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On the Margins of the Second Treaty of Szony
Data for the History of the Signing of the Treaty of Szény in 1642"

INTRODUCTION

In this article, I will present some data on the peace treaty known as the second
treaty of Szony and the process of its signing. Although research into historical
peace treaties, and especially examinations focusing on Habsburg—Ottoman peace
treaties within this topic, cannot be considered a novel phenomenon in the study
of history, it has received increased attention in recent years.! The treaty that is
the topic of the present examination is also organically integrated into the research
project based on an overarching study of sources that is being conducted by the
MTA-SZTE Research Group of the Ottoman Age, E6tvos Lorand Research Net-
work (ELKH) aimed at analysing Habsburg—Ottoman peace treaties and the pub-
lication of the critical edition of the treaties. The choice of subject is also justified
by the fact that the data from the historical literature as well as sources publica-
tions dealing with the subject are significantly supplemented by the examined,
relevant source materials of the Hungarian and foreign archives. The systematic
review of the antecedents to the signing of the treaty and the events of the peace
process are included in my publication, followed by the presentation of an ex-
change of letters that straddles the line of official and private correspondence. 1
consider this correspondence to be a kind of guiding thread, through which I direct
attention in the latter part of the article to the individual problem areas arising in

* This article has been written within the framework of the work of the MTA-SZTE Research
Group of the Ottoman Age (E6tvos Lorand Research Network). The research and the writing of
this paper have been supported by the Ministry of Human Capacities (Emberi Eréforrasok Min-
isztériuma) through a grant (code nr. 20391-3/2018/FEKUSTRAT; TUDFO/47138-1/2019-
ITM)) The research has also been supported by the National Research, Development and Inno-
vation Office (NRDI) (Nemzeti Kutatasi, Fejlesztési és Innovacios Hivatal) through a grant
(Thematic Excellence Programme (Témateriileti Kivalosagi Program) 2020, NKFIH-1279-
2/2020) of the Interdisciplinary Centre of Excellence (University of Szeged), the Department of
Medieval and Early Modern Hungarian History (Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences,
University of Szeged), MTA-SZTE Research Group of the Ottoman Age (E6tvés Lorand Re-
search Network). I would hereby like to give thanks for the valuable assistance provided during
the writing of this paper by the research group leader Sandor Papp, and my PhD supervisor
Sandor Laszl6 Toth. Furthermore, my thanks also go to Gergely Brandl, Csaba Gonc6l, Tibor
Marti, Gellért Erné Marton and Janos Szabados for their useful pieces of advice and help con-
cerning the collection of sources. This paper is an enlarged, revised and, as well, updated version
of the earlier published study in Hungarian: Juhasz, “A masodik sz6nyi béke margojara”.

See more (non-exhaustive collection): Espenhorst, Frieden durch Sprache?; Espenhorst — Duch-
hardt, Frieden iibersetzen in der Vormoderne; Strohmeyer, “Trendek és perspektivak™; Cziraki,
“,Mein gueter, viterlicher Maister””; Papp, “A pozsarevaci békekotés”; Szabados, “Habsburg—
Ottoman Communication”; Marton, “A Dissertation in Preparation”; Toth, “Vasvar el6tt”; Idem,
“ The Circumstances”; Sz. Simon, “A sziilejmani béke”; Cervioglu, “The Peace Treaties”.
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connection with the treaty and will attempt to present other details of the negotia-
tions through the analysis of these.

A brief survey of the historiography and source materials of the 1642 Treaty
of Szény cannot be avoided in the introduction to my work. This treaty fits into
the series of Habsburg—Ottoman peace treaties signed during the 17™ century, and
naturally has not escaped the attention of earlier research. The first monographic
elaboration of the topic having been written by Béla Majlath, at the end of the 19"
century.” His work is at the same time a collection of sources, since in addition to
providing a detailed overview of the history of the peace negotiations, the author
also published a substantial cartulary comprised of 116 documents from the source
materials employed. Although similar summaries about the history of the peace
treaty have not been made besides this book, which represents an unavoidable
point of departure for examinations related to the topic, researchers in the 19" and
20™ centuries did contribute documents related to the publication of sources for
the more thorough understanding of the process of the peace negotiations of
1642.* Good examples of the increase of interest in the subject are the works that
have appeared in the last couple of years that publish the most recent results from
research related to the treaty either in part or in full.* Although the publications
just briefly cited here employed a broad basis of Hungarian and foreign sources,
further documents can be found amongst the relevant source materials that provide
a more nuanced understanding of the process and circumstances of the signing of
the treaty than has been developed to this point.’

ANTECEDENTS

The so-called Long Turkish War which also known as the Thirteen (or Fifteen)
Years’ War (1591/93—-1606) that was accompanied by great destruction is consid-
ered a crucial event of turn of the 17" century by historians from several aspects.®
The Peace of Zsitvatorok (1606) that ended the war fundamentally defined the
development of Habsburg—Ottoman diplomatic relations in the first half of the 17"
century, although it only created a relatively peaceful period on paper, as in reality
military actions, raids and even the taking of villages that were violations of the

2 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekotés.

3 Réth, “Grof Esterhdzy Miklos”; Fekete, Tiirkische schrifien; Jedlicska, Eredeti részletek grof
Palffy-csalad okmanytardhoz; Hiller, Palatin Nikolaus Esterhazy.

4 Tusor, ,, from kegyelmednek...”; J. Ujvéry, “Nemzeti identitas”; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és
Esterhazy Miklos”; Idem, “,,...gylimdlcse penig semmi nem volt””; Idem, “A masodik szényi
béke margojara”.

> With no attempt at being comprehensive, the following can be mentioned: MNL OL, E 174;
MNL OL, P 108; MNL OL, P 123; EPL, AS, AR, Classis V; EPL, AS, AR, Classis X; SNA,
Ecsl; OStA HHStA, Palffy-Daun Familienarchiv.

