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P4l FODOR

THE VIEW OF THE TURK IN HUNGARY :
THE APOCALYPTIC TRADITION
AND THE LEGEND OF THE RED APPLE
IN OTTOMAN-HUNGARIAN CONTEXT

THE FIRST CENTURY
(DOWN TO THE BATTLE OF MOHACS)

After the Ottomans had crushed the Balkan states one after the
other in the late fourteenth century and had reduced the Serb princi-
pality into vassalage following their victory in 1389, they arrived at the
borders of the Hungary. In 1390, for the first time in history, Ottoman
armies invaded the country.'

At that time the Kingdom of Hungary was one of the largest states
of Europe. Due to its accomplishments in civilization, its military force
and its century-long service in the defence of the southern and eastern
frontiers of the Christian community (respublica christiana) the coun-
try was held in high esteem in the western world. The Hungarian kings
wore such respectful titles as “the defender of Christianity” (defensor
christianitatis), “the champion of Christ” (athleta Christi) or “the war-
rior of Christian faith” (miles fidei christiane), while their country was
regarded by the whole of Europe as its eastern “gate” (porta).” The
Hungarian state not only contained the attacks from the East (for
example the Mongol invasion or the raids of the Golden Horde) but,
with the support of the Papacy, it also led a series of “missionary” cam-
paigns against the neighbouring states, the Patarens (or Bogomils) and
Eastern Christians, who were considered “heretics”, “schismatics” or
“rebellious”. It was during such a campaign that the Hungarian king
first encountered Ottoman troops (1375).

1) Elemér Malyusz, Zsigmond kirdly uralma Magyarorszdgon 1387-1437.
Budapest, 1984, 102-132. P4l Engel, Magyarorszag és a torok veszély Zsigmond kord-
ban (1387-1437): Szdzadok 128:2 (1994) 273-286. Ferenc Szakdly, Phases of Turco-
Hungarian Warfare Before the Battle of Mohdcs (1365-1526): Acta Orientalia
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 33 (1979) 67-85.

2) Lajos Terbe, Egy eurépai sz4lldige életrajza (Magyarorszag a kereszténység
védobdstydja) : Egyetemes Philolégiai Kézlony 60:7-12 (1936) 307, 309-311, 346.
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At the beginning the leaders of Hungary did not realize that the
new enemy was different in every respect from the ones they had pre.
viously met in the region. The appearance of the Ottomans only meant
for them (and for the other leaders of Europe, too) that in the future
they would have to face a new type of “heresy” in the Balkans. The
merging of “schismatics” and “Muslims” was also facilitated by the
fact that the Balkan peoples tended to appear on the battlefields as the
allies of the Ottomans. Thus in the Hungarian view it was more than
natural to rank the “Turk” among the “heretics” and it took them quite
a while to recognize the enormous difference between the two cate.
gories. King Sigismund himself (1387-1437), who was the first to
become aware of the dangers of the Ottoman expansion, in the begin-
ning viewed the “Turkish” enemy in the same manner. In a document
dating from August 14, 1390 he mentioned a struggle against “the
cruel schismatic Serbs and Turks allied in crafty guile” > The Diet of
October 1397 decided on the reorganization of the country’s defence
system by referring to “the attacks and assaults of the Turks and other
schismatics”, which reflects that the Hungarian nobility shared the
king’s opinion concerning the Ottomans.* This view survived in the
next decades, but, also parallel to it, new definitions emerged (mainly
after 1396), which slowly ousted the previous ones and determined the
image of the Ottomans in Hungary for a long time. First of all the “say-
age, heathen and godless Turkish nation” became the “chief enemy and
persecutor” (inimicus capitalis, persecutor) of the royal dignity (rex)
and the country (regnum), which from time to time was also called
“Tartar” or “Turkish-Tartar pagan”.’ The latter was obviously a delib-
erate but rather suggestive exaggeration: in Hungary, which still had
dreadful memories of the Mongol invasion, nothing could express the
amount of danger more vividly than associating the new enemy with
the Mongols.® As the king and the nobility regarded themselves as the
representatives of the Christian community and the attacks they suf-
fered as the grievance of universal Christianity, they at the same time

identified the Ottomans with “the enemy and persecutor of Christ’s
cross and of Christian faith”” The Ottomans as “persecutors of the
country and faith” presented a twofold challenge to which the
Hungarian ruling class responded unanimously: it confronted them and
called for relentless struggle against them. A document by King

3) Kozépkori histéridk oklevelekben (1001-1410). Selected, introduced and com-
mented by Gyula Krist. Szeged, 1992, p.221.

4) Decreta Regni Hungariae. Gesetze und Verordnungen Ungarns 1301-1457.
Collectionem manuscriptam F. Déry, additamentis auxerunt, commentariis notisque
illustraverunt G. Bénis and V. Bacskai. Budapest, 1976, 160.

5) Gy. Krist6, Kozépkori histéridk, 224,244-245,257, 260, 271.

6) On the view of the Tatars in Hungary, see J4nos B. Szabd, Vdzlat egy ellen-
sCgkép torténetérdl. 1. A tatdrok emlékezete Erdélyben, 1241-1621 : Aetas 1995:1-2,
5-22.

7) Gy. Kristé, Kézépkori histéridk, 244-245.
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8) Sopron vdrmegye torténete. Oklevéltdr. Vol. 1. 1156-1411. Ed. by Imre Nagy.

Sopron, 1889,542(]40]){. G
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Because there is no such cruelty that has not been committed against
us and it will never end, either we lose or win: the enemy will always
be on us for its hatred supersedes even its strength. Our enemy... even
now wants not victory, but to take revenge on us.”""

The idea that the Ottomans would not relinquish the intention to
conquer Hungary (or as more and more thought, the whole Christian
world) did not paralyze the spirit of resistance at all, instead it awak-
ened it. Jdnos Hunyadi, who was regularly defeated in his decisive bat-
tles, was admittedly preoccupied with how the “pagans” could be
expelled from Europe. The war against them “will be completed only
if we persecute the defeated enemy, and we will not give up until our
hope is achieved by expelliné them from Europe”, he wrote to Pope
Nicolaus in September 1448. This thought became so heavily rooted
in public opinion that, at the beginning of the 16th century, when the
victory over the Ottomans lacked every real footing, Bélint Hagymadsi
still encouraged the Hungarians to try to vanquish them in his poem
entitled Ad Pannoniam in 1509:

Sweep this immense rabble off to death at last,
Grown fat by now on ravaging the peoples.
People have all the right to thirst for their blood
Let even the name of Ottomans be erased!"?

In relation to this concept, following the propaganda of the papal
court and of foreign and Hungarian humanists, Hungary was called
with increasing frequency “the bulwark of Christiantiy” (propugnacu-
lum et antemurale christianitatis) towards the middle of the 15th cen-
tury. The metaphor “shield” and “wall”, which was originally applied
only for the Hungarian king, was gradually extended to the whole of
the country and her inhabitants and the symbolic function of the “bul-
wark”, although claimed by other countries as well, became the pre-
rogative of Hungary in the European and Hungarian public opinion."*
Though the Hungarian ruling class did not deny this privilege to the
Polish either (due to the political unions and common fate the

11) Magyar humanistdk levelei, XV-XVI. szdzad. Publ. by Séndor V. Kovics.
Budapest, 1971, 120-121. Cf. Vitéz Jdnos levelei és politikai beszédei. Publ. and
in]lrod by Ivdn Boronkai, transl. by Ibolya Bellus and Ivdn Boronkai. Budapest, 1987,
13-132.

12) Magyar humanistdk levelei, 100-101, 122. Vitéz Jdnos levelei, 96, 134.

13) Mihély Imre, “Magyarorszdg panasza™. A Querela Hungariae toposz a XVI-
XVII. szdzad irodalmdban. Debrecen, 1995, 151. (Csokonai Konyvtar, Bibliotheca
Studiorum Littcrarium, 5. Ed. by Istvdn Bitskey and Andrds Gérombei).

