like his two earlier ventures
in the 1630s, this campaign also failed and his troops were crushed at the battle by the
Finta, not far from Targoviste, at the end of May. After a short period of rallying the
allied forces, the troops of Matei Basarab, Voievod of Wallachia (1632-1654), Gheo-
rghe Stefan and Janos Kemény, Gyorgy Rakoczi 1I’s general, entered Moldavia and
defeated Vasile Lupu’s surviving army. The Voievod, who had been ruling the country
for nineteen years, had to leave it for the second time in a few months — and this time
forever." Military activities lasted until mid-October, when the fortress of Suceava,
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defended by Lupu’s remaining soldiers, fell into the hands of the joint Moldavian—
Transylvanian—Wallachian troops after the death of Tymish Khmelnytsky, who had
personally led the Cossack troops supporting the defenders. Even the armies of the
Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth became involved in the conflict, as they hindered
the arrival of further Cossack reinforcements; whereas the involvement of the Tatar
Khan, feared by many, remained limited to territories further away."

Military achievements had to be backed by a diplomatic campaign in Istanbul: as
the legitimacy of the Voievod’s rule depended on the consent of the Sublime Porte,
the attempts of Rakdezi’s envoys to convince the Grand Vizier about the justness
of their cause were almost as important as the repeated success of their weapons on
the battlefields. In the early phase of the year, Dervish Mechmed Pasha seemed to be
rather supportive of Vasile Lupu, but the news of the battle at the Finta, as well as
the Transylvanian diplomatic pressure, made him change his favours. The decisive
moment came in November, when Gheorghe Stefan, the new Voievod, proved him-
self capable of paying the yeatly tribute of his country to the Sublime Porte. This,
however, would not have been possible without the help of Gyodrgy Rakéczi 11I:
the Prince not only gave his diplomatic support to the Voievod, but also lent him
massive amounts of money, which made Gheorghe Stefan seriously indebted to the
Transylvanian ruler.'®

Moldavia thus entered Rdkéczi’s sphere of influence in 1653; two years later, the
Transylvanian Prince had a chance to secure his control over Wallachia as well. Matei
Basarab’s contacts with Transylvania were very different from those of Vasile Lupu:
the Wallachian Voievod seized power in the early 1630s with Transylvanian support
and, in the absence of powerful supporters in Istanbul, also needed the backing of
the Rakoéczi family in order to maintain his rule for more than twenty years. He had
to pay dearly for it, also in cash: a biannual payment of 5,000 florins was contracted
between the two rulers. In order not to anger the Ottomans, who were supposed to
be the only beneficiaries of tribute payment from these countries, this was not called
a tribute, but was rather disguised as compensation for the tax paid to Matei Basarab
for the sheep herded from Transylvania to Wallachia. Nevertheless, several sources
suggest that Transylvanian politicians regarded this payment as a tribute. Apart from
this, Matei Basarab also had to inform the Transylvanian Prince about any develop-
ments and offer postal services for him."” The Wallachian Voievod made several

iulie 1653). In: Tonel Cindea, Paul Cernovodeanu and Gheorghe Lazir, ed., Inchinare Iui
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hatiuc, Tara Moldoves, pp. 104-98; Sandor Gebel, II. Raikdezi Gydrgy erdélyi fejedelem kiilpoli-
tikdja (1648—1657). Eger: EKTF-Liceum 1996, pp. 61-5.

16 For the details of the diplomatic campaign, see Gabor Karman, Erdélyi kiilpolitika a vesgt-
faliai béke utan. Budapest: I’Harmattan 2011, pp. 239—-43.
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attempts to break free from Transylvanian pressure, but he did not receive the help
that he pleaded for from the Habsburgs and could not use the opportunity created
by the change of the ruler in the Principality of Transylvania in 1648 either: he had
to remain in his position committed to the Rikoczis. '