6 Séndor Lészl6 Toth has primarily studied the events of the Long Turkish War, and amongst his
publications on the subject, I will point out the following summary work: Toth, 4 mezdkeresztesi
csata; For the most recent work on the Long Turkish War with an approach from military or-
ganisation and logistics, see: Bagi, 4 csdszari — kiralyi mezei hadsereg; For the devastation
caused by the Long Turkish War, see: Palfty, A Magyar Kirdalysag, 351-359.
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peace occurred unabated.” However, the series of differences of opinion did not
lead to a renewed wartime conflict, at least until the 1660s. The settling of rela-
tions between the two parties in a peaceful manner was attempted several times,
as a result of which treaties that took the 1606 Peace of Zsitvatorok as a basis were
made at Vienna in 1615-1616% at Komaromin 1618’ at (Hidas)gyarmat in 1625
and at Szény in 1627." Four of these peace treaties, together with the Peace Treaty
of Sz6ny in 1642, fall into the fourth category of Habsburg—Ottoman peace trea-
ties from a chronological and methodological point of view. A common feature
of these peace negotiations is that they took place under the direction of local
Ottoman dignitaries (including the Pasha of Buda) and the Palatine of the King-
dom of Hungary, in Hungarian venue, on the common borderland, near Komarom.
The negotiations went mostly in Hungarian and in Turkish, and the transcriptions
were made in Hungarian, Latin and in Ottoman—Turkish, ratified by the rulers of
both empires.'? In addition to all of these, the changes in internal and external poli-
tics that took place in the meantime had an impact on the situation of both empires. "

The actual political situation of the time made the maintenance of peaceful
relations justified for both sides. In connection with the Habsburg Monarchy, it is
enough simply to refer to the Thirty Years’ War (1618—-1648) that absorbed their
attention, and which seemed to have a slight chance to end in 1637. This circum-
stance was created by the death of the Holy Roman Emperor (1578—-1637) and
King of Hungary (1619-1637) Ferdinand II in February and then the accession to
the throne of his son, Ferdinand III (1637-1657)."* However, the fighting only
ended about ten years later, which contributed to the increasingly exhausted Mon-
archy trying to ease pressure to the east and avoid an open, armed conflict with
the Ottomans.

The Ottoman Empire did not only have to face up to its serious internal prob-
lems, " but also came into conflict again with Safavid Persia in the middle of the
1630s. This conflict stretched back to the 16™ century and was renewed regularly.
It was finally ended by the treaty of Zuhab signed in the spring of 1639, as a result
of which Baghdad and Mesopotamia both returned to Ottoman control.'® Almost
a year later, there was a change in rulers at the head of the Ottoman Empire, and
following the death of Murad IV (1612—-1640), his younger brother Ibrahim I
(1615-1648) followed him on the throne as Ottoman sultan (1640—1648)."”

7 For the damage, see: Illik, “Térdk dalds a Dunanttlon”; Idem, Minden nap hdborii.

8 Salamon, Két magyar diplomata, pp. 265-273.

° Ibid, pp. 274-278.

10 Jaszay, “A’ gyarmati béke”; Gévay, Az 1625-diki mdjus 26-dikdn kolt gyarmati békekotés czikkelyei.

" Gévay, Az 1627-dik évi september’ 13-dn kelt sz6nyi békekités’ czikkelyei; Jaszay, “A’ gyarmati
béke”, pp. 167-274; Salamon — Szalay, Galantai Grof Eszterhazy Miklos, vol. 2; Salamon, Két
magyar diplomata.

12 Papp, “Az Oszmén Birodalom”, pp. 91.

13 Marton, “A Dissertation in Preparation”, the manuscript’s pp. 4-5.

14 Hengerer, Kaiser Ferdinand III, pp. 125.

15 Kerekes, “Tradicionalis birodalom”.

16 Rémer, “The Safavid Period”.

17 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi sz6nyi békekétés, p. 11.
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Mikl6s Esterhazy (1582—1645),'® who filled the post of palatine that was the
highest feudal rank in the 17" century," continuously informed Ferdinand III
about the state of the country, indicating that the aforementioned series of disturb-
ances on the part of the Ottomans could possibly lead to the open violation of the
peace. After the ruler and his advisors realised the existing conditions, which held
a danger to the entire Monarchy, Ferdinand III ordered the arming of the border
fortresses on 25 April 1640. Only a couple of days had passed when on 1 June the
ceremonial diplomatic mission of Sultan Ibrahim I arrived to the Habsburg mon-
arch. On the one hand, the envoy was assigned to announce the news of the new
ruler ascending to the throne, and on the other hand to provide information on the
further possibilities for the maintenance of the peace.”

However, the situation was complicated by the fact that Ferdinand III delayed
in sending the diplomatic mission going to the Sublime Porte whose task was to
greet the new sultan and discuss the possibilities for peace. Following preparations
of the delegation, which took months, the internuncius Andras Izdenczy (?—
1659)*' finally set off on 17 March 1641 and stayed in Constantinople between 29
April and 5 July. During this time, he had one audience with the Sultan Ibrahim I,
and three audiences with Kemankes Kara Mustafa Pasha (1592—-1644), the grand
vizier (1638—1644). The first meeting with the grand vizier was preceded by a
wait of six weeks, because in the meantime the pasha had suffered serious burns
in a fire.”? Andras Izdenczy’s 33-day diplomatic mission can be considered suc-
cessful, since the Sublime Porte made promises for the redress of the grievances,
the maintenance of the peace and the dispatch of the commission.* In this way,
the diplomatic mission of Andras Izedenczy to the Sublime Porte can be consid-
ered an antecedent to the 1642 Treaty of Szény. The development of the frame-
work for the renewed Habsburg—Ottoman peace negotiations began soon after the
return of the internuncius.

18 For the life and career of Miklos Esterhazy, see: Toldy, Esterhdzy Miklés munkdi; Salamon —
Szalay, Galantai Grof Eszterhazy Mikios, vol. 1-3; Csapodi, Eszterhdazy Miklos; Hajnal, Ester-
hazy Miklos nador lemonddsa; 1dem, Az 1642. évi meghitsult orszaggytilés; Péter, Esterhazy
Miklés; Palfty, Géza, “Pozsony megyébdl a Magyar Kiralysag ¢lére”; Hiller, Palatin Nikolaus
Esterhazy; Marti, “Esterhazy Miklos nador”; Szabo, “Eszmék a nadori politika szolgalataban”;
Marton, “,,Az mint Isten tudnunk adja’”.

19 Ember, Az ujkori magyar kézigazgatds, pp. 25-28; Kormendy, Levéltdari kézikonyv, p. 88; Mar-
kus, Magyar térvénytar 1000-1895., vol. 5, p. 11; Palfty, A Magyar Kirdlysag, p. 392 and pp.
405-406; Lauter, “,Modus observandus...””, p. 189.