14) L. Terbe, Egy eurdpai, 297-350. Kdlman Benda, A magyar nemzeti hivatdstu-
dat torténete (a XV-XVII. szdzadban). Budapest, 1937, 10-38. Magda Horvéth, A torok
veszedelem az eurdpai kozvéleményben. Budapest, 1937, passim, 48-83. (Minerva-
konyvtdr, 112). Lajos Hopp, Az “antemurale” és a “‘conformitas" humanista eszméje
a magyar-lengyel hagyomdnyban. Budapest, 1992. (Humanizmus és reformacié. Ed.
by Jézsef Jankovics, 19.) M. Imre, “Magyarorszdg panasza”, 143-166.
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Hungarian and Polish tradition is full of common elements'), it was
convinced that the country played a unique role in Europe. Istvdn
Brodarics, a partisan of King John (1526-1540) and the Ottoman polit-
ical orientation, at the beginning of his account about the battle of
Mohdcs, did claim that not only the preceding 70-80 years (from the
emergence of the topos) but the whole of Hungarian history had con-
sisted of constant sacrifices in the defence of Europe: “Since that time
when we came out of Scythia led by the gracious Christ God and we
accepted the faith of Christ, we have always been the shield and bul-
wark of all other Christians and... in this service to Christianity, which
in our opinion has been excellent, we have already lost two kings, ...
besides them so many aristocrats, so many noblemen and soldiers, the
innumerable multitude of commoners. We will think even afterwards
[after the battle of Mohdcs] that our actions in favour of the Christian
society deserve praise, even if [somebody] should find another nation
which would defend it against the enemy with its own blood and at its
own expenses for more than five hundred years.”!

The way of thinking of the peasantry in the 15th century is not so
well-known as that of the aristocrats and churchmen, but what is
known reflects an attitude identical to that of their lords. Apparently,
all layers of Hungary identified themselves in a surprising unanimity
with the profession outlined in the symbol of bulwark, so the Ottoman
threat greatly reinforced the feeling of interdependence and coherence
within the country. In one of Jdnos Vitéz’s letters (written in the name
of Jdnos Hunyadi) a remark can be found which is quite unexpected of
a lord; according to him “no one should be excluded” from the sale of
indulgences to cover the costs of the crusade “due to his sex or social
status, once he belongs to the same nation, his homeland and his cause
is the same, his faith is common and his homage binds him to the
Apostolic See.”'” There is no doubt that in the peasant’s mind the
“common faith” had predominance over the notion of “common home-
land”. The records of the miracles done by Giovanni da Capestrano
(mid-15th century) testify that it was mainly for religious reasons that
even commoners suffering captivity in the Ottoman Empire rejected
the Ottoman rule. In the testimony of a carpenter kidnapped from
Southern Hungary and fortunately escaping later on it can be read that
during his slavery he prayed in the following manner: “Rescue me, my
Lord from the hands of the enemy of the Christians, so that I should
not lose my Catholic faith... so that I should not despair due to the mul-

15) L. Hopp, Az “antemurale” és a “conformitas”.

16) Stephanus Brodarics, De conflictu Hungarorum cum Solymano Turcorum
imperatore ad Mohach historia verissima. In: Mohdcs emlékezete... Selected by
Karoly Kiss, ed. by Tam4s Katona, transl. by Péter Kulcsar. Budapest, 1979, 11-12.

17) Magyar humanistdk levelei, 163.Vitéz Jdnos levelei, 181-182. Cf. Tibor
Kardos, A magyarorszdgi humanizmus kora. Budapest, 1955, 111-112.
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in Hungary already in the mid-13th century when King Béla IV attrib-
uted the “storm” of the Mongol invasion to the “sins of mankind”.?
Thus, by referring to sinfulness and punishment, Hunyadi and his cir-
cle did nothing else but go back to the universal tradition; at the same
time, they added something very important to it, which became the
source of consolation and hope for those fighting against the
Ottomans. In their opinion, one must not argue with the rightfulness of
divine punishment; instead one must do penance, then God will have
mercy on the sinners. This was all the more so because they firmly
believed that “heaven punished with the aim of instruction, not devas-
tation”.*® At the same time, they found hope in the instructive purpos-
es of heaven: “we are consoled by seein% educational warning in heav-
en’s punishment, not murderous intent”.”” They concluded from all this
that it was silly to worry about the outcome of events as it was a mat-
ter within God’s competence; the “instructed ones” could only do one
thing: prepare for the war against the Ottomans with undaunted hope.

The notions of educating or instructing God and the Ottomans as a
tool of His were such thoughts that were to occupy an important part
of Luther’s tenets seventy years later. Luther, upon similar considera-
tions, called the Ottomans “schoolmasters” because in his view they
embodied the chastising power of God.” While, however, it took
Luther a long struggle to get from this point to agreeing to the fight
against the Ottomans, the Hungarian leaders of the mid-15th century
never for a minute concluded from “God’s punishments” that they
should relinquish the defence of their homeland and Europe.

In the late 15th century the Hungarian image about the conquerors
was greatly enriched by the birth of the first comprehensive apocalyp-
tic interpretations of the Ottomans. An outstanding example of this is
the work of the Dominican friar Georgius de Hungaria bomn in
Transylvania, which fundamentally altered the European view of the
Ottomans and the Muslim religion. Friar Georgius wrote and published
his book on the religion, life and intentions of the Ottomans in Rome
at around 1480 entitled Incipit prohemium in tractatum de moribus
conditionibus et nequicia Turcorum.® Although Hungarian historical

Turkish Studies 17 (1993) 125-145 (with recent literature). Bernard McGinn,
Antichrist. Two Thousand Years of the Human Fascination with Evil (I used its
Hungarian translation, Budapest, 1995). Cf. Suliman Bashear, Apocalyptic and Other
Materials on Early Muslim-Byzantine Wars : A Review of Arabic Sources : Journal of
the Royal Asiatic Society (Third Series) 1:2 (1991) 173-207.

25) Jozscf Deér, A magyar nemzeti ontudat kialakuldsa. A Magyarsidgtudomany
Tanulményai III. Budapest, 1936, 8-9.

26) Magyar humanistdk levelei, 130, Vitéz Jdnos levelei, 148.

27) Magyar humanistdk levelei, 128, Vitéz Jdnos levelei, 144.

28) Carl Géllner, Turcica. IIl. Bd. Die Offentliche Meinung Europas im 16.
Jahrhundert. Bucarest-Baden-Baden, 1978, 176. (Bibliotheca Bibliographica
Aureliana, 70). M. Imre, “Magyarorszdg panasza”, 120. For the literature concerning
Luther’s view of the Turks, see Y. Miyamoto, The Influence, 135: note 74.

29) For a recent survey of Georgius de Hungaria’s work, see Y. Miyamoto, op.
cit,, 128-136. I used the Hungarian version of the Tractatus, translated by Gyszo
Kcnéz and published by Lajos Tardy in the collective volume Rabok, kévetek, kalmd-
rok az oszmdn birodalomrdél. Budapest, 1977, 50-143.
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research has not studied the impact of the work on Hungary yet, I sup-
pose for several reasons that it was not unknown, primarily in ecclesi-
astical circles. It is also possible that the birth of the Tractatus cannot
only be attributed to Georgius’ captivity and experiences in the
Ottoman Empire but that he may have carried his receptivity to the
Ot»torqan issue from Hungary, As the questions raised in the treatise
were in close connection with contemporary Hungary and it undoubt-

edly had a Hungarian background, it is probably not without justifica- -

tion to insert it into the line of the Hungarian interpretations of the
Ottomans.