Therefore, the death of Matei Basarab in 1654 brought unwelcome changes for
Gyorgy Rakécezi 11 in the contacts between his country and Wallachia. The new
ruler, Constantin Serban, was elected by local boyars as opposed to Diicul Buicescu,
the candidate supported by the Transylvanian ruler. As Constantin had nothing to
thank the Transylvanian ruler for, he did not consider himself limited by Matei’s
treaties with the Rakdczis."” This was about to change in not much more than a year,
as Constantin Serban did not have the chance to enjoy his rule undisturbed for long,
In 1655, his soldiers rioted and the revolt spread quickly through the country, also in-
volving many other social groups.”” Although some speculated that Rdkéczi himself
might have stood behind these events, the personal correspondence of the Prince
suggests otherwise.” In any case, the crisis in Wallachia played well into his hand:
many boyars flew to Transylvania and even Constantin Serban, who took refuge in
Ottoman territory in Silistria, pleaded for his help. Gyorgy Rakéczi 11 consulted his
counsellors, then mobilized his own forces as well as his Moldavian ally. Together
with Gheorghe Stefan, he defeated the army of the rioters in a single battle between
Soplea and Ploiesti on 26™ June 1655. As the action had previously been negoti-
ated with the Pasha of Silistria, who showed support towards Constantin Serban,
the scant enthusiasm displayed by the Sublime Porte for the role of the Prince of
Transylvania in securing the position of the Wallachian ruler must have come rather

texts of the treaty, as well as its confirmation in 1647: Aron Szilady and Sandor Szilagyi,
ed., Torik-magyarkori dllam-okmadnytar, vol. 2. Pest: Eggenberger 1868, pp. 239-40, 244-5;
Andrei Veress, ed. Documente privitoare la istoria Ardealulnz, Moldovei si Tarii-Romidnesti, vol. 10,
Alcte gi serisori (1637—1660). Bucharest : Imprimeria Nationald 1938, pp. 199-200. Contrary
to the fiction of “compensation for sheep”, Gyorgy Rakoczi 1T cleatly specified the pay-
ment of the Wallachian Voievod as a “gift in money and horses” in a letter to his younger
brother, Zsigmond (Radnét, 8 May 1650) MHHD XXIV, p. 419.

18 On the details, see Sirbu, Mateisi-vodd Bdsdrabds auswirtige Bezgiehungen, pp. 266-304; Kar-
man, Erdélyi kiilpolitika, pp. 232—06.

19 On Constantin Serban, see his biography: Nicolae Stoicescu, Constantin Serban. Bucharest:
Editura Militard 1990. On his relations to Transylvania in the beginning of his rule: Kar-
man, Erdélyi kiilpolitika, pp. 254-5.

20 The most comprehensive account on the revolt: Lidia A. Demény, Lajos Demény and
Nicolae Stoicescu, Rdscoald sezmentlor sen rdscoald populari? 1655, Tard Romaneasca. Bucharest:
Editura Stiintificd 1968. See also Karman, Erdélyi kiilpolitika, pp. 254—6.

21 For the accusations concerning Rakdczi’s role in starting the revolt, see the reports of
Simon Reniger to the Emperor Ferdinand III (Istanbul, 24 April and 3 June 1655) Os-
terreichisches Staatsarchiv, Haus-, Hof-, und Staatsarchiv, Staatenabteilungen Ttrkei I.
(henceforth HHStA Tirkei) Kt. 127. Fasc. 63/a. Konv. E fol. 30t, resp. 65t—v). For the
contrary conclusions, see e.g. the letter of Zsuzsanna Lorantffy to Gyoérgy Rakoczi 11
(Sarospatak, 28 April 1655) MHHD XXIV, p. 490.
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unexpectedly.” Apart from the reservations about Constantin’s person, this came
primarily from the fact that Gyorgy Rakéczi 11 had gained influence in both Roma-
nian Voievodates in only two yeats.

Transylvania: maintaining influence

The most important instruments of this influence were the treaties concluded be-
tween the Prince and the Voievods. To be precise, the texts which have been pre-
served are not treaties in the narrower sense of the word, but rather declarations
issued by the Voievods: contrary to the forms used for arrangements with Western
powers — which included the stipulations concerning both sides of the agreement —
these covenants functioned in a more archaic way: both parties swore only on their
part of the obligations. We can only assume that the Prince of Transylvania also
issued similar declarations, as none of these are preserved from these years. In the
case of Wallachia, there are several sources that document the Voievod’s obliga-
tions. A draft of a treaty compiled by Constantin Serban in May 1655 — before his
restoration to the throne of Wallachia — has survived. It includes the confirmation
of the earlier treaties of Matei Basarab, with specific emphasis on the fact that his
military commitment would also be valid in case of a Turkish or Tatar attack.” The
copy which was finally signed by the Voievod does not specify these two powers, but
it is obvious that Constantin Serban had to help the Prince against them as well, as
the section excluding these potential adversaries — which had usually been present
in similar documents from the earlier period — is missing from this one. The decla-
ration also specified a sum of 3,000 golden coins that the Wallachian Voievod was
supposed to pay for Gyorgy Rakoczi 11 each year. According to the text of the treaty,
this meant a rise compared to Matei Basarab’s eatlier payment, specified here at
2,500 golden coins.” We have no documentary evidence of any change in this pay-

