
HUNGARY’S RELATIONS WITH THE OTTOMAN EMPİRE

GEZA FEHER*

The paths of the Turkish and H ungarian  peoples, from  their 
prehistory to these days have been connected by hundreds of threads.

An objective evaluation of the connection between Turkey and 
H ungary in the 16th-17th centuries /the Turkish occupation of Hungary/, 
as well as in the 18th-19th centuries /a generous relation, fru itfu l for both 
parties/ requires going back to the most ancient past com m on to them.

As far as we know at present, the orig inal hom e of the H ungarian  na- 
tion /the Magyars/—whose way of life at that time was determ ined by fishing 
and  hu n tin g — m ight have been at the western ranges of the Ural, in the 
provinces around  the rivers Volga and Kama. After m igrating from  the 
original hom e southward, the H ungarian  nation lived, for centuries, in 
the neighbourhood of Iranian and Turkish-speaking tribes, in the northen 
region of the Eurasian steppes. H ere the H ungarians, though at a slow 
pace, changed över to anim al keeping. W hen the ir culture and  economy 
had  changed, the ir vocabulary became enriched with Iranian  and Turkish 
words. However, the ansvvers to the questions that m ight be raised in con­
nection with this process, are given, as we have not any w ritten sources, 
first of ali by the results of linguistics, archeology, and  anthropology. In 
the second half of the 5th century, when, in a wave of the great invasions, 
the Turkish peoples dragged the H ungarian nation along with them , and, 
hence, the la tter drifted  to the south of its earlier settlem ent, to the coast 
of the Black Sea and the regions beside the river Kuban, the connection 
between the two nations becam e closer. At that time, the most p rom inent 
Turkish peoples living in the neighbourhood of the H ungarians were the 
Ogurs, Onogurs, and Kutrigurs, and later, after the fail of Attila’s em pire 
beside the Danube, certain  H unnish  tribes that m igrated eastward.

The most telling p roof of the close connection that linked the 
H ungarians to the Turkish peoples, and  especially to the Onogurs, is the 
nam e of the H ungarians in YVestern languages, such as ‘hungarus’, 
‘H ungarian’, ‘hongrois’, and  ‘U ngar’ —which ali derive from  the term
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‘onogur’— as well as a few h u n d red  Turkish words, preserved even from 
prehistoric times, in H ungarian  language.

As we have seen, during its prehistory, the H ungarian nation had close 
contacts with Turkish peoples several times, and  it even assim ilated cer- 
tain Turkish-speaking nationalities. Hence, when the H ungarians arrived 
in the C arpathian Basin /9th century/, as regards their way of life, organiza- 
tion, tactics /in fight/, and the features of the ir costumes, equipm ents, and 
fittings, they were sim ilar to the Turkish peoples. The archeological 
heritage of the ir ‘top people’ also bears witness to the early Turkish- 
H ungarian connections. Thus in the Byzantine sources they are justifiably 
m entioned as ‘türks’.

At the age of the H ungarian  Conquest, H ungarian  m en of h igh rank 
kept the ir flin t and  Steel in leather haversacks. It was decorated vvith a 
silver plate, with Eastern motifs on it.

It was also favourable for the fu rth e r form ation of the Turkish- 
H ungarian  relation  tha t in the territo ry  su rrounded  by the C arpathians 
there had  lived, even centuries before the H ungarian  Conquest, peoples 
that had  had close connections with the Turkish peoples, and  whose ways 
of life had  been sim ilar to tha t of the latter. The H ungarian  land is a rich 
treasury of archeological relics inherited  from  the Turkish peoples that 
had been living here from  the 5th century on.

This territory  was the centre of the H unnish  Empire. Between 401 
and 411, the H uns ru led  över the G reat H ungarian Plain and mainly o ther 
p lain  regions of the C arpath ian  Basin, and then occupied the province 
between the Danube and the Tisza, as well as the territo ry  of the Banat. 
Yet the enorm ous em pire proved to be short term , as after Attila’s death 
/453/, it soon fell.