By the intention of its author, the Tractatus was to be a guide for
Christians in Ottoman captivity on how to preserve their faith, but in
actual fact it was more than that: it provided a comprehensive theo-
logical-historical explanation to the Ottoman success, and at the same
time, a harsh, almost “reformational” critique of the pharisaic religious

practice of the Christian world. Following Joachimus de Fiore and his

adherents, the author believed the Ottomans to be an apocalyptic peo-
ple signalling the imminence of the Last Judgement, and he took their
“sect” for the church of Antichrist in which the reign of the devil had
begun. He identified the Ottomans thus described with the second ani-
mal in John's Revelation, which put a spell on the entire world by its
attractive appearance and false miracles, and unlike the first animal,
brought eternal damnation to its victims not by force (externally) but
by the destruction of their soul (internally). This identification was the
chief argument he found to explain the great achievements of the
Ottomans, and to reveal the major danger implied by them. For him the
strengthening of the “sect” (that is, the rapid expansion of the Ottoman
Empire) formed part of the divine plan: it was a tool to stimulate com-
plete repentance, a tool to purify the just. Formally, the Christian faith
was becoming ever weaker, for, he argues, even many of the clergy-
men, who only pretended to be religious, would surrender to the beast
the very first moment, so they were Antichristians rather than
Christians. However, by means of the elect hiding in caves and pits, the
faith was actually strengthening. The more they suffered, and the cru-
eller the persecution they had to face up to, the surer they would par-
ticipate in redemption and eternal salvation. '
~ Georgius de Hungaria did not pronounce clearly on the behaviour
to be adopted towards the Ottomans, but he evidently did not see any
other option but passive acquiescence, the acceptance of God’s will.
_Although he felt the liberation from the Ottomans was close, he made
it clear that it would not be a human achievement but a deed of God
who, in his view, would soon sit in judgement over Antichrist, the sec-
ond beast, With the constant advancement of the Ottomans, full
penance and the perseverance of the chosen few alone carried a chance
of eternal life for the Christians.
From this argumentation, which recalls Martin Luther’s pre-1529
position both in contents and the set of concepts it uses (it cannot be an
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accident that the 1530 edition of the Tractatus was prefaced by the
Reformer), the idea of acquiescence could not be widely responded to
in Hungary. Other motifs, however, such as the tenet of sinfulness, the
feeling of being the elect and the closely related notion of the Turk as
equivalent to Antichrist, as well as some chiliastic expectations had
found a fertile soil in the monastic orders here; particularly among the .
Paulines founded in Hungary, the Observantine Franciscans, the
Carthausians, and through them they affected a large part of the peas-
antry, too. The Ottoman issue, the social problems it ushered to the sur-
face and the general climate of crisis evoked massive Joachimist cur-
rents already back in the mid-15th century among the Paulines and the
Observantine Franciscans. Some groups in the Pauline order began to
translate into practice the principles of the Joachimite third status (ordo
monachorunt). Although these initiatives were soon repressed by the
superiors of the order, they also viewed the progress and events of the
world within the conceptual framework of the Calabrian Abbot.”
Proof of this was the vast Apocalypse commentary by the provost of
the order Gergely Gyongyosi (1472-1540), which, though written after
the battle of Mohdcs, revealed a mental attitude typical of the Later
Middle Ages rather than of his decades.” Similarly to Joachimus de
Fiore, Gyongyosi divided the time that passed since the birth of Christ
into seven periods (or seven waves of the persecution of Christians),
but adjusting to the situation of Hungary, he identified already the per-
secutors of the fifth period with the Ottomans in league with the
heretics. Awaiting the reign of the “greatest Antichrist” in the forth-
coming sixth period, he severally concluded that the Ottomans were
actually the people of Antichrist (whom he variably labelled Dragon or
Lion commenting on diverse loci in the Revelation [9, 17-18]). He also
narrated the origin of the Ottomans and their expansion, advocating his
conviction that they would never rest until they brought Germany
under their sway. He claimed that “the hideous horse of Mahumet and
all Mohammedan” only received their power “to ravage every corer
of the earth with swords, hunger, death and the beasts of the earth, so
that the sword is material [threat], hunger is corporeal, death is the
plague and the beasts of the earth are lions and bears to which
wretched Christians are often hurled in disdain.”* At the same time, he
shared the view of the Hungarian humanists that the “cruel monster”
was God’s punishment that people deserved “for their sins”, especial-
ly the vices of the clergy. However, he also beligved that all this would
eventually be beneficial for the sinners: tribulations would come to an

30) Andor Tarnai, “A nagyar nyelvet frni kezdik” . Irodalmi gondolkodds a kozép-
kori Magyarorszdgon. Budapest, 1984, 109 ff, esp. 109-115, ST OB
31) Coelius Pannonius, Collectanee in sacram Apocalypsim. Paris, 1571. Cf. A.

Tarnai, op, cif., 142-152, e
32) 'II"his and the following quotations are from Séndor Eckhardt, Az Antikrisztus

legenddja: Katholikus Szemle 1936, 164-165,
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Several elements in the ideology of the Franciscan spiritual elite,
especially the ones which touched on social injustices and anti-
oOttoman defence, were highly influential among the lower strata of the
society. Underlying this was the wide social embeddedness of the
Franciscans: while other orders were gradually declining in the second
half of the 15th and the first quarter of the 16th centuries, the
Observantines founded one monastery after the other. As they were in
contact with every layer of society, royal power could rely on them for
disseminating propaganda against heretics or inciting to a crusade or
resistance against the Ottomans. Though the concept of the “elect” had
already assumed a great weight in the Hussitic movements of the
1420s in the southern areas of the country, it was primarily due to
Franciscan propaganda that the peasants were basically motivated by
the chiliastic concept of being chosen both in the defensive war of
1456 and the crusade of 1514. They believed themselves to be “sol-
diers of Christ”, “the blessed people” who, when defending the coun-
try’s frontiers, actually protected the Christian faith against the apoca-
lyptic enemy. In 1514, when they transformed the crusade into an enor-
mous peasant rising, they justified the turn by referring to the “treason”

of the “infidel” noblemen who hindered them in executing their mis-
sion symbolized by the “holy sign”, the cross.

The peasants’ conviction of being selected for a mission was cou-
pled with the belief that by participating in the war against Antichrist

they could redeem their souls from sin. Being Christ’s soldiers also

meant accepting martyrdom. Just as in the case of Hunyadi and the
humanists, the symbol of the “celestial crown” gave expression to their
commitment; as chaplain Gyorgy Szerémi noted in his chronicle, the
leader of the peasant army, Gyorgy Székely, encouraged common peo-
ple to join the crusade by claiming that Archbishop Tamas Bakécz had
brought the holy cross from Rome “for our salvation and for the attain-
ment of the celestial crown”.>’ Thus, anti-Ottoman fighting and salva-
tion were linked both in the popular ideas about crusade and in the elite
culture of Hungarian humanism. A similar correlation can be detected
concerning another ideological element: analogies between themselves
and the Jewish people of the Old Testament were often established by
various groups of the Hungarian society. The semblance in the suffer-
ings of the chosen new people and the Jews had already been stressed
by the Hungarian Hussites of the early 15th century. The view that the
plight of the Hungarians could best be illuminated by the example of
the Jewish people, must have widely spread in the country by the early
16th century. They thought that the tribulation of God (i.e. the Turk)
afflicted them for their sins, but if they would understand the educa-

ant rising, see T. Kardos, A magyarorszdgi huma-

36) For the ideology of the peas
589-595. Jend Sziics, Dézsa paraszthdbordjdnak

nizmus, 370-387. J. Sziics, op. cit.,
ideolégiaja. In: Nemzet és torténelem, 601-667.
37) Quoted by T. Kardos, op. ait.;:379:
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d the awareness of the importance of their mission, the idea
by sacrificing themselves, they could defeat the

i | oy their P
n from the Persecutiong. H'}‘ 2pocalyp

Hu : :
Ngary, then in the - : reinforce A
that by persevering,

lOW]ng WOFdS to
S the peasant | .
! in his f; Jas eader Gy s he fof. : g . :
HUngari:rr:;Ol:}SlatO:ﬁn%n in Cegléd: “)I,t lgsy\srlﬁi?nly ostinmbly Uttefr(;il Ottomans, or at least obtain the gift of salvation.
) e best and N In the i ! his conviction was also visualized, which expressed th ti-
merc est and greatest God Cripty This cony ’ i e e
Uponywl}g%?: }ghe Jews in their abject servict)ud};ad lg day$ of yoreptaiis’ Ottoman feelings of the contemporary Hungarian society much more
ny, the royal ;O\;ﬂcnsheg Ejo found his own count,r;nfmfre%ng the people : clearly than the written declarations did. A curious form of this “visu-
: ¢ and dire mj » 1T0mM Egyptj g itude” is mentioned in a letter by the envoy of Modena, Tomm
ut al isery, he n Ptian tyra,. ] al attitu y y , Tommaso
foes SO f%]ri(ie tt};lqm to be the fan of thejr r?él(;?llgloﬁranted them fmeyds,ri1 . Daniero, who wrote the following about the Lord’s day festivity in
polica (socay oo Pmarly Served 1o ctpons o 0 [ oo D oy e sienbo i oty
sions s, but it als . I omest; y a whole crowd of people but His Royal Majesty as well — an inter-
as to the Ottoman 1ssue. It refle © implied significant Conc]l;c : esting spectacle was performed. For according to a prediction, the
Mohammedan religion will be over when Mohammed’s coffin is

personalities that p i destroyed. This was produced as follows: Mohammed’s mosque was
without defeating the : erected in front of our house and the coffin was hanging in it sur-
: rounded by [the figures of] the sultan and the pashas. As His Royal