22 The dispatches of the Habsburg ambassador present an ambivalent picture: Simon Reniger
reported contradictory information as to whether Grand Vizier Kara Murad Pasha sup-
ported the Transylvanian and Moldavian intervention in favour of Constantin Serban, or
not (Istanbul, 14 and 20 June 1655) HHStA Tiirkei Kt. 127. Fasc. 63/a. Konv. E fol. 84—,
resp. 90v—91r. The Transylvanian envoys, in their turn, reported on the many signs of the
Sublime Porte’s dissatisfaction: see the reports of Jakab Harsanyi Nagy to Gyorgy Rakoczi
1T (22 and 23 July 1655) Sandor Szilagyi, ed., Levelek és okiratok II. Rakéczy Gyorgy fe-
jedelem diplomacziai Gsszekottetései torténetéhez, Torténelmi Tar, 12 (1889) (henceforth
TT 1889), pp. 669—71; resp. MHHD XXIII, pp. 213—4. According to the knowledge of
Gheorghe Stefan, Kara Murad himself was much against Constantin Serban: see his letter
to Rakoczi (Tasi, 19 August 1655) Sandor Szilagyi, ed., Erdély és az északfkeleti hibordi, vol. 1.
Budapest: Magyar Tudomanyos Akadémia 1890 (henceforth EEKH 1), p. 432.

23 The draft, dated by the editors to 1 May 1655, is published in TT 1889, p. 663.

24 Declaration of Constantin Serban (Téargoviste, without date) Jozsef Kemény, ed, Noz-
tia bistorica-diplomatica archivi et literalinm capituli Albensis Transilvaniae. Cibinii: Thierry 1836,
pp- 129-32. The editors of the collection of the Romanian states’ treaties dated the docu-
ment to December 1655. See Ton Tonagcu, Petre Barbulescu and Gheorghe Gheorghe, ed.,
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ment; however, Claes Rilamb, the Swedish envoy to Constantinople, was told by his
Moldavian conversation partner in 1657 that Wallachia had to pay 5,000 ducats an-
nually.” It is also noteworthy that the text of Constantin Serban’s declaration aban-
dons the eatlier fiction about the motivation for the payment: instead of calling it a
compensation for the sheep tax, it refers to the sum clearly as a “neighbourly gift.”

In the case of Moldavia, it is more problematic to reconstruct the obligations
of the local ruler towards Gyorgy Rakécezi 11, as the documents that would have
specified these have not survived. The only source which has a similar function
is a declaration made in the name of the population of Moldavia, but not that of
the Voievode: in this, they promised to be faithful to Rakéczi in general terms.” It
is nevertheless likely that Gheorghe Stefan did sign a declaration in his own name
which is, however, lost. In any case, there is significant evidence that the Voievod,
just like his Wallachian colleague, also paid an annual gift to the Prince of Transylva-
nia. According to Claes Ralamb, this also amounted to 5,000 ducats and he was also
obliged to help Gy6rgy Rakdczi IT against Ottoman attacks.”” The terms of the trea-
ty must have been very similar to that of the “model treaty” between Matei Basarab
and Gyorgy Rakécezi I twenty years previously, especially as several sources suggest
that the Moldavian Voievod was obliged to give horses as gifts.* It is also quite cet-
tain that Gheorghe Stefan took upon himself military obligations in his declaration.
Apart from Rdlamb’s testimony, it is also clear from the Voivode’s further activities
that he took part in the Wallachian campaign of 1655 in person and also sent auxil-
iary troops to the Polish campaign of Gyorgy Rakoczi I two years later.

Apart from agreeing to these yearly payments, the Voievods also had to pay the
price for Rakoéczi’s assistance in creating and maintaining their power. As noted be-

Tratatele internationale ale Romaniei 1354—1920: Texte rezumate, adnotari, bibliografie, vol. 1. Bu-
charest: Editura Stiintifica si Enciclopedica 1975, p. 109. Another document — probably
with identical content — was still available in the eighteenth century, but has disappeared in
the meantime from the collections of the Hungarian State Archives: see the entry in the
index (MOL Magyar Kamara Archivuma E 149 Acta Transsylvanica 6. kétet A Fasc. 4.
Nr. 27.): “Jurate Reversales Constantini Sorban Valachiax Vajvoda vi quarum pro sui Prin-
cipatum restitutione semel ad fidelitatem, reciprocaque servitia et annuam m3 Aureorum
prastationem Georgio Rakoczy Transylvaniaz Principi obstrictum reddit. In Orig,”