As regards the rich  archeological heritage of the Huns, the most 
precious relic in H ungary is the treasure of Szeged-Nagyszeksös. Most of 
it was discovered in 1926, and  eight years later it was enriched  with fu r­
ther, com plem entary finds. The treasure consists of a solid golden torques, 
two golden cups, golden belt m ountings, boots ‘and costum es’ ornam ents, 
golden m ountings on the sheaths of a sword and a dagger, and of the o r­
nam ents on a harness and a saddle cloth. Though it was found incomplete, 
it is beyond doubt that it has preserved the memory of a grave that belong- 
ed to a H unnish princely warrior.

The most characteristic rem ains of the H uns are the beautiful finds 
at Förtel, Regöly, D unapentele, and Vârpalota; m ore closely, the counter-
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parts of the bronze boilers used in C entral Asia. As to the ir use, it is South 
Siberian pictographs that provide inform ation.

From am ong the peoples that had lived here through centuries before 
the H ungarian  Conquest, it was the Avars whose ru le  was the longest 
/567-800/, who, however, belonged to the Turkish race, too. Accordingly, 
in the C arpath ian  Basin the num ber of the respective findspots is över 
1200, and that of Avar graves is över 30.000.

Besides the Avar princely grave tha t was disclosed in Bocsa in 1935, 
and  which contained valuable golden jewels, and belt, quiver, and  arms 
mountings, and besides the unique golden finds from a grand duke’s grave, 
which was discovered in Kunbâbony in 1971, m agnificent belt mountings, 
belt fasteners, arms, jewelery, and  various ceramics, from  thousands of 
graves, bear witness to the extraordinary  richness of this people.

The fact that Bulgarian Turks had been present in H ungarian territory 
for a shorter period  of tim e is again indicated by archeological findings, 
in that the num ber of the finds is less and the ir accom plishm ent is more 
modest.

In H ungarian  history, connections with the Turks during  the Middle 
Age stare highly im portant. The H ungarian  king Bela IV (1235-1270), in 
o rder to strengthen his army before the Mongol/Tartar/ invasion of 
Hungary/1241-1242/, perm itted  a great num ber of fugitive Cum anians 
escaping from  the Tartars to settle down in Hungary. The memory of their 
settlem ent here is preserved by several place nam es and  p roper names 
tha t have survived to this day. Even in H ungarian language, a considerable 
Cum anian and Pecheneg influence can be poin ted  out.

In the course of archeological research in Hungary, arm s of light 
cavalry, a richly m ounted sling of firearm , and a similarly embellished pair 
of stirrups occurred in the graves of Cum anian soldiers. A part from these 
arms, there is a re lief on a floor tile, describing a soldier who is shooting 
an arrow backward, as an authentic represen tation  of the tactics of the 
C um anian light cavalry.

The points of contact between the Turks and H ungarians did not stop 
because of the la tte r’s close C um anian and Pecheneg connections. The 
next relatively significant po in t in the ir relation was the O ttom an con- 
quests in the Balkan Peninsula.

At the end of the 14th century, Beyazit I (1389-1402) regarded the sub- 
jugation  of ali of the Balkan as finished and was going to occupy Constan-
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tinople. W hen he started  he received the news that the H ungarian  king, 
Zsigmond, was progressing, with an enorm ous army of crusaders, through 
the land of the Wallachs, toward the Lower Danube. Beyazit did not hesitate 
to get in the way of Zsigmond, (1387-1437) and the two arm ies encountered 
at Nikâpoly (Nicopolis), on 28 Septem ber 1396. The bloody battle ended 
in the com plete ann ih ila tion  of the crusaders’ army.

In fact, due to this victory, the way became open for the O ttom ans 
toward Hungary. Yet the process, which at first sight seem ed to be suc- 
cessful, was tem porarily  stopped, as Beyazit, for a long time, focussed his 
atten tion  on his m ilitary expeditions in Asia Minör.