Majesty and the procession came to the mosque, the coffin was struck
Xpansion : by a great fire-brand and was enveloped in flame, together with the
i Turks around it. And what had not burnt down was attacked and

ground to dust with cudgels and stones by the Hungarians who tore
them also by their teeth. In fact, it was a great pleasure to watch this

um f !
ormulated (or adopted) an jde. assault...”.

esulted from the for- :
= ane the conflicts between : THE INTERLUDE OF MATTHIAS CORVINUS OF HUNYAD :
isi | AN ALTERNATIVE VIEW OF THE TURK

ungari ; so b :
il gradually recognizedetf}?arf dt]féeot;?étle S |
T man e ;

In addition to generally accepted anti-Ottoman ideology and image
| of Turks described above, a substantially different concept emerged
i during the reign of Matthias Corvinus (1458-1490). Its source was the
| personality and political ambitions of the king.

f Towards the Christian world, the ambitious ruler advocated the
country’s role of protecting the religion even more emphatically than
his father had done. This propaganda bore fruit, for by the 1480s the
spiritual authorities of the age had come to regard him and his empire
as the bulwark which could protect Europe from the dual threat of
Ottoman and Czech heresies (Islam and Hussitism). The leading
ta . | Italian humanists saw him as the person to bring glory to the new con-
(most of them friars) with th | cept of crusade which abandone?d the old missionary idea and laid
stress upon the protection of Christian civilization and the liberation of
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Scn.p’o)r““drz\;l’f,us Tubero, Commentariorym de reb | 39) Régi magyar utazdsok Magyarorszdgon és as Balkdn félszigeten 1054-1717.
Schwandtneri m Hungaricarum.., Tom. II Us suo tempore gestis libri xi In: { Selected and annotated by Istvan Szamota. Budapest, 1891, 497-498. Cf. Géza
cr"v'"dObO"CHSis. 1764 335 Cura et studiop Joannis Geo}gri]j Galavics, Kdssiink kardot az pogdny ellen. Torék hdborik és képzomiivészet.
Budapest, 1986, 13.
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;;]s tt;]egetter,‘the Greek \yorld.“o King Matthias was not averse to the
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Ir';frlzf;/’fiijﬁ_35}?.’152?”}?'[}] I\]/I9 Setton, Western Hgsliliry IF; Islﬁm and Pro(;;zveecsiez/;j’
S e ; phia, 1992, 25-27. (Memoirs of the American Philosophical
43) Franz Babin M, D ] j
ot Munjéh%e]réjgf/gggig;,r Eroberer und seine Zeir. Weltenstiirmer einer
44) T. Kardos, A magyarorszdgi humanizmus, 174-181.
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II was practically doing the same as he: systematically building up his
empire, which, despite religious differences, Matthias did not find
objectionable as long as the sultan did not interfere with his power
interests. We may even feel tempted to presume that Mehmed’s suc-
cesses and absolutist methods inspired his respect for the Ottoman sul-
tan. An indirect evidence of this assumption may be that Janos
Thuréczy, who was the first to name King Matthias secundus Attila in
his chronicle published in 1488, made Sultan Mehmed utter the great-
est praise of his ruler: “For is not it he [i.e. Matthias], who — as is
spread far and wide — was meant by the Emperor of the Ottomans,
Mohamed, who frightened and rocked the entire globe at our time, and
who could rightly be called Mohamed the Great after his great deeds,
when he said: ‘T and he, we two of all the monarchs of the world are
the ones who truly deserve to be called by the name: ruler.””** At any
rate, the scanty information at our disposal show that in his diplomat-
ic connections with the Ottomans, Matthias was not only very cautious
of using the crusading idea or phraseology, but practically made no
allusion to it and laid stress on the mutual observation of raison d’Etat.
In 1480 he wrote to Mehmed that peace between the two sides would
be desirable because “instead of contention, it would be easier to
extend the territories under our respective rule to the detriment of other
princes.”*® This was plain and not unusual talk for a Renaissance
prince. But he went further and stated, which seems really surprising,
that he would prefer friendly and good-neighbourly connections to
hostility with Mehmed “because the same blood is flowing in our
veins, and we are seeking to please your majesty our elder brother at
any cost.”*’” Some historians maintain that the king’s reference to the
kinship is completely ungrounded and it must have been destined to
have some role in the long diplomatic struggle for the acquisition of
Prince Djem. In order to support his claim, Matthias ostensibly invent-
ed and disseminated the story that long ago the sister of his grand-
mother had been kidnapped by Ottoman troops, and this lady was to
become Murad II’s wife and Mehmed II’s mother.*® Whatever the truth

45) Janos Thuréczy, A magyarok krénikdja. Transl. by Janos Horvath. Budapest,
1978, 445. Aftcr all, the Renaissance principle that the prince was a “living law™ was
very close to Mchmed'’s ideals; another striking analogy is that not long after the law
on the fratricide had been enacted in the Ottoman Empire, Antonio Bonfini, Matthias’
historiographer expounded at length on the reasons why Attila [Matthias] had to kill
his brother Buda, etc. Cf. Antonio Bonfini, A magyar torténelem tizedei. Transl. by
Péter Kulcsar. Budapest, 1995, 80-83. Cf. T. Kardos, op. cit., 178. On the Renaissance
character of Matthias Corvinus’ state, see Gyula Szekfii, Magyar térténer. 1I.
Budapest, 19367, 467 ff.

46) Magyar humanistdk levelei, 263.

47) Op. cit., 264. Cf. Mdtyds kirdly levelei 1460-1490. Ed. by Sandor V. Kovics.
Budapest, 1986, 154. ]

48) On the basis of a report of the papal ambassador to Buda (1489), Vilmos
Frakn6i was the first to mention this story: Hunyadi Mdtyds kirdly 1440-1490.
Budapest, 1890, 298-99. (Magyar torténeti €letrajzok). Its authenticity was questioned
by Péter E. Koviacs, Matthias Corvinus. Budapest, 1990, 143-144.
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decades to reconstruct fully a picture that was conspicuously similar to
the original in detail, but on the whole different from it. The task of
assembling the pieces was not so easy, either. They had a new try at
times, they faced difficulties in finding the right place for certain ele-
ments, while at other times, they dissembled ready details and pieced
them together in another form. The situation was aggravated by the
fact that even the minimum of collaboration was lacking among the
assemblers. A part of the aristocracy and the lesser nobility sided with
the Habsburgs, the other part with the Szapolyai dynasty. And as a
corollary to this, the Reformation was rapidly spreading, dividing the
politically scattered country by religion as well. In spite of all that, by
the second half of the century Hungarian society had developed an
ideology which, disregarding confessional and territorial frontiers, set
the Ottoman issue into a coherent system, able to offer consolation and
hope and to formulate the attitude to be adopted under the given cir-
cumstances. Until that point was reached, however, there was a long
and thorny path to be trodden.
Not only the cream of the Hungarian elite perished in the battle of
Mohiécs, but their militant Hunno-Scythian consciousness also sus-
tained a crushing blow. Nevertheless, the aristocracy and the nobility
(including even those who assisted Szapolyai, an ally of the Ottomans)
preserved their anti-Ottoman attitude, but in a period when complete
disorder was prevailing and the magnates were abruptly changing
political sides, this could not have been a model for the lower classes
any more. The less so, since the helpless Hungarian peasants, who ear-
lier proved to be the carriers of the crusading ideal, also reacted to the
shocking changes with the “Balkan syndrome”. In the Balkan penin-
sula the advance of the Ottomans and their promises often turned the
serfs against their lords. In his letter of 1461 to the Pope, the Bosnian
king exposed the problem in the following manner: “The Ottomans are
very friendly to the peasants. They promise that every peasant who
joins them will be free. The small-minded peasantry are unable to real-
ize the deception and believe that this freedom will last for ever. It may
easily happen that misled by these lies, the people will be disloyal to
me..., the magnates abandoned bSy the peasants will not be able to per-
severe in their castles for long.”" The successive defeats and the col-
lapse of the country served as a proof for the Hungarian serfs, too that
the Ottomans were invincible, that they “were made of iron” (accord-

51) F. Babinger, Mehmed der Eroberer, 232-233. For the phenomenon of
Tiirkenhoffnung or “Turkish dream” in Europe and the Mediterranean world, sce Hans
Joachim Kissling, Tiirkenfurcht und Tiirkenhoffnung im 15./16. Jahrhundert. Zur
Geschichte eincs “Komplexes™ Siidost-Forschungen 23 (1964) 15-18, and the com-
prehensive study by Bartolomé Bennassar and Lucile Bennassar, Les Chrétiens
d'Allah. L’ histoire extraordinaire des renégats, XVIE et XVIIE siécles. Paris, 1989. For
the cooperation of Christians with the Ottomans, see further Michel Balivet, Romanie
byzantine et pays de Rim turc. Histoire d'un espace d'imbrication gréco-turque.