20 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekdtés, pp. 10-11.

21" Andras Izdenczy had also been asked to participate in the work of the delegation alongside Baron
Johann Ludwig von Kuefstein when the 1627 Peace Treaty of Sz6ny was taken to the Sublime
Porte, but he declined the offer. Later he also turned up as an envoy in Poland in 1638. Nagy,
Magyarorszag csaladai, vol. 5, p. 271; Salamon — Szalay, Galdntai Grof Eszterhdzy Miklos, vol. 3,
p. 328.

22 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekités, p. 39; Gyodrgy Lippay to Miklds Esterhazy, Regens-
burg, 2 July 1641, Tusor, ,, from kegyelmednek...”, doc. no. 71, pp. 75-76.

2 For the report of Andras Izdenczy on the diplomatic mission to the Sublime Porte, see: Majlath,
Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekotés, doc. no. 24, pp. 171-187.
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THE PEACE PROCESS

The process of the signing of the so-called second Treaty of Szény can be divided
into several phases. The first, a kind of preparatory phase, can be calculated from
the summer of 1641, when Andras Izdenczy made a personal report to Ferdinand
III after returning from the Sublime Porte, and the Habsburg monarch received
the letter of the Sultan Ibrahim I regarding the renewed peace negotiations.** Dur-
ing this period, agreements were made concerning designating the site of the ne-
gotiations, and in the end the site of the negotiations and the accommodations of
the Ottoman commissioners was in Szony, while Komarom was arranged for the
Habsburg delegates.” The appointment of the commissioners also took place in
parallel to this. During the negotiations, the Habsburgs were represented by the
vice-chairman of the Aulic War Council, Baron Gerhard von Questenberg (1586—
1646),% the bishop of Eger (1633—1666) and royal chancellor, Gyérgy Lippay
(1600-1666),”” the chief justice of Hungary, Tamas Mikulich (1631-1645),”® the
captain of Szendré, Gaspar Szunyogh (1639—1643)* and the aristocrat Daniel Es-
terhazy (1585-1654).*° Amongst these, it should be pointed out separately that
Gerhard von Questenberg and Daniel Esterhazy also had participated in the nego-
tiations at Sz6ny in 1627, as members of the peace delegation. Thus, their previous
diplomatic experience certainly played a role in their appointments.*' Presumably,
Gyorgy Lippay filled the position of the delegated commission chairman for the
Habsburgs, or at least a parallel from the first Treaty of Szény — where the Hun-
garian chancellor of the time, Istvan Sennyey, was the chair — allows one to come
to this conclusion.*® For the Ottomans, the kapicibast Osman Agha received the
authority to conduct the negotiations, and alongside him was the timar defterdari
of Buda, Mechmed, the alaybey of Esztergom, Mustafa, the cavalry captain of
Eger, Mustafa, and the agha of Kanizsa, Mustafa.™

The commissioners appointed by the Habsburgs had waited since 10 December
1641, for the negotiations to begin, the first Ottoman cavalrymen only arrived on

24 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekdtés, p. 55.

25 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi sz8nyi békekotés, p. 67, 72 and 77; Jedlicska, Eredeti részletek grof
Palffy-csalad okmanytardhoz, p. 322; Gyorgy Lippay to Istvan Palffy, Komarom, 23 December
1642, Tusor, ,, from kegyelmednek...”, doc. no. 80, pp. 87—88.

26 Kampmann, “Gerhard Questenberg”, vol. 21, pp. 43—44.

27 For the most recent work on his life and activities, see: Tusor, ,, from kegyelmednek... .

2 Gyérgy Lippay to Adam Batthyany. Bécs, December 16, 1638. Tusor, ,, from kegyelmednek...”,
doc. no. 41, pp. 42-43. According to Ivan Nagy, Tamas Mikulich, who came from a Croatian family,
filled the office of chief justice from 1625. Cf. Nagy, Magyarorszdg csaladai, vol. 7, p. 498.

2 Borovszky, Szendrd vara, p. 34.

30 Esterhazy, Az Eszterhdzy csalad, pp. 175-178; Nagy, Magyarorszdg csalddai, vol. 4, p. 93.

31 For their roles during the peace negotiations in 1627, see: Brandl, et al., “Valogatott forrasok”,
passim; Brandl et al., “Kommunikaci6 és hiraramlas”, passim; Brandl, et al., “Kommunikation
und Nachrichtenaustausch”, passim.

32 Cf.: the previous footnote.

3 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekotés, p. 71 and 77. Cf.: OStA HHStA, Tiirkische Urkunden,
Karton 8., No. 16.

91



Krisztina Juhdsz

4 January the next year to survey the site. Based on the sources prior to the com-
mencement of the negotiations as well as those appearing immediately after, great
emphasis was placed on the mobilisation of their armies. Alongside the arming of
the border fortresses,** the Ottomans arrived at the negotiations with about 600
cavalrymen.®® D4niel Esterhazy provides information on the presence of a total of
600-700 cavalrymen and about half as many infantrymen in Komarom and the
nearby village of Mdcsa,*® and from him we know that there were 250 infantrymen
with them at the negotiations.”’

The second major period of the peace process only commenced five days after
the arrival of Osman Agha in Sz6ny, namely on 13 January 1642, with the begin-
ning of the actual negotiations.*® The letter of Jeromos Rausz provisor informs us
that the first room of town hall in Szény has been designated as the venue for the
negotiations, where the Ottomans had taken various chairs and carpets before the
opening of the negotiation. The crossed table in the hall separated the half of the
Ottoman and the Habsburg (Hungarian) negotiators.*’

Within this, another two periods can be differentiated. The first lasted until 2
February 1642, when negotiations for peace took place in three sessions. How-
ever, the process was interrupted for a time due to the lack of authorisation for the
Ottoman commissioners and the disputes surrounding the return of occupied vil-
lages. The second stage can be interpreted as a phase of more intensive negotia-
tions that brought progress. During this time, the representatives of the two sides
met a total of eight times. According to Daniel Esterhazy’s report, following the
agreements on 20 March 1642, they wanted to write the peace document in three
languages — Latin, Ottoman-Turkish and Hungarian — then certify these the next
day with the signatures and seals of the commissioners of both sides.* At the same
time, the settlement of several of the disputed issues (e.g. the situation of the cas-
tles built on the Croatian frontier) was assigned to the tasks of separate commis-
sions or to ambassadorial missions. The final, closing phase of the peace process
began in March of 1643, when the diplomatic mission of Gyorgy Szelepcsényi

34 Jedlicska, Eredeti részletek gréf Palffy-csaldad okmdanytardhoz, p. 309.

35 Gyérgy Lippay to Istvan Palffy, Koméarom, 10 January 1642, Tusor, ,,from kegyelmednek...”,
doc. no. 84, p. 91; Gydrgy Lippay to Istvan Palffy, Komarom, 10 January 1642, Ibid, doc. no.
85, p. 92.