M urad II, (1421-1444; 1446-1451) also set as his m ain aim  the occupa- 
tion of Constantinople. He was in the position to begin its siege, but, due 
to disturbances in Asia, he was forced to give it up.

T hen he tu rn ed  his forces against Hungary. D uring his successful 
m ilitary expedition, in  the Southern region the fortress of Galamböc fell, 
too, bu t fu rth er on he had  to face serious difficulties. In the defence of 
Hungary, its governor, Jânos Hunyady deserves credit that will never fade: 
his victories in the battles of Szendrö, Vaskapu, and  Szentimre, and then 
the so-called ‘long expedition’ com pelled M urad to make peace. The sultan 
was deeply h u rt by Hunyady’s successful m ilitary actions; hence, it is no 
w onder that in the Turkish chronicles the H ungarian  general was conse- 
quently m entioned as ‘şeytan’ /Satan/. Subsequent to Hunyady’s series of 
successes, the power relations, as well as m ilitary fortune favoured M urad 
for long. He defeatedjânos Hunyady at Varna in 1444, and four years later 
at Rigomezö/Kosovo/.

After M urad’s death, Mehmet/Fatih/II (1444-1446; 1451-1481) occupied 
Constantinople in 1453, and, nam ing it İstanbul, he took up his residence 
there, too. The great, w orld-conquering sultan had to face only one failure 
during  his thirty-year, glorious rule, but that one blocked his expansion 
for a long period of time. In 1456, near Belgrad, he suffered a serious defeat 
from  Hunyady, when he lost not only ali of his cannons and war stores, 
but he was even almost taken captive. Following this battle, Turkish expan- 
sion was cancelled by seventy-five years.

As for the ‘Turkish age’ in H ungary in the 16th-l7th centuries, I am 
going to m ention only a few essential moments, disregarding annals history.

The events ou tlined  above, as prelim inaries, give an explanation of 
why it was only in the 16th century that H ungary became the n o rth ern  
border province of the O ttom an Empire. Even u nder these circumstances,
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the country could experience the most glorious days of the em pire of 
Süleym an the G reat an d  Süleym an the Legislative (1520-1566), 
respectively—but, before the long conquest ended, it could experience 
the unavoidable decline of the vast em pire, too.

After the fail of Belgrad, Szabâcs /Sabac; its Turkish nam e in the M id­
dle Ages was Böğürdelen/, and o ther fortresses beside the Danube /1521/, 
there was no obstacle in the way of the Turkish arm ies, vvhich could have 
prevented them  from  dravving up against Buda. Süleyman the Great, in 
his war of conquest, won a decisive victory över the H ungarians at Mohâcs 
in 1526. Lajos II, (1508-1526) king of Hungary, found his death in the bat- 
tlefield, ju s t like the m ajority of his army.

After the lost Battle of Mohâcs, the Turkish troops progressed forvvard 
to Hungary wedgewise, occupying huge territories. Hence, the country vvas 
broken up into th ree parts. The territo ry  occupied by the Turks lay in the 
middle. The H ungarian  noblem en com m anding the m ain arm ies were 
divided, constituting two parties. O ne party, tha t of those living in the 
eastern p a rt of the country, in Transylvania, declared the P rince of Tran- 
sylvania, Jânos Szapolyai (1526-1540) the son of the ex-palatine Istvân 
Szapolyai/, the king of H ungary—while the aristocrats of the other, western 
part of the country, those of the royal or H apsburg Hungary, declared Fer- 
d inand  H apsburg (1526-1563)/ the husband of Anna, sister of Lajos II/, the 
ru ling  Prince of Austria and Czech King, the king of Hungary. D uring 
the war betvveen the two rival kings, Ferdinand I defeated Jânos Szapolyai, 
who was forced to escape to Poland.