Istanbul, 1994.
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The dull-witted peasant also longs for the Turk
Entreating God to let him see the Turk

That he may see the demise of his own lord.

Alas, you silly lot, you don’t know what you are asking
Instead of a good fortune you are asking for a serpent
By wishing to replace a Christian lord with a pagan lord.

Weren'’t it better to serve your nation
To do your blood and your brethren grace
To worship the one true God with your community?

Your lot is hard service, but harder it will be
You will become sarahors, you’ll be poorer than beggars
You will replace donkeys, oxen, buffaloes, camels, horses.

An eventual split in the Hungarian society and the Islamization of
the common people could only be avoided because in the meantime
Reformation had triumphed in the country (around 1570 some 75-80%
of the population were Protestant), equipping the hesitants with effec-
tive tools of self-defence. In multinational Hungary two currents of the
Reformation were prevalent: the Lutheran confession spreading
chiefly among city dwellers (who were mostly Germans) and the
inhabitants of Western Hungarry, and the Calvinism which became the
“national” religion of the Hungarian speaking population in Middle
and Eastern Hungary.5 From the moment of their emergence (1550-
70), Protestant churches were in sharp conflict with one another.
However, their evaluation of the Ottoman issue (with the possible
exception of the Anti-Trinitarians, or Unitarians as they were called in
Hungary) was practically identical. At first sight, the Protestant posi-
tion was the simple adaptation of the Wittenbergian theology and view
of history elaborated by Luther and Melanchton. In actual fact, how-
ever, the Hungarian tradition shattered a few decades earlier and
arranged it in a new system on the bases of the apocalyptic, eschato-
logical determinism of Wittenberg.®’ In the final analysis, the success-
es of Protestantism in Hungary can probably be attributed to the fact
that its doctrines contained little new and what it taught concerning the

55) Gernot Nussbicher, Neue Beitrige liber das Druckwerk “Torok csdszdrok
krénikaja”: Magyar Konyvszemle 86 (1970) 392: verses 239-242.

56) Mih4ly Bucsay, Der Protestantismus in Ungarn 1521-1978. Vienna-Cologne,
1977-1979. Katalin Péter, A reformécié és a miivelodés a 16. sz4dzadban. In:
Magyarorszdg drténete 1526-1686. Magyarorszdg torténete tiz koteben. Vol. 3/1.
Editor-in-chicf Zsigmond P4l Pach. Ed. by Agnes R. Vérkonyi. Budapest, 1985, 475-
604. Eadem, Papok és nemesek. Magyar miivelodéstrténeti tanulmdnyok a reformd-
ciéval kezdéds mdsfél évszdzadbdl. Budapest, 1995. Ferenc Szakaly, Mezovdros és
reformdcié. Tanulmdnyok a korai magyar polgdrosodds kérdéséhez. Budapest, 1995.
(Humanizmus és reformécid, 23.)

57) On this point I agree with K. Péter, A reforméci6 és a miivelodés, 488.
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the two empires became more and more pessimistic after the mid-16th
century; the number of those who thought that liberation would only
come from God and the Last Judgement was increasing.

The deterioration of political prospects and the fear caused by the
wavering of the common people urged the reformers to work out new
behavioral forms against the Ottomans which radically differed from
the old models. They acknowledged the armed resistance of soldiers in
the border castles as justified (though they warned against acting in the
name of Christ), but they advised the people under Ottoman rule to
make full submission. They admonished them to tolerate the Ottoman
domination for the sins of the community; one had to give even a
wicked prince his dues (be that your wife or child), for all princely
power was of divine origin. If one’s religion was not offended, one
could even hold an office in the state of the heathen. The only point at
which opposition was permissible was when the Ottomans forced one
to commit a sin (e.g. deny one’s faith) in which case martyrdom had to
be suffered .’

It is obvious that this position, which apparently implied
defeatism, was in fact a rational compromise. It aimed at giving the
people a religiously sanctioned framework of their integration into the
Ottoman system, thus affording them shelter from the menace of
Islamization. However, it was hardly a pure coincidence that quite a
few people regarded this attitude as dangerous and so rejected it. It
was, for instance, refused by the mostly Protestant soldiers of the bor-
der castles, who, while accepting the notion of the guilty nation and
that of Hungaro-Jewish relationship, adhered to the conception that
Hungary was the “bulwark of Christianity” and that their holding out
was the guarantee of the survival not only of the Christian faith, but
also of the country itself. This warrior caste avowed with Melanchton
that “quanto satis est semel in acie mori, quam tali conditione
vivere” ® What is at stake in this struggle is “the preservation of our
country, our beloved child and wife”, so it is one’s duty to resist “those
heathen people”. This is the notion that was already spread among the
soldiers by the popular historical songs (histérids ének in Hungariang
when the reformers still preached a passive resignation to their flock.®

60) S. Oze, “Biineiért biinteti Isten...”, 80-124. The German world chronicles
written in the spirit of the Wittenberg theology played an important role in the popu-
larization of these doctrines and inspired the composition of such works also in
Hungarian. For this, see Martin Haeusler, Das Ende der Geschichte in der mittelalter-
lichen Weltchronistik. Cologne-Vienna, 1980, esp. 156 ff. (Beihefte zum Archiv fiir
Kulturgeschichte, 13.) Katalin Péter, On the First Hungarian World Chronicle and its
Author Istvdn Benczédi Székely: History Department Yearbook (Central European
University, Budapest) 1994, 23-36.

61) S. Oze, “Biineiért biinteti Isten...”, 124-134,

62) M. Imre, “Magyarorzdg panasza”, 112. There is a great deal of similar utte-
rances from the 16th century, see K. Benda, A magyar nemzeti, 42-43, 51, 54, and S.

Oze, “A kereszténység védopajzsa”, 99-106. - !
63) The quotations are from the following historical songs: Istvdn Temesviri,
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The stiffening of the combat zone and the revival of the hope of
expelling the Ottomans at the end of the century forced many adher-
ents of the Reformation to modify their former opinion. They stopped
propagating the notion of acquiescence and passively awaiting the
coming of the end of the world, and began instead to incite to positive
action and proclaimed more and more assertively the view that g
morally purged, united and bravely fighting Hungarian society could
itself liberate its own country. However, in order to raise the morale of
the people who were to fight against the enemy, it was an absolute
necessity to disperse the apocalyptic mist which had long been
whirling around the Ottomans and degrade the latter to the state of a
worldly, vincible power. In a word, the teaching which had up to that
time been the most impressive explanation for the Ottoman occupation
hgd'to be definitively abandoned. It is, however, an interesting contra-
diction that while the reformers carried out the demystification of the
Ottomans and propagated their imminent fall, they continued to sup-
port their reasoning with the instruments of eschatology (prophecies
legends, etc.). And, what is even more astonishing, to achieve their airr{
they not only drew extensively on the traditions of the Hungarian and
European Protestantism, but also made use of the ideological concep-
tions of their Ottoman rival.