36 Daniel Esterhazy to Miklés Esterhazy, Komérom, 14 January 1641/1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a
fol. 171-174; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 179-182.

37 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklés Esterhazy. Koméarom, January 18-19, 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a
fol. 175-178; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 183—186.

3% Gydrgy Lippay to Istvan Palffy, Koméarom, 10 January 1642, Tusor, ,, from kegyelmednek...”,
doc. no. 84, p. 91; Gydrgy Lippay to Istvan Palffy. Komarom, 10 January 1642, Ibid, doc. no.
85, p. 92; Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekdtés, p. 79.

3 Jeromos Rausz to Commissioners, Szény, 10 January 1642, MNL OL, X 725. EPL, AS, AR,
Classis X., microfilm nr. 2648, (until November 1642) pag. 91-92.

40 Déniel Esterhdzy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 20 March 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a fol. 183;
Juhész, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, p. 197; for the Latin and Hungarian versions of the
peace treaty with the seals and signatures, see: OStA HHStA, Tiirkische Urkunden, Kt. 8., No. 16.

92



On the Margins of the Second Treaty of Szény...

(1595-1685) set off to the Sublime Porte.*' As a special envoy, he set off for the
Sublime Porte again in the autumn of 1643 and on 9 December in Constantinople
he handed over the copy of the peace treaty ratified by the Habsburg ruler.*

THE EXCHANGE OF LETTERS BETWEEN MIKLOS AND DANIEL ESTERHAZY

Already during comprehensive research into the sources for the 1627 Treaty of
Szény™® a focal point for the network of relationships emerges, with Miklés Es-
terhazy and Daniel Esterhazy taking the leading roles. This same direction of com-
munication appears during the process of signing the 1642 Treaty of Szény as
well, and this is a segment of both treaties that has not yet been explored. Taking
the topic of the present article into account, in the following, I will examine the
correspondence in connection with the so-called second Treaty of Szény, high-
lighting the most relevant details from this. At the same time, I consider it im-
portant to refer to the fact that the analysis of this communication pathway does
not only offer an opportunity in connection with the treaties individually, but also
opens the possibility for a comparative analysis.* The examination of the letters
that represent the main lines for the contemporary disclosure and flow of infor-
mation is rather exciting in the light of the exchange of letters, if only from the
perspective that through the personal information it is not only possible to get
closer to the given individuals, but also to the current events.

One of the corresponding partners was Miklos Esterhazy, who was born in
1583. His election by the estates at the Diet of Sopron in 1625 as the palatine of
the Kingdom of Hungary, to the general satisfaction of the monarch Ferdinand II
and the country, was a milestone in the development of his life and career. He
contributed to the signing of two Habsburg—Ottoman peace treaties in under 20
years during his time as palatine.* The second main participant in the correspond-
ence, Daniel Esterhdzy, was born on 26 July 1585, as the child of Ferenc Esterhazy
and Zsofia Illéshazy. He was initiated as a Knight of the Golden Spur in 1618,

41 The delegation performed two tasks. On the one hand, negotiations took place on the 1642
Treaty of Szény, and on the other hand Alexander Greiffenklau (?—1648) accompanied Gyorgy
Szelepcsényi to take over the post of imperial resident ambassador in Constantinople from Jo-
hann Rudolf Schmidt zum Schwarzenhorn (1590-1667). The uncovering and publication of the
diplomatic reports of Alexander Greiffenklau is currently ongoing under the direction of Arno
Stohmeyer, and the corpus that is being prepared will provide supplementary information about
the history of the so-called second Treaty of Szény.

4 For a description of the diplomatic mission of Gydrgy Szelepcsényi, see: Takéts, A régi Ma-
gyarorszag, pp. 196-206.

4 Within the framework of the project of the MTA — SZTE Research Group of the Ottoman Age
(ELKH), Gergely Brandl, Csaba Goncol, Krisztina Juhasz, Gellért Erné Marton and Janos Sza-
bados are developing a database that up to this point contains nearly 2,000 documents concern-
ing the 1627 Treaty of Szény that is continuously expanding. For more on this work, see: Brandl
et al., “Kommunikacid és hiraramlas”.

4 The Esterhazy brothers remained in constant contact with one another, and the corpus of their
extensive correspondence can now be found dispersed amongst source publications and Hun-
garian as well as foreign archives.

4 For summaries related to his life and career, see: footnote 12.

93



Krisztina Juhdsz

achieved the rank of baron one year later, and then became an advisor of the royal
chamber at the 1625 Diet at Sopron.*® As has been mentioned previously, he also
accepted a role as a negotiating commissioner for the 1642 Treaty of Szény, which
was due not only to his experience, but also to his family connections, since Daniel
Esterhazy was the younger brother of the palatine by two years.

Two factors are worth pointing out when explaining the motivation for exam-
ining the correspondence between the two Esterhazys. One is the fact that in ad-
dition to maintaining contact with the commissioners sent to Szény, the palatine
Miklés Esterhazy corresponded separately with Daniel Esterhazy during the ne-
gotiations. However, it must also be noted that Miklos Esterhazy’s network of
connections presents a different picture during the 1642 negotiations than it did in
1627. After all, during the time of the so-called first Treaty of Sz6ny no contact
can be registered between the palatine and the Habsburg commissioners (with the
exception of Daniel Esterhazy).*’ At the same time, it should also be noted that in
1642 the palatine had a direct communication link with the chancellor Gyorgy
Lippay, who was the chairman of the Habsburg commission according to my hy-
pothesis. All of this is interesting, because according to the most recent research
findings, during the peace negotiations at Sz6ny in 1627, only indirect contact can
be shown between him and Istvan Sennyey, the chancellor and the chairman of
the negotiating commission at that time. In addition, it is also worth pointing out
that the flow of information between Miklos Esterhazy and Daniel Esterhazy also
contains interesting data because the nature of their relationship has some signifi-
cance beyond the official, palatine-commissioner relation, due to their family ties.