Süleyman the Great transported the furn iture of the king’s palace and 
of other, m ore im portan t buildings —as booty— to İstanbul even in 1526, 
at the first Turkish occupation of Buda. At the same time, he converted 
the C hurch of O ur Lady into a principal jam i, carrying its flttings to İstan­
bul, too. From am ong the treasures taken avvay from  Buda, today only tvvo 
bronze candlesticks can be found in İstanbul, vvhich have been standing 
for m ore than four hundred  and a half centuries on the tvvo sides of the 
oratory of the Aya Sophia, the one-tim e (M ohammedan) mosque.

From the point of vievv of finding out the vvhereabouts of the tvvo vvorks 
of art that are highly precious for H ungarian research into the Renaissance, 
Evliya Çelebi’s record vvas particularly im portant. As he vvrote: ‘Süleyman 
khan made the treasures of King Lajos to be packed into seven thousand 
leather cases, and rem oving a lot of arm am ents, uncom parably beautiful 
objects, thrones, hundreds of vvindovv blinds, and doors, ali studded vvith
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gems, gilded bronze figures of angels, the bronze sculptures of one-time 
kings, and the b righ t candlesticks that are at p resen t at the Aya Sophia 
Jam i of İstanbul, on the righ t and  left sides of its m ihrab, as well as a lot 
of o ther sim ilar objects, from  the ir places, he sent them  on board to 
İstanbul.’

There are two interesting Turkish-language notes in verse form, dated 
933/i.e., 1526/, on each candlestick, vvhich inform  the reader about the 
history of the b rillian t works of art.

At this point, it should be m entioned tha t in 1526, during  the first 
Turkish invasion of Buda, even the famous library of M atthias Corvinus, 
(1458-1490) the great H ungarian  Renaissance ruler, fell into the hands of 
the Turks. The gracious attitude of the Turkish people and the ir love for 
the H ungarians are praiseworthy, as in 1869 Abdülaziz (1861-1876) gave 
back four m asterpieces of the Corvinus m anuscripts to the H ungarian na- 
tion, and, in 1877, A bdülham it II re tu rned  (1876-1909) thirty-five of them. 
They are the most precious treasures of the Szechenyi National Library 
even today.

In this b rief sum m ary we should highlight first of ali the excellent 
diplom atic m anoeuvres of the O ttom an rulers, and especially those of 
Süleyman the Great. Hence, for example, the fact that he supported  the 
Principality of Transylvania, which was connected to his em pire by a feudal 
relation, at ali tim es the most consequently, should be regarded as an ex- 
cellent diplom atic m ethod. In the light of this, it is easy to understand 
that during  his 1529, Viennese military expedition, when he spent a short 
tim e in Buda, he gave the H ungarian Holy Crovvn —which got into his 
hands in 1526— to Janos Szapolyai, who in tu rn  was declared king.

It was also Süleyman the Great who, at the occupation of Buda in 1541, 
wanted to create such a situation for the o rphan  of Janos Szapolyai, the 
baby Janos Zsigmond, that he later —as an adu lt— should be able to oc- 
cupy first the th rone of the Principality of Transylvania, and, afterward, 
that of the king of Hungary. However, he failed in his attem pt at acquir- 
ing the royal power for Janos Zsigmond, but, as the Prince of Transylvania, 
in the following years Janos Zsigmond m ight well enjoy the support of 
the great sultan. Janos Zsigmond, accom panied by his attendants, visited 
the greatest O ttom an ru le r in the field of Zimony even in 1566, to pay 
homage to h im —who, however, soon met his death at Szigetvâr.