THE “RED APPLE” IN HUNGARIAN-OTTOMAN CONTEXT

Those apocalyptic pieces of evidence, which proved be
that the Ottoman Empire had already reached its gpogee, se)é(r):(tiod}?:\l')é
been best summarized in two small writings of the eminent humanist
hlstonan,'Jénos Baranyai Decsi (c. 1560-1600). These two works are
in fact~ twins of each other, since they set forth the same conception in
two dlf_ferent compositions. The first variant, written in verse and in
Hungarian, was born sometime during 1597, possibly at the end of that
year. It is that fragmentary historical song which is generally known as
the Torok csdszdrok kronikdja (Chronicle of the Turkish Emperors)
and whose authorésdhip is only conditionally attributed to Baranyai
Decsi by scholars.” The recently published second version is a Latin
exhortation (Oratio de bello adversus Turcam fortiter et constanter
persequendo) which was composed in the beginning of 1598 and con-

Histdri(i;v‘ének az je_le’x gyb’zelgmr(il“. Erdélbe a Kenyérmezdjén (1569) and Jénos
Lemesvarl, ,2 Béla(]ksl;tlzgyrél, mint jottenek be a tatdrok, és elpusztitottdk mind egész
agyarorszdgot , in: Histérids énekek és éphistoridk.
Molndr. Bucarest, 1981, 84, 108. B S
64) Jdnos Baranyai Decsi, [Torék csdszdrok krénikd; : i J
. a ) ija]. In: Régi magyar koltck
tara. 1. P’Ub'l, by Béla Stoll. Budapest, 1959, 86-102; 524-527: commentaﬁgs (hence-
forth Krdnika I.). In his above mentioned article (note 55) G. Nussbicher published
further fragments.of the poem, and these are of great importance for our discussion
gher:cefo}r(thFK(dnlka,( II.)j(‘s)n Baranyai Decsi and his works in general, see Emma
artoniex, rejezetek a XVI-XVII. szdzadi magyarorszdgi torténetirds to b
Kézirat gyandnt. Budapest, 1975, 250.275. & co8! 0rténetlrds torténetébol.
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tains the name of the author, and makes it clear that the two works
could only be written by one and the same person, that is, Baranyai
Decsi himself.**

It is the prose Latin version which tells us the author’s intentions:
having heard about the Ottomans putting out feelers in order to make
peace, he wants to incite Sigismund Bathory, Prince of Transylvania,
to continue waging war against them. The basic notion of the “dual”
work is that it is forbidden to negotiate, not to say cooperate, with the
Ottomans, since they aim at the destruction of the Christian faith and
civilization even under the pretext of peace. The author demonstrates
minutely that the Ottoman rule constitutes an immediate menace to the
survival of every single social group, then, in the oration, calls for a
holy war in which “we must be victorious with the help and direction
of Christ, or else sacrifice ourselves to the last man for our home-
land” % This war is inevitable, says the author, and if the military
reforms proposed by him were carried out (and here he emphasizes for
the first time among the Protestants the importance of relying upon
one’s own forces and so the creation of a national army), success
would surely follow. The historical song is not so bellicose in its spir-
it. Here Baranyai Decsi chooses to enlighten the expansion of the
Ottomans, their “perfidious” methods (it is to illustrate this point that
the introductory Ottoman history is inserted), and at the same time
goes into a serious self-criticism: he lengthily describes the sins of the
Hungarians, the abandoned state of the country and the lack of unity
within the Christian world. On the other hand, he treats in both ver-
sions with equal attention and in nearly the same way those facts (e.g.
the power of the European countries, their richness, their war poten-
tial) and motives and signs, which can arouse self-confidence, hope
and courage, and which clearly attest that the Ottoman expansion had
already reached its limits.

These signs generally correspond to the most important anti-
Turkish arguments of contemporary Protestant eschatology. Baranyai
Decsi evokes the Lutheran interpretation of the four empires in the
book Daniel, the favourite parable of the Protestant chroniclers about
the tree which has been pruned but is still intact in its roots, the book
of Ezekiel, where “God clearly promises the destruction of Gog and
Magog, who, as many scholars think, are not else but the Turks, and

65) Mihdly Baldzs-Istvan Monok-Andrds Varga-Ibolya Tar, Baranyai Decsi
Jdnosnak a tdrok elleni habordra buzdité beszéde 1598-bél. In: Lymbus.
Miivelidéstorténeti Tdr. 11. Szeged, 1990, 37-99: text edition and Hungarian trans)a-
tion (henceforth Oratio). Two of the publishers had previously written a short review
of the exhortation but in both cases they failed to realize the similarities between the
Oratio and the Krénika: Mihdly Baldzs-Istvdn Monok, Torténetirék Béthory
Zsigmond udvardban (Szamoskozy Istvdn és Baranyai Decsi Jdnos kiadatlan
miiveirol). In: Magyar reneszdnsz udvari kulnira. Ed. and introd. by Agnes R.
Viarkonyi. Budapest, 1987, 255-259.

66) Oratio, 68-69.
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that this will happen in our own time, is revealed b ivi

in his Book of _Revelation”. He also refers to Abbot J%ajlc?}}l‘i?ntl?se %})]Wme
those prophecies, derived from chiliastic traditions, “which s o
about the destruction of the Empire of Mohammed wl’lich will n ptr;:ad
for more than a thousand years from its foundation”, and to thato E
ion, shared by many a wise man, that “the family of the Otlomancs)p}:n-
almost reached the end of the line of its emperors, and just as th, o
power was established during the reign of Emperor Rudolf I, jt o
vanish in tﬁl;e time of another Rudolf” (an allusion to Rudoif IIWlll
Habsburg).”" In view of all this he thinks that the prophecies 0§
Lactantius (240-c. 320) and the Franciscan Hiltenius (middle of t}?
15th century) about the continuing rule of the East are not valid ¥
more, and draws the conclusion that: i

Howsoever those Pagans in their rage fury
Howsoever they assail the Christians in our day
They will never succeed in putting us all to death.*®

Nevertheless, what gave Baranyai Decsi the greatest hope, was
that — as he wrote it in his oration — “the heathens themselves have a
prophecy about the red apple (de rubeo pomo), that is, about their own
destruction and the triumph of the Christians”** In l%aranyai Decsi’s
opinion this prophecy was so well known that it was unnecessary to
repeat it. Happily enough for the historian, when he wrote the hisfori-
cal song he had not come to this conclusion yet and so inserted into his
work the entire legend of the “red apple”. Curiously enough, this
seems to be the first written version in Hungary of this prophec whi h
Is said to have been so widespread: e S

Or don’t you know the prophecy of the Turks
In which they foretell the peril which awaits them
And their own prophets preach their destruction.

When, so they say, we take the red apple
Our empire will come to an end there
If we come under a fierce attack from Christians @)

If they will not rise within seven years

And the loss of the red apple does not drive i i
. th t
They will serve us for twelve years. L o

When, I say, the Turks will take the red apple
God will drive them to immediate perditigg
As it is clearly told by their own prophecy.

67) Oratio, 76-79.
68) Kronika 1. 96: verse 160.
69) Oratio, 78-79.
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What the red apple is, nobody knows

Whether it is Gyor (Raab/Yanik), Vienna, Rome or Cologne
Only God and the time will tell it to us.

But whenever they read this prophecy

The old, the young and the women lament

And weep over their coming destruction.”

The legend given by Baranyai Decsi is apparently the one that was
made known to the European public a couple of decades earlier by the
Hungarian-Croatian Bartholomaeus Georgievits. It was during his cap-
tivity in the Ottoman Empire that Georgievits heard about the beliefs
concerning the “golden apple” (Turkish kizil elma), and he published
them immediately after his liberation in a booklet which was accom-

anied by his own explanatory remarks.”' This “Turkish” prophecy,
which had been published several times afterwards, acquired enor-
mous popularity, since it was the Turks themselves who foretold their
ultimate fall in it.”> However, recent scholarship has come to question
the authenticity and the Turkish origin of the legend, and tends to
derive it from the best known contemporary European apocalyptic
prophecies.73 There is even a scholarly opinion which holds that the
main motives of the prophecy were originally spread in the Ottoman
Empire by various intermediate groups (captives, renegades), whose
other membres later brought them back to the Christian world as gen-
uine Turkish notions.” There is in fact a certain contradiction between
the version given by Georgievits and the conception of the kizil elma
which can be grasped in Ottoman sources. The most important differ-
ence is that for the Ottomans the kizil elma is above all the symbol of
world domination and that of continuous and successful conquest, so

70) Kronika II. : verses 166-171.