25 Claes Ralamb, Diarium under resa till Konstantinopel 1657—1658, Christian Callmer, ed. Stock-
holm: Norstedt 1963, p. 73. This sum, depending on which kind of ducats and golden
coins the sources refer to, may even be close to the sum specified in the treaty. Ralamb’s
co-traveller, Conrad Jacob Hiltebrandt, noted in turn that Wallachia had to pay 20,000
golden coins to Transylvania annually, which is obviously exaggerated: see Franz Babin-
get, ed. Conrad Jacob Hiltebrandt’s dreifache swedische Gesandischaflsreise nach Siebenbiirgen, der
Ukraine und Constantinopel (1656—1658). Leiden: Brill 1937, p. 47.

26 Declaration of the Moldavian population (Iasi, 24 December 1654) TT 1889. pp. 658—60.

27 Ralamb, Diarium, p. 73. Hiltebrandt again gives the exaggerated figure of 40,000 golden
coins per year: see Babinger, ed., Conrad Jacob Hiltebrandts, p. 47.

28 See e.g. the letter of Gheorghe Stefan to Gyorgy Rakoczi 11 (asi, 20 January 1656), from
which it is clear that the Transylvanian Prince had been complaining about the quality of
the horses he received as a gift — and not for the first time: MHHD XXIII. p. 293.
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fore, Gheorghe Stefan became seriously indebted to the Prince of Transylvania so
that his war-torn country would be able to pay the tribute to the Sublime Porte in
1653; he also needed loans from Gyorgy Rakoczi again for the same purpose in the
following year. In April 1655, his debts amounted to as much as 74,900 golden coins
(149,800 thalers): a considerable sum, which was more than that paid by Transylvania
to the Sublime Porte in four years.” It is not clear whether this sum also included the
residue of another debt: shortly after the successful siege of Suceava, Janos Kemény
let Gheorghe Stefan sign a promissory note according to which Rakéczi’s troops
were to hand over every valuable they found in the castle; whereas the Voievod,
in his turn, promised to pay the Transylvanians 100,000 golden coins and 25,000
thalers.”” The Transylvanian dignitaries were not particularly patient creditors, either:
there are several letters known from November-December 1653 in which Gheorghe
Stefan pleads with Janos Kemény to consider his dire situation and wait for the re-
payment, as the Voievod not only had to collect the tribute to the Porte, but also had
to pay money promised to the Crimean Khan and the Pasha of Silistria and needed
to maintain his army. Kemény seems to have remained unyielding in this point and
even took some officers of the Voievod, who also owed him money, into captivity.”!
These direct methods were certainly not used later on, when the war was over, but
the debt of the Voievod could very well be used later on as a means of pressure:
in 1655, when Gheorghe Stefan had to ask for further debt-rescheduling, he had to
pawn the castle of Chotin, one of the most important fortifications in Moldavia, to
the Prince of Transylvania, for as long as the repayment did not take place.”®
Similar arrangements are not known in the case of Wallachia: Constantin Serban
seems not to have become as indebted to Gydrgy Rakéczi 11 as his Moldavian col-
league, at least not financially. Although the Habsburg ambassador could report
from the Porte as common knowledge that the Prince ransacked the country, the
Transylvanians seem to have tried to make a point in minimizing the casualties of
the civil population in this war: at least Rakoéczi’s general, Janos Boros, who stayed
in Wallachia after the Prince’s departure, asked him to intercede with Gheorghe

29 Gheorghe Stefan’s promissory note (lasi, 23 April 1655) TT 1889, p. 661. The debt was
also acknowledged in a declaration of “the boyars of Moldavia and the inhabitants of the
country”, ibid, p. 662. For later data about this debt, see Zahariuc, Gheorghe Stefan, p. 83.

30 Gheorghe Stefan’s promissory note, published from Janos Kemény’s sketch (s.1., 30 Octo-
ber 1653) EEKH 1, pp. 281-2.

31 See the letters of Gheorghe Stefan to Janos Kemény (Roman, 22 November, 27 Novem-
ber and 9 December 1653) Alexandru Lapedatu, Din grijile si greutatile unei domnii...:
Opt scrisori ale lui Gheorghe Stefan-voda citrd loan Kemény. Academia Romand: Memoriile
Sectiuni Istorice, Ser. 3, 12 (1932), pp. 2678, 273—4, 280. Gheorghe Stefan also donated a
village in Moldavia to Janos Kemény, but as the donation letter is undated, it is not clear
whether the act preceded this conflict, or was an attempt by the Voievode to ease the
pressure of the Transylvanian general, see Karoly Magyari, ed. Adalékok Kemény Janos
életéhez 1634-1660. Torténelmi Tar, 28 (1905), p. 472.