After the death of Süleyman the Great, the opposition betvveen the 
Turks and the Austrian m ercenary troops of the H apsburg Hungary re-
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m ained deep, too. Thus it is no w onder tha t the political trend  of the O t­
tom an rulers rem ained  unchanged at the beginning  of the 17th century. 
They went on regard ing  the kings of the H apsburg House ru ling  över 
Hungary as their worst enemies, and, with the intention of subverting their 
power —an in ten tion  which they had  never concealed— the Turks sup- 
po rted  the princes of Transylvania to the most. W henever the relative 
equilibrium  created by Transylvania and the O ttom ans became unstable, 
the position of H ungary under Turkish rule —which was ra th er unbalanc- 
ed  even ap art from  this equilib rium — tu rn ed  worse at once. Hence, for 
example, Hungary drifted into the Fifteen-Year (end of the 16th and begin­
ning  of the 17th century). War because the P rince of Transylvania, Zsig­
m ond Bâthori, changed sides and went över, from  the side of M ehm et III 
(1595-1603), to King Rudolf H apsburg (1576-1608). In  this process, the 
betrayal of the alien guard  caused the fail of the fortress of Eger, too, pass- 
ing it över to the hands of O ttom ans (1596). T hen, after a two-day 
H ungarian  success, the Battle of Mezökeresztes ended  again in Turkish 
victory (1596).

A hm et I, (1603-1617) in the hope of the full occupation of the coun­
try, focussed his attention  on one task, namely, tha t the excellent Prince 
of Transylvania, Istvân Bocskai should be declared king. It should be known 
that Istvân Bocskai, from  the spring of 1605, bore the title of ‘P rince of 
Hungary and Transylvania’. He had to secure his reign in military and legal 
terms, therefore, in the sum m er of the same year, he went to Transylvania. 
A fter his re tu rn  to H ungary in the autum n, he had  to comply with the 
repeated request of G rand Vizier Lala Mehmet, to the effect that he should 
visit the Turkish leader in the la tte r’s camp at Buda, in o rder to take över 
the sultan’s presents and  to settle the cause of the ir alliance. In november, 
Bocskai, together vvith his attendants and  vvith an army of 7 000 soldiers 
—infantry and cavalry troops— progressed tovvard Buda. He m et the grand 
vizier on 11 November, vvho girded him  vvith a valuable svvord, pu t a gemm- 
ed sceptre into his righ t hand  and a flag into the left one, and a fine crovvn 
onto his head. Bocskai vvas glad to receive the crovvn, but he felt uneasy 
vvhen it vvas pu t on his head. So he took it off at once and announced that 
he accepted the presen t vvith pleasure as a sign of friendship, bu t he did 
not regard it as the symbol of kingship, as in H ungary no one vvas allovved 
to vvear any crovvn as long as the crovvned king vvas alive.

In the I7th century, there appeared  the signs of serious disintegra- 
tion. In Hungary, during  1605-1606, only less than three quarters of the 
spahis o rdered  here presented  themselves to en ter into service. The
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runaway soldiers caused great destruction in the provinces. Later on, 
G rand Viziers M ehm et and A hm et K öprülü tried  to h inder the decline 
of the em pire by m eans of bloody terror. The tem poral consolidation in 
H ungary was stili soon followed by com plete fail. In 1683, after the second 
unsuccessful siege of V ienna, the overall liberation of the country was 
started. In Buda, this took place in 1686, bu t in the whole territory  of the 
country, including the Southern region, the process lasted for three 
decades.

The research into H ungarian history somehow cannot give a unified  
—and, more importantly, objective— picture of the Turkish period, which 
was burdened  with serious contradictions. In general, there  are two, 
diam etrically opposite views. The extrem ely Turcophobe standpoint lays 
stress on the negative aspects. The advocates of the o ther standpoint, 
disregarding the serious fights and  troubles that lasted for m ore than a 
century, pu t forward an illusory and idyllic p icture about the Turkish— 
H ungarian  coexistence.