According to my current knowledge, the letters from the correspondence in
question can be found in the family archives of the Esterhazys, the National Ar-
chives of Hungary and the Slovak National Archive.*® In terms of the extent of
the correspondence comprising the period of three months that has been analysed,
it can be stated that in the present phase of research the two letters that have been
published® can be supplemented by a further seven,> which include six occasions

4 A comprehensive elaboration of the life of Déniel Esterhazy has not yet been made, for infor-
mation on his life, see: footnote 23.

Brandl et al., “Kommunikacid és hiraramlas”, p. 123.

4 MNL OL, P 123, I/a; MNLOL, E 174, box 3, item 7; SNA, Ecsl box 48.

4 Miklés Esterhazy to Déniel Esterhazy, Nagyszombat, 22 January 1642, Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi
szonyi békekdtés, doc. no. 72, pp. 320-321; Miklos Esterhazy to Daniel Esterhazy, Sempte, 28
February 1642, Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekdtés, doc. no. 98, pp. 370-371.

Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 14 January 1641/1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a
fol. 171-174; Juhész, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 179-182; Daniel Esterhazy
to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 18—19 January 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a fol. 175-178; Juhasz,
“Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Mikl6s”, pp. 183—186; Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy,
Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNL OL, E 174, box 3, item 7, fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy
Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187—190; Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom,
19 February 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a fol. 179—180; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy
Miklés”, pp. 190-192; Miklos Esterhazy to Daniel Esterhazy, Komarom 20 February 1642,
SNA, Ecsl box 48, fol. 1-2; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 193—195;
Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 5 March 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a, fol. 181—
182; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 195—196; Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos
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when Daniel Esterhdzy was the sender and three when it was Miklos Esterhazy.
Insomuch as the intensity of the exchange of correspondence cannot only be con-
cluded by the number of surviving letters, it is also necessary to count documents
whose existence is only indicated by references made to them in the surviving
writings, and these are present in most of them. In these cases, the sender—ad-
dressee relationship can be clearly determined, we can conclude the approximate
date of writing and perhaps there is some indication of certain elements of the
content as well. By taking these items into account, the frequency of correspond-
ence is altered somewhat. Since in the nine surviving letters, there are eight occa-
sions of a reference to another piece of correspondence, it can be stated with cer-
tainty that there were at least 17 letters that were written and arrived at their des-
tination. Of these, the palatine Miklds Esterhazy was the author on 8 occasions
and Daniel Esterhdzy on 9 occasions,’ so it appears that the responses are linked
to one another sequentially and the communication was continuous and mutual
between the sender and addressee.

If we want to place the letters on a timeline of the negotiations, 8 can be iden-
tified in the first period (14 January — 2 February 1642), and 9 in the second period
lasting until 23 March 1642. There is an incorrect date on one of the documents
(14 January 1641). The content of the letter aids in determining its proper date,
from which it is clear that it was written in the year 1642.% The incorrect year was
probably due to habit, since the letter was written at the beginning of the year.
There is a long, nearly three-week, interval that appears between 29 January and
19 February 1642, when there are no letters or references to letters being sent that
can be found. There may be several reasons behind this, and two of these definitely
played a role. One was that there were no talks between the Habsburg and Otto-
man commissioners between 2 and 18 February 1642, and as a result of this, there
were no significant events that were worth reporting.> It should also be mentioned
as a second reason that it is probable that during this period Miklés Esterhdzy and
Daéniel Esterhdzy met in person as well. The occasion for this may have been pro-
vided by an unfortunate family event, namely the funeral of Istvan, Miklds Ester-
hazy’s eldest son from his first marriage,”* which took place on 4 February 1642,

Esterhazy, Komarom, 20 March 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a fol. 183; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel
¢és Esterhazy Miklos”, p. 197.

31 In addition to the letters that are mentioned, there is the possibility that there are also undiscov-
ered documents that may be included in this correspondence.

2 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklés Esterhdzy, Komarom, 14 January 1641/1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a
fol. 171-174; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 179—-182.

3 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekdtés, p. 103.

34 Istvan Esterhazy died in Vienna on 4 July 1641, as the result of an illness. His death and funeral
were noted by Daniel Esterhazy in the family journal he maintained, which contains reminis-
cences going back to 1567 and contemporary entries from 1634. This also provides the infor-
mation that this was not the only death in the first half of 1641 that overshadowed the life of
Miklés Esterhazy. His wife, Krisztina Nyary lost her life on 1 February 1641, not long after
bringing their son Ferenc into the world (17 January 1641). Révay, “Az Esterhazy-csalad”,
pp- 357-362. For an analysis of the journal, see: S. Sardi, “Az 6nmegorokit6 Esterhazy Pal”
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at Nagyszombat (present day Trnava, in Slovakia), a city that was connected to
the family in several ways.”

Date Sender — Addressee Letter/Reference
before 14 January 1642 Miklés Esterhdzy to Daniel Esterhazy Reference
Komarom, 14 January 1642 | Daniel Esterhazy to Miklo6s Esterhazy Letter
before 18 January 1642 Miklés Esterhazy to Déaniel Esterhazy \ Reference
Komarom, 18 January 1642 | Daniel Esterhazy to Mikl6s Esterhazy Letter
before 22 January 1642 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy Reference
2N23§Zi?::;122§rnava)’ Miklés Esterhazy to Daniel Esterhazy Letter
26 January 1642 Miklés Esterhdzy to Déniel Esterhazy Reference
Komarom, 29 January 1642 | Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy Letter
Komarom, 19 January 1642  Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy Letter
before 20 February 1642 Daniel Esterhazy to Miklés Esterhazy Reference
g;?g;iii;‘;ti‘é?z’ Miklos Esterhazy to Daniel Esterhazy Letter
before 28 February 1642 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy Reference
Sempte, 28 February 1642 Miklés Esterhdzy to Déniel Esterhazy Letter
before S March 1642 Miklos Esterhazy to Déniel Esterhazy Reference
Koméarom, 5 March 1642 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy Letter
before 20 March 1642 Miklos Esterhazy to Daniel Esterhazy Reference
Koméarom, 20 March 1642 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy Letter

The correspondence of Miklos Esterhdzy and Daniel Esterhazy (14 January — 20 March 1642)

The primary purpose of the letters examined was the provision of information.
Their tone was highly personal and confidential, and it can be stated from their
nature that they were balanced on the border between official and private corre-
spondence, which was clearly due to the multifaceted relationship of the two cor-
respondents. This duality flows over into the topics as well. The subject of every
one of the surviving documents is politics, represented exclusively by the peace
negotiations, but at the same time, while reading the letters, researchers find them-
selves suddenly in the middle of a family matter that needs to be resolved.