71) W. Heffening, Die tiirkischen Transkriptionstexte des Bartholomacus
Georgievits aus den Jahren 1544-1548. Ein Beitrag zur historischen Grammatik des
Osmanisch-Tiirkischen. In: Abhandlungen fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes 27:2
(1942) 27-28, 33-37. A. Fischer, ‘Qyzyl elma’, dic Stadt (das Land) der Sehnsucht der
Osmanen: Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschaft 74 (1920) 171.
Cf. Y. Miyamoto, The Influence, 139-142. K. M. Setton, Western Hostility, 29-46.

72) The text of the prophecy as given by Georgievits is as follows (my English
version amalgamates the renderings by K. M. Setton, Western Hostility, 31.and Y.
Miyamoto, The Influence, 140): “Our emperor will come, and will capture the king-
dom of the unbelieving prince, and capture the red apple, bring it into his possession.
If unto the seventh year the sword of the Christians shall not have arisen, he shall rule
for twelve years. He will build houses, plant vineyards, put hedges around the gardens,
and beget children. After twelve years (from the time the red apple shall have been
made to submit to his power), the sword of the Christians will appear, which will drive
the Turk into flight. It is to be noted, that the prophecy is not to be read in the Koran,
but in other books which have great authority and reverence. For they have all our pro-
phets and many of theirs”.

73) Karl Teply, Tiirkische Sagen und Legende um die Kaiserstadt Wien. Vienna-
Cologne-Graz, 1980, 34-73.

74) Y. Miyamoto, The Influence, 142. See also Stéphane Yerasimos’ contribution
in the present book.
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This hypothesis is borne out by another work of Baranyai Decsi (a
chronicle of the events between 1592 and 1598), where he says that the
ottomans also used the symbol of the kizil elma relating to
Transylvania. Since this identification has no traces in Ottoman or
Buropean sources, it must have been came across by Baranyai Decsi in
Hungary. ~ Baranyai Decsi’s remark that no one knows about the
whereabouts of the veres alma (red apple) and the fact that at the same
time he names several possible kizil elma, also indicates direct
Ottoman influence and underlines all that we have said about the sym-
bol’s meaning above. That Hungarians heard something about the leg-
end of the kizil elma or other similar prophecies already in the first half
of the 16th century, thus preceding the publication of Georgievits’
pamphlet, can be shown to have left a somewhat vague trace in the
works of the famous minstrel Sebestyén Tin6di. One of his poems,
which describes the struggle between Sultan Siileyman and “Kazul
pasha” (that is to say, the Ottoman-Persian wars of the first half of the
16th century), is finished with the three following stanzas:

It has been foretold in olden times,

That one will witness miracles in the Last Ages,
The pagans will have great power,

And those in the true faith will roam about.

When the great might of Sultan Suliman

Will not be much short of the wise Alexander’s,
God will destroy his power,

And will raise Christian people again.

A young gentleman said this with great certainty,

When he came from the Emperor and was in high spirit,
The literate Sebestyén Tinddi noted this

In his book in the year of [15]46.”

Although in these lines we cannot find either the terms of the leg-
end of the golden or red apple nor its place or time references, we are
obviously faced by the same basic structure as in the case of
Georgievits or Baranyai Decsi: The fall of the Ottoman Empire will
ensue when the sultan’s power reaches its height and the suffering of
the Christians becomes greater than ever before. It deserves special
attention that Tinddi was told about this comforting prediction by such
a “young gentleman” who had just returned from the Ottoman Empire;

76) Baranyai Decsi Jdnos magyar histdridjd [1592-1598). Transl. and introd. by

Péter Kulcsér. Budapest, 1982, 64.
77) Scbestyén Tinddi, Krénika. Publ. by Istvan Sugdr, introd. by Ferenc Szakaly.
Budapest, 1984, (Bibliotheca Historica), 424-425. (XIV. Szuliman csdsz4r Kazul basa-

val viadaljarél [On the fight of Sultan Suliman with Kazul pasha].)
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consequently it was from there that he had brought with hi
‘ ly i t with
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In connection with the kizil elma it i i
n wi ‘ 1t 1s worth mentioni
gt’torgan-Hungz{rlan ideological struggle about the roy;l l;)tr:trtllgsth?
noatrhaing (tNe:jgyvgtr:déGroBwardein/Varad/Oradea). It has seeming?y
0 do with the golden apple but it gives an insight int
%t]tomans may have learnt the use of the symbol fro%n l;r)]/zoa;lt(l?uwnih’%
Méenroyal statues made by’ famous Kolozsvdri brothers, Jinos ar;d
S[ep}?enn, (\;/g(r)el slc(:)t3§1§)hmld_\/arad at the end of the 14th century: St
. 001- olding a “golden apple” in his hand (as it stands
in a description from 1609), the figures of S i eomioist
Stephen) and St. Ladislaus (1077-1005) and the i o of B
) 4 - , and the mounted stat
Ladislaus, who held a battle-axe in hi i i e atier i
i » Wi : 1s hand reaching out. The 1 i
pi'lrtlcu]ar]y interesting bec'ause this was the first m%unted sliltsgilri;?
&2;? Po(:l\;?eoo(rs i;}nce the time of Justinian. The Hungarians attributed
I to the statues of the saint kings: they believed th
%t]teo?;r;}ss;lczll;ld' nothgzatptgre ;he town until these w):ere standing ?tt]etrhee
nian historian Istvdn Szamosko6zy reported is
of common talk that this belief s o e e
( pread among the Ottomans as well
rlnszéyglfl?r\{/zngaye}? a_[role ;]n ]t<he unsuccessful siege of the fortreessa?g
) lour has 1t — who knows whether it is true 1 i
of the imagination — that news s AL
' ng pread among the Turks b
ired:; ?uperstl_nous people that the above mentgioned bronze%i)arlézeotfhgty
_[a islaus neighed so ]oud]y that even the Turks heard it and explained
1[ as a}{oyful miraculous sign for the besieged ones... although their
? re?hgt was not exhausted yet, the_y abandoned the besieged fortress
for they had no hope to capture it”.” The information of the historian
;15_ supgor.ted by a letter of Archduke Matthias from 1598. According to
};m, during the siege the Hungarians discouraged the attackers by
shouting to them several times: they could not do them any harm
Z:&gnt%iéc:jt?elr}?tattue}s]. In response the Ottomans erected a high mound
: 0 shoot the statues from there without any success. Thi
Z);g{lzg:ssh\évgytthe c(i):jtoman goops, when they occupiedyVérad in ‘162(1)5
t da at and damaged heavily the royal statues regarded ,
1alésman of the town. Later on the relics were transporteg to Belagsr;lc;z
i’]_;] me}tedﬂ Into guns, which were derisively called “the God of
fur;]garlans , wrote another historian, Janos Szalérdy.80 Thus the fate
of the royal sculpture of Varad underlines again that, although the vic-

78) For this, see Zolts Ari é dradi ki
Sttt 1955) 1152?] ]I\éggyar, A Kolozsviri testvérek varadi kirdlyszobrai:

79) Op. cit., 1161.

80) Op. cit., 1164.
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torious side always intends to destroy the enemy’s symbols, it often
takes over, reinterprets and uses their ideological content for its own
urposes. This happened to the Hungarian royal crown, which became
the basis of the Ottoman legal claim for the whole of Hungary after the
battle of Mohdcs,*' and the same may have befallen to the red apple of
justinian’s statue in Constantinople, which, after the fall of the city,
pagated the Ottoman claims for world domination.
The legend of the red or golden apple has a further Ottoman-
Hungarian parallel, which takes us back to earlier periods, to the era of
Sultan Mehmed II and King Matthias, Konstantin Mihajlovi¢, the
author of the Memoirs of a Janissary written at around 1500, who lived
in the Ottoman Empire between 1455 and 1463, recorded the follow-
ing story about Sultan Mehmed II. The latter, having heard about the
preparations for the crusade organized by the Pope, was afraid that the
Christians of the occupied territories would also turn against him,
therefore summoned his statesmen and asked them for counsel. They
proposed that he should launch a preventive war because it was much
better to fight on the enemy’s land. The sultan answered them with the

following parable:

pro

“And the Emperor ordered a great rug to be brought as an example
and to be spread out before them, and in the center he had an apple
placed, and he gave them the following riddle, saying: ‘Can any of you
pick up that apple without stepping on the rug?” And they reckoned
among themselves, thinking about how that could be, and none of them
could get the trick until the Emperor himself, having stepped up to the
rug took the rug in both hands and rolled it before him, proceeding
behind it; and so he got the apple and put the rug back down as it had
been before. And the Emperor said to the lords: ‘It is better to torment
the kaury (giaur) little by little than to invade their land all at once. For
we are so insecure that if we had a small setback there, then all our
lands that we have conquered from the kaury would be against us and
rebel’. ... And so they all praised his speech and the Emperor’s exam-

plei”n

Ferenc Mora (1879-1934), the outstanding Hungarian writer and
scholar, who painstakingly collected the Hungarian historical legends,
tells us the following story about King Matthias (he unfortunately does
not refer to his source but apparently it is from his own ethnographic
collection): The King was just holding war council distributing the
military tasks when a herald arrived: the Polish king was also about to
invade Hungary. King Matthias decided to send the brightest out of his