W hen evaluating the connection between the two peoples in positive 
terms, it cannot be stressed enough how im portan t it was that, in 
H ungarian territory, the Turks had never tried  to assimilate the alien, non- 
Turkish nationalities, that is, to convert them  to Mohammedans. It explains 
tha t relative liberty, from  national and  religious points of view, which the 
H ungarian  inhabitants could enjoy under the Turkish rule. It gives the 
reason of the fact, too tha t the most appropria te  soil of the Reform ation, 
the most radical cultural m ovem ent in 16th-century Europe, was in 
Hungary, and, first of ali, in Transylvania.

It was precisely this tolerance on the p art of the Turks that made possi- 
ble the wide-range developm ent of H ungarian-language literatüre, which 
was inseparable from  the Reform ation.

Hence, we can see tha t the one-sided and extrem e Turcophobe view 
in historical research is ra th e r wrong. The most convincing refutation of 
this view is provided by the intensive inquiry of H ungarian  scholars into 
the common historical past, the Turkish language, and into Turkish history 
and customs. In this field, gathering  inform ation began already early.

Besides those listed above, several cultural effects can be a ttribu ted  
to the conquerors, m ediated in the course of the long-term  com mon past, 
m ore closely, the long-term  coexistence.

From the period  of the Turkish rule, a great num ber of Turkish 
charters and, what is more, Hungarian-language correspondence attest the
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close connection between the Buda pashas and the H ungarian aristocracy. 
As regards the m ore peaceful, transitional periods, the contact am ong the 
valiant w arriors in the bo rder fortresses —the ways in which they kept 
in touch with one ano th er— is, however, no t less im portant.

We can prove by w ritten records, too how precious were for the 
H ungarians such Turkish masterpieces as arms, leather goods, goldsmith’s 
works, and musical instrum ents. At the same time, W estern textiles, arms, 
and  m asterworks of craftsm anship were highly popu lar am ong the Turks.

T he Turkish influence was m anifest in the case of the greatest lyric 
poet of 16th-century Hungary, too, who lived the eventful life of ups and 
downs of the valiant warriors. Bâlint Balassa (1551-1594), the brave cap- 
tain of the fortress of Esztergom, who knew and liked the Turkish language, 
p u t down a considerable num ber of soldiers, songs, and  he also enriched 
our literatüre with sim ilar ones, w riting a few poem s in Turkish metre, 
and  using Turkish similes.

The results p roduced  by H ungarian  scholarship tackling the Turkish 
language, literatüre, and the com m on past o f the two nations are highly 
im portan t and  interesting. Miklös Olâh, the archbishop of Esztergom, in 
his book en titled  Hungaria /1536/, when touching on the H unnish  origin 
of the H ungarian nation, already took sides with the view alleging the com­
m on origin of the Turkish and H ungarian  peoples. Bartholom aeus 
Georgievits, who had lived for long decades in H ungarian  territory  under 
Turkish rule, in his book De origine imperii Turcarum /1555/, investigated 
into the orig in  of the Turks and the ir history. In ano ther book, De Tur­
carum moribus epitome /published in the same year/, he was dealing with 
Turkish customs, and attached a brief gram m ar and vocabulary to his work, 
too. In 1668, Miklös Illeshâzy published a small Turkish dictionary. Jakab 
Harsânyi-Nagy, who had spent several years in Turkey, com piled an ex- 
cellent Turkish-Hungarian m anual of conversation in 1672, which also pro- 
vides in form adon for the reader about Turkish history and customs. The 
Transylvanian Dâvid Rozsnyai, in the 17th century, published his transla- 
tion of Hümayûn-nâme und er the title of Horologium Turcicum. Sâmuel Dec- 
sy presen ted  a detailed discussion of Turkish history in a three-volum e 
work /1788-1789/. Laurentinus Toppeltinus de Medgyes, in his Origines et 
occasus Transylvanorum /written in 1667/, derived a num ber of H ungarian 
words from  the Turkish language. In 1761, György Pray also treated  the 
question of the Turkish and H ungarian linguistic affinity. And, at the end 
of the century, Daniel C ornides and Sâmuel Gyarm athi expounded a 
sim ilar topic in the ir books either.