“EITHER WE SHOW OR DO NOT TO THEM THE DIPLOMAS**®

A quite interesting and at the same time complex area of questioning unfolded
during the study of the literature related to the 1642 Treaty of Sz6ny and the source
base at my disposal — including the correspondence between Miklés and Daniel
Esterhazy that is being examined here. This developed around the previous trea-
ties and other documents that comprised the starting point for this negotiation, and

35 Miklos Esterhazy to Gyorgy Lippay, Kismarton, 24 December 1641. MNL OL, X 725. PL AS
AR Classis X. 2648. tekercs, (1641) pag. 331-332.

% The quoted text in Hungarian: “[...] vagy mutattiuk, vagy nem nekik az diplomékot [...]”. Da-
niel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 19 February 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a fol. 179—
180; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 190—192.
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the trouble was apparent not only during the negotiations, but also already during
the preparations for them.

During the formation of the framework for the Habsburg—Ottoman peace ne-
gotiations, so already during the autumn of 1641, the Hungarian Chancellery re-
ceived a mandate to seek out and prepare the letters and documents necessary for
the negotiations. The palatine Miklés Esterhazy himself made efforts to recover
the documents that were not found at the chancellery, so he hurried to his own
archives at Kismarton (present day Eisenstadt, in Austria) to look for them. The
palatine also sent out a call to the counties to compile a list of the damages and
grievances caused by the Ottomans since the treaty of 1627.%" In connection with
the latter, Daniel Esterhazy in his letter of 14 January 1642, took issue with the
fact that neither the counties of Zala, Veszprém and Gyo6r, nor Vasvar had not sent
the documents requested, and that none of the delegates of the counties that had
arrived the necessary documents.”®

The disorganised and even chaotic circumstances that surrounded the previous
Habsburg—Ottoman peace treaties represented an even weightier problem. It is
worthwhile to start the list with the most recent, the 1627 Treaty of Szdny. In
connection with this, it is worth referring to the opinions of Miklés Esterhazy that
he drafted in the autumn of 1641 and February of 1642.% In these, the palatine
made the observations that are here only outlined in broad strokes, according to
which in truth there was no peace treaty that was in force. After all, the last valid
treaty had expired in 1636, and although in 1627, the Treaty of Sz6ny had been
established, it had not been ratified and he considered the later negotiations related
to the period of validity of the treaty to have been abandoned.®' Miklés Esterhazy
had a key role in the establishment of the first Treaty of Szony as well, and his
opinion that he stated several times is interesting because although there had been
further talks about the duration of the peace, the ratification of the first Treaty of
Sz6ny had in fact occurred. This was linked to the name of Baron Johann Ludwig
von Kuefstein (1582—-1656), whose mission had taken place in the period between
December of 1627 and December of 1629.%> Even amongst the previous Habs-
burg—Ottoman peace treaties, whose forwarding had been urged beforehand, the

5T Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekdtés, pp. 60-61.

8 Daniel Esterhazy to Miklés Esterhazy, Komérom, 14 January 1641/1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a
fol. 171-174; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 179-182.

% Miklos Esterhazy proclaimed his opinion in the matter of the peace negotiations on 11 Novem-
ber 1641. The text of the Latin opinion was published in print. Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi
békekdtés, doc. no. 64, pp. 231-260. In all likelihood, the Hungarian language opinion that the
palatine could find at the Batthyany family archives formed the basis of this, which Zsuzsanna
J. Ujvary analysed in her article. J. Ujvary, “Nemzeti identitas”.

% For Mikl6s Esterhazy’s opinion of 28 February 1642, see: EPL AS AR Classis V. Nr. 431. pag.

1-6. For the publication of the opinion, see: Juhasz, ©,...gylimdlcse penig semmi nem volt”™”.
1 Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi békekdtés, doc. no. 64, pp. 231-260; J. Ujvary, “Nemzeti iden-
titas”; Juhasz, «,,...gylimdlcse penig semmi nem volt™”.

2 For the mission of Johann Ludwig von Kuefstein in more detail, see: Brandl — Szabados, “A
megbizas terhe”.
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copy of the 1627 Treaty of Szény was the first that arrived to the Habsburg com-
missioners assigned to the negotiations. It was certainly already there on 12 Feb-
ruary 1642, while Michel d’ Asquier (1598—1664), chief interpreter for eastern lan-
guages in Vienna (1625-1664) was entrusted with bringing the rest.® The repre-
sentatives of the Habsburg party planned to show the requested “diplomas” to the
Ottomans on 20 or 21 February 1642. According to Daniel Esterhazy, there would
be no harm if the documents in question were not to arrive in time, because the kapi-
cibasi clearly informed them that they were not willing to give back the villages.*

The 1606 Peace Treaty of Zsitvatorok also caused confusion from several as-
pects. On the one hand, it is known from current research that treaties with differ-
ing texts on significant points were made at Zsitvatorok, and both sides considered
their own version to be the basis for negotiation.®® The second, perhaps less well-
known fact is contained in the letter dated 24 February 1642, from the archbishop
Gyorgy Lippay to the palatine Miklds Esterhazy. In the letter, the archbishop first
referred to the differing versions of the treaty of Zsitvatorok and that they still had
not found the document. He then continued with a surprising statement, according
to which, “az Situatorki diplomat magunk mi fasificaltuk etc., az tobbit pennara
nem bizhatom [we ourselves falsified the diploma of Situatorok [Zsitvatorok] etc.,
and the rest I cannot entrust to the pen]”.*® Gyérgy Lippay’s statement allows the
conclusion that perhaps a forged Hungarian language version was also made in
addition to the forged Turkish language copy of the treaty. The forging of the
treaty of Zsitvatorok raises numerous further questions. Of these, it is enough
simply to ask, who made the forgery, when and why was this done, and what
differences does it contain in comparison with the original version. In the present
case, insomuch as I have not found a source that provides substantive information
in connection with this, it is only further research in this direction that could pro-
vide a satisfactory answer to these questions.