32 See his declaration (Iasi, 23 April 1655) TT 1889, pp. 662-3.
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Stefan so as to make the Moldavian troops stop pillaging.”” This, however, was also
necessary because the Transylvanian intervention, as well as the restored Voievod,
remained highly unpopular. It was again Boros who noted that when Hrizea din
Bogdinei — the counter-Voievod appointed by the rebels and taken captive during
the military activities — was taken to Constantin Serban, the people stood outside
the palace, cried and kissed his feet as he came out.™* Even if the rebel army was
defeated, the pacification of the country took a long time and Wallachia remained
in an unstable situation.”® This must have contributed to the Prince’s decision to
remove from Wallachia thirty-two cannons taken from the rebels. This action, which
may have been mainly motivated by the need to disarm the potential opponents of
Constantin Serban in the country, was nevertheless one of the most important ob-
jections the Sublime Porte raised against the Transylvanian campaign.”

An even worse impression was created by the fact that Rakoéczi left a force of
2,000 soldiers in the country.”” This phenomenon was not unprecedented: even after
the main Transylvanian troops left Moldavia in 1653, a contingent of 2,000 soldiers
was left there. This arrangement was, however, meant to be temporary: Gyorgy
Rékéczi 11 intended to remove them as soon as the King of Poland was ready to
secure his back by confirming their coniunctio armornm, created in that year, in written
form.”® From the later period we have no data about a Transylvanian military pres-
ence in Gheorghe Stefan’s country. By contrast to this, when Claes Ralamb travelled

33 Letter of Janos Boros to Gyorgy Rakoczi 1T (Targoviste, 18 July 1655) MHHD XXIII,
pp- 208-9.

34 Letter of Janos Boros to Gyorgy Rakoczi 1T (Targoviste, 18 July 1655) MHHD XXIII,
pp. 206-7.

35 As a Transylvanian diplomat at the Sublime Porte, Jakab Harsanyi Nagy wrote, “The Wal-
lachians, even if they show false friendship in their deteriorated situation, would only be
on the look-out for revenge for all the massacred ciliragi, drabanti, seimeni [vatious types of
the rebelling soldiers], whatever relatives are left behind them: brothers, sons, brothers-
in-law or other.” Harsanyi’s letter to Gyorgy Rakéezi 1T (Istanbul, 4 June 1655) MHHD
XXIIL, p. 190.

36 See the report of Jakab Harsanyi (Istanbul, 17 July 1655) MHHD XXIII, p. 204; and
Simon Reniger’s letter to Emperor Ferdinand III (Istanbul, 8 September 1655) HHStA
Turkei Kt. 127. Fasc. 63/a. Konv. E fol. 191. The latter mentions forty cannons.

37 See the letter of Simon Reniger to Ferdinand III quoted in the previous note (fol. 191);
on the reservations of dignitaries at the Sublime Porte about this arrangement, also the
report of Jakab Harsanyi Nagy to Gyorgy Rakéezi 11 (Istanbul, 14 June 1655) TT 1889,
p. 667.

38 According to his letter to Zsuzsanna Lorantffy, he gave them the order to “leave the
Voievod as if they were deserting” as soon as the King’s guarantee was given (Gorgény,
16 October 1653) MOL Magyar Kamara Archivuma E 204 Missiles 37. doboz, placed
mistakenly under the date 17 September. Rather unexpectedly for the Prince, the contin-
gent ended up in Poland and participated in the military activities around Zhvanets against
the Cossacks and Tatars. See the letters of Gyorgy Rakoczi 11 to Andras Klobusiczky
(Malomfalva, 24 October 1653) EEKH I, p. 279.; and to Zsuzsanna Lorantffy (Balazs-
falva, 20 December 1653) MHHD XXIV, pp. 479-80.
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through Wallachia in 1657, he still found a 1500-men-strong Transylvanian guard at
the court of Constantin Serban: it seems that the military presence was continued
even beyond the most immediate aftermath of the 1655 revolt.”” This leads to the
conclusion that while the establishment of the Transylvanian guard may have been
motivated by the Wallachian Voievod’s personal need for security, its maintenance
was probably even more beneficial for Gyérgy Rakéczi 11, who thus gained a further
channel through which to influence the decisions of the court at Targoviste. The
presence of the guard may easily have been more important for maintaining the
Prince’s political control over Wallachia than the stipulation in Constantin Serban’s
declaration that he would consult Rakéczi during the process of filling the posts
of his most important dignitaries: there is no known case for the application of
this arrangement, which would have probably meant some sort of veto right on
the long run.*