1072 GEZA FEHER

It was the result of the long-lasting Turkish-H ungarian contact that 
in  H ungary Turkish influence m anifested itself in several crafts. W hat we 
have in m ind here is m ainly pottery, coppersm ith’s, goldsm ith’s, and 
gunsm ith’s work. The obvious influence exerted on leather working also 
deserves attention. But perhaps it is m ore im portan t tha t motifs and  stit- 
ching techniques were taken över from  Turkish needlework, both in the 
stitch work of the H ungarian  aristocracy and in its popu lar versions. 
Besides the enrichm ent of the set of H ungarian  motifs and taking över 
techniques from  craftsm anship, the Turkish influence can be recognized 
considering dressing and costumes; especially the clothes of the aristocracy 
becam e enriched  with new elements.

H ungarian  cooking was not free from  the Turkish influence either. 
C ertain  meals reached H ungary th rough  Turkish and Balkan m ediation; 
for example, stewed meat, granulated  dried  pastry, stuffed cabbage, and 
stuffed paprika. Together with meals, new kitchen utensils also spread in 
Hungary.

Coffee and tobacco arrived in H ungary th rough  Turkish trade, and 
the habit of coffee d rink ing  and  sm oking were taken över from  the Turks, 
too.

A p roof of the deep Turkish influence on music and musical in- 
strum ents is the fact that, for example, in com m on knowledge, the most 
characteristic H ungarian  musical instrum ent is the tdrogato /oboe-like 
shawm/, which is, in fact, a fu rth e r developed version of the so-called 
‘Turkish reed ’. H ungarian  people began to use the la tter during  the days 
of the Turkish rule, and  it is identical with the instrum ent called ‘zurna’, 
used in Turkey even today.

In the period  of the Turkish rule, in the huge eastern H ungarian  te r­
ritory, tha t is, in the Principality  of Transylvania, flourishing intellectual 
and  econom ic life could be conducted only as a result of a steady, conse- 
quent, and  thoughtful policy. No doubt, here we can face an almost un- 
parallelled, com plex phenom enon, in which, beyond the recognition of 
common interests, m utual sympathy was also a considerable factor in shap- 
ing the circum stances in that way.

After the expulsion of the Turks, in the H apsburg H ungary the op- 
pressive power of H apsburg absolutism came to the foreground. Against 
this anti-H ungarian policy, independence movements evolved even begin- 
n ing  in the eighties of the I7th century, and  chiefly at the beginning of 
the 18th century, which became ever more wider. In the course of the ‘strug-
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gle for life’ of the H ungarian  nation, sympathy and readiness to help on 
the part of the Turks became incressingly deeper, and  they provided more 
and  m ore signs of it.

O n the basis of the traditional Turcophil policy of Transylvania, its 
prince, Im re Thököly, after the suppression of his 1682-1684 uprising, 
found refuge, with his wife, Ilano Zrınyi, and  his bro thers in arms, in Iz- 
mit/Nicomedia/.

Between 1703 and 1711, after a long m ilitary p reparation , Ferenc 
Râköczi II conducted a war of independence against the oppressive policy 
of the H apsburg House. Following a num ber of successful m ilitary expedi- 
tions, the glorious m ovement fell, due to superior num bers. It was again 
Turkey that afforded help: the great prince and the o ther refugees enjoyed 
the hospitality of the Turkish people in Tekirdağ /Rodostö/ for several 
decades. Râköczi’s secretary, Kelemen Mikes (1690-1761) described in a 
vivid m anner the life of the p rince and the refugees in em igration in his 
Töröhorszdgi levelek [Letters from Turkey]. The work is a valuable docum ent 
of the period  and a p rom inen t m asterpiece in H ungarian  literatüre.