The Treaty of Vienna in 1615-1616 also caused concern, since it still had not
yet been found and provided to the negotiating commissioners by 24 February, or
one month before the conclusion of the talks.?’” Lines that also grab one’s attention
are contained in the postscript the of response of palatine Miklos Esterhazy’s letter
to the urging of Daniel Esterhdzy, dated 28 February 1642, “P.S. Emlékezik
kegyelmed az bécsi pacificatiorul is levelében, hogy originalibus én nalam volna,

9 Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNL OL, E 174, box 3,
item 7, fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187-190; For the life
and career of Michel d’ Asquier, see: Alastair, “Michel d’ Asquier”.

% Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNL OL, E 174, box 3,

item 7, fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187—190.

For the history of the Peace Treaty of Zsitvatorok in 1606, see: Nehring, “Magyarorszag és a

zsitvatoroki szerz6dés”; Bayerle, “The Compromise at Zsitvatorok™; Papp, Sandor, “A zsitvato-

roki békéhez vezetd Gt”; Idem, T6rdk szovetség — Habsburg kiegyezés; For examples and copies
of the Treaty of Zsitvatorok signed on 11 November 1606, see: MNL OL, P 108, Rep. 71. Fasc. 26a.

6 Gydrgy Lippay to Miklos Esterhazy, 24 February 1642, Tusor, ., from kegyelmednek...”, doc.
no. 92, pp. 97-99.

7 Gyérgy Lippay to Miklos Esterhazy, 24 February 1642, Tusor, ., from kegyelmednek...”, doc.
no. 92, pp. 97-99.
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a ki ugy vagyon, hogy in paribus vagyon ndalam, de az originalt nem lattam, s nem
is mutattik nekem, de ha szintén meg volna is, ahoz, bar ne bizzanek, mert szintén
ugy falsificalva vagyon az mint az tébbi [P.S. Your Grace recalls in your letter that
the original of the peace of Vienna would be in my possession, whereas it is a copy
that I have, but I have not seen the original, and it has not been shown to me, but
even if I had it, I would not trust it because it would be falsified like the others.].”®®

It is quite apparent from the above examples that the situation of the Habsburg
commissioners was fundamentally impacted and frustrated by the serious problem
that even at the end of February 1642 they did not have access to authentic ver-
sions of the previous Habsburg—Ottoman peace treaties that would have repre-
sented a proper basis of reference. Although according to the evidence of Daniel
Esterhazy’s letter, the 1627 document from SzOny was in the possession of the
commissioners by 19 February 1642,% the lines written by Miklos Esterhazy in
connection with the falsification of the copies of the peace treaty raise the issue of
its authenticity as well.” In my opinion, assistance would be provided in recon-
structing this by the thorough examination of the documentary materials from the
peace of 1606, and the following treaties and peace negotiations, as well as the
integration of other groups of sources into the research, and the work on this has
already begun.

OTHER DETAILS OF THE CORRESPONDENCE

Details reveal themselves through the letters of Mikldos Esterhazy and Daniel Es-
terhazy that are only partially related to the diplomatic events, since they also pro-
vide data on the theatre of everyday, ordinary life. For example, the correspond-
ence provides information on the state of health of the commissioners and one can
learn how all this had an impact on the process of negotiations. Already before the
actual commencement of negotiations (14 January 1642), Déniel Esterhdzy was
unwell. In the postscript dated 19 January of his letter written to his brother on 18
January 1642, he provides information about aches in his head, shoulders, neck
and back that had lasted almost two weeks but did not want to go away, and which
he tried to alleviate with both medications and bloodletting.”' The experienced
Gerhard von Questenberg, who was then in his 56" year, was struggling with more
serious health problems. He complained of his painful legs and based on the symp-
toms that appeared,’” there were probably abscess on them. Various doctors and

% Miklos Esterhazy to Daniel Esterhdzy, Sempte, 28 February 1642, Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi
békekétés, doc. no. 98, pp. 370-371.

% Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNL OL, E 174, box 3,
item 7, fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187—190.

70 Miklos Esterhazy to Déaniel Esterhdzy, Sempte, 28 February 1642, Majlath, Az 1642-ik évi szényi
békekotés, doc. no. 98, pp. 370-371.

71 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhdzy, Komarom, 18—19 January 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a fol.
175-178; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 183—186.

72 Questenberg uram nem igyekezik taldim még el innen, az liba miatt doctort akar...” [“Mr.
Questenberg perhaps will not hasten from here, he wants a doctor due to his leg...”] (Daniel
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healers came to him to treat this while the negotiations were proceeding. Istvan
Palffy, who at that time held the position of captain-general of Ersekiijvar’ (pre-
sent day Nové Zamky, in Slovakia) and the mining region, sent his doctor to Ger-
hard von Questenberg,” but in addition to this, a doctor named P4l Gaiger and
two barbers treated him,” and they even wanted to have a doctor brought from
Pozsony (present day Bratislava, in Slovakia).” It seems that the condition of the
Habsburg commissioner was not satisfactory later either, since near the end of
February 1642, Daniel Esterhazy also tried to intervene, as a result of which the
palatine Miklds Esterhazy sent Istvan Barbély with two or three new Christians,
or anabaptists to Komarom, so he could recover as soon as possible.”” Gerhard
von Questenberg’s health also had an impact on the process of the negotiations,
since the next “face-to-face” time with the Ottoman commissioners also depended
on this, as was noted in one of the letters of the younger Esterhazy.”