The least of the services the guard could provide for the Prince of Transylvania
was for its leader, Kelemen Mikes, to inform Gyorgy Rakéczi 11 about the events
at Targoviste." He was also not the only one who fulfilled his task: the Hungarian
scribe of the Voievod, Péter Budai, sent frequent reports on Constantin Serban’s
activities to the Transylvanian Prince.* There are no surviving reports from the
Hungarian scribe residing at the court of Gheorghe Stefan, but the sheer fact that
one was employed in Iasi is worth noting. At least in this period, the language of
communication was a good indicator of the position of the tributary states towards
one another. Matei Basarab’s letters to the subsequent Princes of Transylvania were
all written in Hungarian, whereas Vasile Lupu always used Latin for communication.
Even if not all Hungarian scribes at the courts of Targoviste and lasi functioned
as Transylvanian spies, the adoption of Hungarian as a language of communication
by the Voievods clearly showed their place in the power relationship. This is well
illustrated by the fact that after the fall of Vasile Lupu, even the Moldavian Voievod
started to use Hungarian in his letters to Transylvania: the entire correspondence
between Gheorghe Stefan and Gy6rgy Rakdczi 11, but also between the Voievod and

Janos Kemény, is exclusively in Hungatian.*

39 Ralamb, Dzarinm, p. 85.

40 Kemény, ed., Notita, p. 132.

41 Sadly, only one of these reports survives from the period after the 1655 rebellion and
its immediate aftermath: Kelemen Mikes to Gyorgy Rakécezi 11 (Targoviste, 10 October
1656) MHHD XXIII, pp. 480-1.

42 On his career, see Susana Andrea, Din relatiile Transilvaniei cu Moldova si Tara Romaneasca in
sec. al XV'I-lea. Cluj-Napoca: s.n. 1997, pp. 67-76; and, partly correcting her interpreta-
tions: Klara Jaké, Budai Péter: Egy tjszert értelmiségi palya el6futara a hanyatld erdé-
lyi fejedelemségben. In: Judit Pal and Eniké Risz-Fogarasi, ed., Studii de istorie modernd a
Transilvaniei | Tanulmdnyok Erdély iijkori tirténelmérdl: Onmagin profesorniui | Magyari Andrds |
emlékkinyr. Cluj-Napoca: Presa Universitara Clujeana 2002, pp. 132-7.

43 On the problem of the language of the Romanian Voievodes’ correspondence and the
Hungarian scribes, see Andrea, Din relatiile Transilvaniei cn Moldova; Klara Jaké, Die un-
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We can conclude that the methods used by Gy6rgy Rakéczi 11 to gain influence
in the Romanian Voievodates were much more elaborate than those used by Bohdan
Khmelnytsky, not to mention the members of the Giray family. Sheer force did play
a part in all three attempts, but in the case of the Transylvanian Prince, military en-
gagement was complemented by a system of control maintained by various pillars.
In the case of the Cossack Hetman, it was the marriage of their children that was
supposed to strenghten their connection and provide Khmelnytsky with a channel
through which to influence Vasile Lupu’s politics. This was a well-known method in
Early Modern European politics for establishing and maintining political contacts
and was also used by rulers of Transylvania.* As a matter of fact, an earlier candi-
date to become Ruxandra’s fiancé was Gyorgy Rakoéczi II’s younger brother, Zsig-
mond: the marriage negotiations were only broken off in 1648 because their father,
Gyorgy Rakoczi 1, died and Vasile Lupu had doubts about the son’s unproblematic
succession.” What is more, shortly before Tymish married his daughter, the Mol-
davian Voievod again raised the question whether she could instead be married to
Zsigmond — but the death of the young Prince excluded this as an escape route for
Lupu from this unwanted connection.*® Marriage policy was not part of Transylva-
nian strategy in the latter part of the decade, but this was not due to any misgivings
towards it, but rather because the Principality, as well as the neighboring Voievodates,
lacked a suitably-aged family member who could have been an ample candidate.