O ne of the chief events in the Turkish-H ungarian cultural relations, 
the creation of Turkish prin ting , dates back to the period  of the Râköczi 
em igration. The p ioneer of Turkish publishing, İbrahim  M üteferrika, was 
born  in Kolozsvâr/Cluj/Transylvania, in 1674. He was a Szekely, bu t we do 
not know his H ungarian  name. He fell into Turkish captivity during  the 
Thököly uprising, tha t is, du ring  the Austrian m ilitary expedition of 
Mustafa II (1695-1703). In his confinem ent, he converted to the Islamic 
relig ion and learn t the Turkish language. He got acquainted with Turkish 
customs and laws, too, and, in 1711, he even wrote a study, entitled “Risâle-i 
Islâmiye”. G rand Vizier Nevşehirli Damat İbrahim  Paşa took a liking to 
the w riting of the talented young man, and  he becam e his most devoted 
supporter. İbrahim  M üteferrika got into the sultan’s court, w here he soon 
was entrusted  with im portan t diplom atic tasks. We know that in 1718, du r­
ing his stay in Tekirdağ, he was Ferenc Râköczi II’s in terpreter. It was he 
who established, with the support of the grand vizier, the first p rin ting  
office in Turkey in 1727. He died in 1746. Above his grave in Beyoğlu, an 
ornam ental epitaph inform s us that during  his 14-year activity in the p rin ­
ting trade he published seventeen great works in twenty-two volumes. One 
of them  is a m asterpiece, illustrated with maps with highly refined  
engravings.

The sympathy of the Turks for the H ungarian people did not decrease 
later on either.
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In Hungary, the H apsburg oppression went on even in the 19th cen­
tury. Lajos Kossuth, the brillian t leader of the 1848 war of independence, 
heroically struggled for the freedom  of the H ungarian  people. Eventual- 
ly, after the initial success and glorious battles, superior force won in 1849. 
Lajos Kossuth was forced to take refuge in the Turkish Em pire, too, where 
he lived first in Sumen, then in Kütahya for years. From am ong his atten- 
dants of a few h u n d red  persons, many took up m ilitary service in the 
Turkish army, but the m ajority chose bourgeois o r citoyen life in the ir new 
hom eland.

O n the Asian coast, in the K aracaahm et cem etary of İstanbul, an 
epitaph on the grave of one of the most prom inent members of the Kossuth 
em igration gives an in teresting  evidence of his en tering  into the Turkish 
sultan’s service:

“H ere lies C ount R ichard Guyon
Turkish m ajör general
Progeny of France
Native of England
YVarrior of H ungary
Died on 11 O ctober 1856
In the 44th year of his life”.

The m em ory of the H ungarian  political em igrations in the 18th and 
19th centuries has also been preserved by the graves of the doctor of Ferenc 
Raköczi II and by those of the brave brothers in arm s of Lajos Kossuth, 
which are in the P rotestant Feriköy cem etary of İstanbul.



Fig. 1 -  The Battle of Nicopolis. 1396. Miniature. İstanbul
Topkapı Palace. Inv. No. H. 1523. Page: 108 b.



Fig. 2 -  Battle of Belgrad. 1456. Miniature. İstanbul
Topkapı Palace. Inv. No. 1523. Page: 165 a.



Fig. 3 -  The King Lajos II. with his war-councel, in 1526.
Miniature. İstanbul Topkapı Palace. Inv. No. H. 1517. Page: 200 a.



Fig. 4 -  Süleyman I. 1529. Topkapı Palace. Inv. No. H. 1517.. 
Page: 297 a.



Fig 5 -  Akinji horsman near by Esztergom. 1529.
Miniature. Topkapı Palace. Inv. No. H. 1517. Page: 353 a.



Fig. 6 -  Süleyman I. in Buda Castle. 1541. Miniature.
Topkapı Palace. Inv. No. H. 1524. Page: 266 a..



Fig. 7 The Castle Szigetvâr. 1566. Miniature. Topkapı Palace. Inv. No. H. 1524. Page: 279 b.