The latter example also seems to support the fact that the leadership role
amongst the Habsburg commissioners during the peace talks was played by Ger-
hard von Questenberg, who had the greatest amount of experience. However, all
of this also created some tension, and the letters of Daniel Esterhazy regularly
evidence the offence he felt due to the precedence of Gerhard von Questenberg.
The younger brother of the palatine objected on more than one occasion that the
Ottoman side often only sent the documents to Questenberg, and only addressed
the commissioners of the Habsburgs at the end.” Giving voice to this on one oc-
casion, they emphasised in their messages from the chief interpreter Michel d’ As-
quier that “ndlunk az comes elsébb s bdcsiisebb status [for us count is the title

Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Koméarom, 18—19 January 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a fol. 175—
178; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 183—186.); «“...Questenberg uramhoz,
mivel beteges labaira...” [“...to Mr. Questenberg, since for his unwell legs...”’] (Daniel Esterhazy
to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNL OL, E 174, box 3, item 7, fol. 427-430;
Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187-190.); «“...tegnap az labara sok pusz-
tulakot monda rajta, hogy fakadtak az mas é&jjel...” [“...he told yesterday that many pustules
burst on his leg that at another night ...”] (Daniel Esterhazy to Miklds Esterhazy, Komarom, 29
January, 1642. MNL OL, E 174, box 3, item 7, fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Es-
terhazy Miklos”, pp. 187-190.)

Palffy, “Keriileti és végvidéki fokapitanyok”, p. 271.

74 Jedlicska, Eredeti részletek gréf Palffy-csaldd okmdanytardhoz, p. 330.

75 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNL OL, E 174, box 3,
item 7, fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187—190.

Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhdzy, Komarom, 18—19 January 1642, MNL OL, P 123, I/a
fol. 175-178; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 183—186.

Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNL OL, E 174, box 3,
item 7, fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklds”, pp. 187-190; Miklds
Esterhazy to Daniel Esterhazy, Komarom, 20 February 1642, SNA, Ecsl box 48, fol. 1-2; Ju-
hasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 193—195.

Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNL OL, E 174, box 3,
item 7, fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187—-190.

Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhdazy, Komarom, 14 January 1641/1642, MNLOL, P 123, I/a
fol. 171-174; Juhész, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 179-182; Daniel Esterhazy
to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNLOL, E 174, box 3, item 7, fol. 427-430;
Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187-190.
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with priority and greater esteem]”,* also indicating the tension between Miklés

Esterhazy and Questenberg.

Although Miklos Esterhazy was not personally at the site of the talks during
the negotiations, his brother constantly urged him to come at least to the nearby
Ersekajvar.®! The palatine’s expeditious remark to all of this was quite revealing,
Az mi az én Uivarban valo menetelimet illeti, nem tudhatom mint érkezhessem
red, mert igen debilis vagyok, s mds az, hogy gyiimolcsét sem latom, miért
kelletnék oda mennem [ As regards my move to Uivar [Ersekujvar], I do not know
if I am able, because I am quite weakling, and in addition, I see no reason why I
should go there.]”.% Miklos Esterhazy’s opinion on the development of the talks
is quite apparent from the lines quoted, and he clearly saw that the peace could
only come about at the cost of serious concessions from the imperial side.

Details also arise during the processing of the correspondence of the two Es-
terhazys that do not touch upon the peace negotiations at all, but were merely
included in the letters connected to the talks. Thus, here the matter of the marriage
of two young members of prominent families must be mentioned, namely that of
Baron Janos Amadé (1610-1654)** and Judit Esterhazy.®® The marriage, inso-
much as it involved two related families and their members that were fourth cous-
ins, ran into difficulties and a dispensation was needed to settle the obstacles to it.
The archbishop of Esztergom, Gydrgy Lippay and the palatine Miklos Esterhazy
both made efforts to intercede. According to evidence from the Royal Books
(Libri Regii), the monarch Ferdinand III issued the marriage permit on 10 July
1641, and then two days later Gyorgy Lippay let Miklos Esterhazy know that he
would soon send Baron Amadé’s consensus (consent) and would strive to have
the Roman (Papal) dispensation granted as well.*® On 30 August, the palatine sent
the “genealogy” and asked Gyorgy Lippay to have the nuncius continue to help.®
In the sources I have used, the matter only comes up again in January of 1642,
when Déniel Esterhazy informs Miklos Esterhdzy that Farkas Esterhazy, the
brother of the girl planning on being wed, had set the date for the nuptials on 16
February. However, the dispensation that had been requested had not yet arrived

8 Daniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhdzy. Komarom, 14 January 1641/1642, MNLOL, P 123, l/a
fol. 171-174; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 179-182.

81 Déniel Esterhazy to Miklos Esterhazy, Komarom, 29 January 1642, MNLOL, E 174, box 3, item 7,
fol. 427-430; Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 187—190.

82 Miklés Esterhazy to Daniel Esterhdzy, Komarom, 20 February 1642, SNA, Ecsl box 48, fol. 1-2;
Juhasz, “Esterhazy Daniel és Esterhazy Miklos”, pp. 193—195.

8 The Amadé family came from the Gutkeled clan. Janos Amadé had extensive family estates in
the Csallokoz region. His father, Lénard Amadé, was loyal to the Habsburg emperor, receiving
the title of baron, and his mother was Orsolya Geczel of Korpona (present day is Krupina, in
Slovakia), who also brought great property to the marriage. Nagy, Magyarorszag csaladai, vol. 1,
p- 27; Gélos, Baro Amade LaszIo, pp. 8-9.

8 Judit Esterhazy’s father was the brother of Miklés and Daniel Esterhazy, Gabor Esterhazy, who
died in 1626, and her mother was Maria Derssfty. B. Révay, “Az Esterhdzy-csalad”, p. 358.

8 MNLOL, A 57 (Libri regii), vol. 9, pp. 377-378.

8 Hajnal, Az 1642. évi meghivisult orszdggyiilés, pp. 59-61.

87 Hajnal, Az 1642. évi meghivsult orszdggyiilés, pp. 103-107.
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and it was doubtful whether it would be received by the appointed date, so the
matter had to be expedited not only by the archbishop, but also by the nuncius.
I found a single reference in the literature that the wedding was finally concluded
in 1646,% so the information above was merely data related to the antecedents to
the marriage.

In my article, following the presentation of the antecedents and circumstances
of the 1642 Treaty of Szény, I have considered the main focus of my examination
to be a single direction of communication (the correspondence of Miklds Ester-
hazy and Daniel Esterhazy) from the not at all simple network of contacts related
to the so-called second Treaty of Szény. I have presented data and supplementary
information not only related to the treaty, but also to the Esterhazy brothers and
the broader history of the Esterhazy family based on the analysis of the letters
included in the research, supplemented by other relevant sources. The most com-
plex area of issues is represented without doubt by the difficulties that developed
surrounding the peace treaties, which at the same time are partial results of ongo-
ing research, thus clearly indicating the directions that call for further, more thor-
ough examination.
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