In other respects, similar goals called for similar methods — nevertheless, putting
them into practice showed some clear differences in quality. Military actions lead-
ing to the establishment of political influence needed a legitimization acceptable
for an international audience; and this was clear for the Tatar Khan, the Cossack
Hetman and the Prince of Transylvania as well. The former two, however, chose a
strategy which was somewhat dubious in the eyes of the contemporary public when
they both claimed revenge as motivation for their attack on Moldavia: Islam Giray

garischsprachige Korrespondenz der Woiwoden und obersten Amtstriger in der Moldau
und der Walachei: Edition ausgewihlter Beispiele aus dem 16.—18. Jahrhundert, Ungarn-
Jabrbuch, 26 (2004), 209-30; Eadem, Magyar secretariusok Moldva fejedelmi kancel-
laridjaban. In: Judit Pal and Gabor Sipos, ed., Emlékkinyy Csetri Elek sziiletésének nyolcvana-
dik évforduldjdra. Kolozsvar: Erdélyi Mizeum-Egyestlet 2004, pp. 178-94.

44 Hermann Weber, Die Bedeutung der Dynastien fir die europdische Geschichte der frithen
Neuzeit. In: Das Haus Wittelsbach und die enropdische Dynastien. Miinchen: Beck 1981. (pub-
lished as issue 44/1 of Zeitschrift fiir Bayerische Landesgeschichte), pp. 5-32; Martin Peters, Kon-
nen Ehen Frieden stiften? Europdische Friedens- und Heiratsvertrige der Vormoderne,
Jabrbuch fiir Enropdische Geschichte, 8 (2007), 121-33.

45 For details, see Sandor Szilagyi, Felsd-vaddszi Rikdezgy Zsigmond. Budapest: Magyar Torté-
nelmi Tarsulat 1886, pp. 91-2. Janos Kemény, who was the main negotiator of the Tran-
sylvanian side in this issue, clearly points to Vasile Lupu as the party responsible for calling
off the talks, see his Onéletirasa. In: Eva V. Windisch, ed., Kewény Jinos és Bethlen Miklds
miiver. Budapest: Szépirodalmi 1980, pp. 297-300.

46 Letter of Gyorgy Rakoczi 11 to Janos Kemény (Dés, 15 December 1651) Veress, ed.,
Documente, vol. 10, pp. 235-0.
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referred to a skirmish against his troops the previous year, whereas Khmelnytsky
recalled the Voievod’s assistance in the rescue of an enemy of his.*’ The Prince of
Transylvania, on the other hand, had a more sophisticated approach — and more
luck — when looking for arguments to build up his case. In the case of Wallachia,
crushing a dangerous revolt was supposed to work for any audience, whereas the
legitimation of the Moldavian intervention was varied according to the fora to which
it was addressed. Towards the Sublime Porte, Rakéczi could state that he was only
helping the boyars in a country of the Sultan (Moldavia) to rid themselves of a tyrant
and peace-breaker.*® On the other hand, he could devise a legitimatory strategy ac-
ceptable to a contemporary Western and internal audience: that of the pre-emptive
strike against an agressive neighbour. In this, he was assisted by his counsellors,
among them Johann Heinrich Bisterfeld, professor at the Academy of Gyulafe-
hérvar, who was well acquainted with contemporaty trends in political thought.*
At the same time, there are some methods peculiar to the Transylvanian attempt
to create a sphere of influence which are not known to have been used by Bohdan
Khmelnytsky, not to mention the Crimean Khans. A written treaty must have been
an important instrument of coercion even if it had to be kept secret from the Sub-
lime Porte: their sheer existence must have been a useful instrument for holding the
Wallachian and Moldavian Voievods in check. Also, while the Transylvanian politi-
cal elite had consciously been looking for confidantes among the dignitaries of the
Romanian principalities — and had found one in the person of Gheorghe Stefan —
there are no data about similar attempts concerning the Cossacks or Tatars. Even
if Khmelnytsky had been successful in establishing a personal connection to the
main decision-maker of the country, the Voievod himself, the forced character of
this relationship did not produce the same, lasting influence that Gyorgy Rakoczi 1
achieved with Matei Basarab’s Wallachia by supporting the Voievod in his seizing of
the throne and maintaining of his power. Also, the removal of Vasile Lupu from the
throne — which was actually a consequence of the Hetman’s step, experienced by the
neighbours as a destabilization of the system — left Khmelnytsky without further
supporters in Moldavia who could have functioned as a channel for his influence

47 On the various motivations attributed to the Moldavian campaign, see Hrushevsky, His-
tory, pp. 80—4.

48 Speech of the Moldavian boyars against Vasile Lupu at the Sublime Porte, Aron Szilady
and Sandor Szilagyi, ed., Torok-magyarkori dllam-okmanytar, 5 vols. Pest: Eggenberger 1870,
vol. 3, pp. 420—4. The publishers of the source edition suggested that it was written at the
turn of 165253, but this is clearly mistaken, as it mentions the siege of Suceava and the
death of Tymish Khmelnytsky. It was most probably submitted in late September 1653 by
a mission of the boyars; see the report of Simon Reniger (Istanbul, 28 September 1653)
HHStA Tirkei Kt. 126. Fasc. 62/b. Konv. E. fol. 44v—45v.

49 See my Bellum tustum-érvelések 11. Rakocezi Gyorgy haboruiban, Sgazadok, 140 (2006), 939—
71; a shorter version is also available in Romanian: Argumentarea bellum iustum in cam-
pania din Moldova a lui Gheorghe Rakéczi al 1l-lea in anul 1653, Studia Universitatis Petrn
Maior: Series Historia, 6 (20006), 23—42.
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in the country. Moreover, and this seems to be the third pillar of the Transylvanian
attempt to create a broader power base, there is no information that the Cossack
Hetman would have stationed troops at least partly loyal to him or informants in the
Voievodate. In any case, it may come as a surprise that, contrary to what would have
been evidence in a similar situation in Western Europe, the Transylvanian Prince also
did not station any official resident envoy at the Romanian Voievods’ court: even if
some of its functions, such as information gathering, were taken over by at least some
Hungarian scribes at these courts, they were certainly not seen as the official represen-
tatives of the Princes, who continued to communicate with the Voievodes through ad
hoc envoys.”” Whether this was due to the costs related to such a standing embassy,
a prohibition of the Sublime Porte in order to avoid the strengthening of the rela-
tionship between its tributaries, or perhaps the lack of initiative on the part of the
Transylvanian elite, remains unrevealed by the sources and thus has to be left open.

Using the strategies and methods analysed above, Gyorgy Rakéezi 11 managed
to stand up as a Voievod-maker and between 1653 and 1655, when the political
crisis of the Sublime Porte was at its deepest, the Transylvanian Prince could suc-
cessfully enlarge his sphere of influence over the two neighbouring tributary states
of the Ottoman Empire. The creation of influence did not follow a pre-devised
plan: although securing the reliability of the two Voievodates had constantly been
a vital preference in Transylvanian politics, Gyérgy Rakéezi 11 — in this case — did
nothing more than to use ample opportunities in an effective way. His further fate,
however, also showed the limits of the possibilities of local power bases not directly
connected to imperial designs. His next attempt had to be to try his luck against
an empire; and invading the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth in 1657, even if he
was allied to Sweden and the Cossacks, proved to be a fiasco. The Sublime Porte,
which was quickly regaining its vigour under the iron-handed rule of Grand Vizier
Képrili Mehmed, stopped tolerating the ambitions of its subject: within only a few
months after the failed campaign, both Romanian Voievods and the Prince himself
were dethroned and the short-lived attempt of Gyérgy Rakéczi 11 to establish a local
power base lay in ruins.”'

50 On the establishment of the Fatly Modern European diplomatic system of standing
embassies, see the classic work of Garrett Mattingly, Renazssance Diplomacy. Baltimore: Pen-
guin 1955; also Charles H. Carter, The Ambassadors of Early Modern Europe: Patterns
of Diplomatic Representation in the Early Seventeenth Century. In: Idem, ed., From the
Renaissance to the Counter-Reformation: Essays in Honor of Garrett Mattingly. New York: Ran-
dom House 1965, pp. 269-95; Matthew Smith Anderson, The Rise of Modern Diplomacy
1450-1919. London, New York: Longman 1993.

51 On the Transylvanian campaign of 1657 in Poland and the events of the following
years, see most recently Sandor Gebei, IT Rakoczi Gyorgy lengyelorszagi hadjarata, 1657,
Hadtirténelmi Kizlemeények, 105, no. 2 (1992), pp. 30-64; Janos B. Szabé, II. Rakéczi Gyorgy
1658. évi torok habordja, Hadtorténelmi Kozlemények, 114 (2001), 231-78; Idem: Erdély ka-
tasztrofaja 1658-ban: A védelem 6sszeomlasanak politikai és pszichologiai okai, Aezas, 21,
no. 2-3. (20006), 204-18. On the deposition of the Romanian Voievodes: Zahariuc, Tara
Moldovei, pp. 371-83.