81) On this, sce my Ungarn und Wien in der osmanischen Eroberungsideologie,

90.
82) Konstantin Mihalovi¢, Memoirs of a Janissary. Transl. by Benjamin Stolz,
historical commentary and notes by Svat Souceck. Ann Arbor, 1975, 145-147.
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seven pages to contain the enemy. He showed all
coats-of-arms in the middle of which “there was a lzslfgvgr;u[gst;:e:g“ Of
g]atr?gerpisg}}ebof[;: there wgs a golden apple. ‘Well, my lords, the cgrl::,
‘ 1l be the one who picks up the apple from the ru o i
King Matthias to the pages... ‘You have to pick it up wi Satephi:
on the rug’”. The boys tried with sticks, nets? hooks,pbutltggstcf)ts{)dp;xng
reach the apple. They were about to give up when “the eyes of one O;
them sparkled suddenly. ‘I know’ he said. Then he bowed lifted t}?
carpet and creased and rolled it up until he reached the middle Theg
he picked up the apple, held it in his hand kneeling before Kin
Matthias. The king entrusted him with the commandership at once ang
the clever youth was grateful for the trust: he surrounded the Polish
eflcr)rcmg thehm to“surrender. As a reward he was given a noble coat-of-
b]umesf(j);d\y’_"g(:h an armoured hand is holding a golden apple in a sky-
So far I have not come across this story in any cont
16th century) source, though the formatic))]n of rzyths 2?0%??&1 (fxl Slitrlc;
of ng Matthias hgd started very soon, many stories were recorgded
about him already since the end of the 15th century. As an example of
a powerful, clever and just ruler he became the hero of severalIiales
legends, anecdotes, proverbs and literary works in the following cen-
turies but, ac%?rdlng to my own research, the story cited here seems to
be unknown.™ Therefore it is to be treated with great care. Still, the
two stories have a lot in common, and it is also a fact that thé Otto}nan
(or Balkan) version had already been put down at around 1500 at the
latest. Frqm this it can be concluded that, even if not exactly in the
form publlshqd by Ferenc Moéra, a contemporary Hungarian version
must have existed. In it the apple symbol must have been connected
with the royal power and its purposes in a more explicit way — simi-
larly‘ to the Ottoman version, where it undoubtedly expressed world
dor'm.natlor} (or rule over the Christian world). If we now recall the
political aims of the two rulers and Matthias’ attitude towards the
Ottomz}ns, then it does not seem to be a mere coincidence that both
sovereigns used the same example or, broadly speaking, the same ide-
ological language to demonstrate their intentions. I have no knowledge
about which party borrowed the example from the other, what is morge
It seems probable that it is a wandering motif so far ur;known to me.
But the main point is that both rivals, who considered themselves thé
m;,w Alexander'the Great. or, as King Matthias, Attila, made similar use
;)ppt]l;e symbolism and ideological possibilities of the golden (red)

83) Ferenc Méra, Tituldsz bankd; Srté) ] 51é.
Maggz)sé?’?k‘ e Hadeliy 957"1940./(1. Téirténelmi elbeszélések, mesék. Publ. by
.Tldiké Kriza, Rex iustus - rex clarus (Matyas kird ¢ i
In: Hunyadi Mdtyds. Emlékkony ttvds Kirdly ho ,lralyancphag’yomany’bén),
il ]990,32)}410. ékkonyv Mdtyds kirdly haldldnak 500. évforduldjdra.
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Another story that was recorded by Johannes Cuspinianus, the
humanist diplomat of Ferdinand of Habsburg, also testifies to the
widespread use by the Ottomans of the golden apple symbol. In his
anti-Ottoman exhortation at the Imperial Diet in 1526 he illustrated the
intentions of the “insatiate dragon”, the Ottoman Empire, with the fol-
lowing example:

“Mohamed 11, the Emir of the Turks, as they called their King,
once gave his son sitting at the table a whole apple to swallow, but the
boy looking at his father asked for a knife to cut it with. How shall I
swallow it as a whole, oh my father, he asked. You speak well, said the
father, because the apple must be cut and the slices swallowed one
after the other. I suggest that you swallow the Christians in a similar
way, tear the countries and provinces gradually, one after the other and
finally swallow them.”®

In Cuspinianus’ parable the role of the apple is the same as in that
of Konstantin Mihajlovié¢. All this draws attention to the fact that the
apple-motive, either a simple parable or in apocalyptic context, was
known to all opposing forces (Ottoman, Habsburg, Hungarian). Still, it
seems that from the late 15th century the Ottomans attributed special
significance to the golden apple symbol. This, however, did not pre-
vent the enemy or the defeated sides from time to time expropriating
and using for their own purposes the ideas that had originally served
the ideological foundation of the Ottoman world domination.

The Ottomans residing in Hungary also borrowed ideological ele-
ments from their Hungarian counterparts if they seemed useful for dis-
playing their own political aims. The chronicler Ibrahim Pecevi was
one of the few Ottoman learned men who utilized “infidel” (i.e.
Hungarian) sources as well when composing his Ottoman history.
Among others he had several passages translated and cited from the
work entitled Krénika az magyaroknak dolgairdl [A chronicle on the
affairs of Hungarians], which was written and published by Géspar
Heltai in Hungarian (1575).* Heltai, for his part, based his Krdnika
on the great Hungarian history in Latin composed at the turn of the fif-
teenth and sixteenth centuries by Antonio Bonfini.** But Heltai
abridged the text to some fifth of its original extent, adding several
passages to it from other sources or from his own earlier writings. It
was in such a chapter that he described the palace of the Archbishop of
Esztergom, Jdnos Vitéz. In his original version Bonfini only mentioned

85) Oratio propreptica, in: Mohdcs emlékezete, 269.

86) On the Hungarian sources of Pcgevi, see Jozsef Thiry, Pecsevi viszonya a
magyar torténctirdshoz: Szdzadok 26 (1892) 393-410, 476-488, 560-579, 658-678,
740-746.

87) Gaspar Heltai, Kronika az magyaroknak dolgairél. Ed. by Margit Kulcsdr,
introduced by Péter Kulcsér. Budapest, 1981.

88) Antonio Bonfini, A magyar torténelem tizedei. Transl. by

Budapest, 1995.

Péter Kulcsar.
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that Vitéz had a large dining hall buijlt in the castle and he had the por-
traits of all Hungarian kings and “the Scythian ancestors” painted op
its wall.*” Heltai took over and embellished this short statement in he
following way: the Archbishop had also the pictures of future
Hungarian kings (i.e. who would come after King Matthias Corvinus)
“written” in the windows so that, as a kind of prognosticon, they
should exhibit the country’s fate for the subsequent generations. He

tle of Mohécs, and the third with Ferdinand of Habsburg (1526-1564)
and John Szapolyai (1526-1540) respectively, who were masters of the
country simultaneously. In the fourth picture a furious lion could be
seen “which wag lying on the ground and holding a muslin embellished
with a crown in its claws. This figure was to express that the Turkish
Emperor would seize the dignity of the Hungarian royal empire that he
would have for eternity. For there were no window and picture after
that window and figure but this was the last one”.*® This Post festum
prediction, which announced the Ottoman domination over Hungary to
be permanent, did not espace the attention of Pegevi who, with some
modifications, included it in his history.”’ The most important alter-
ation was that he wrote of g “crown wrapped up in muslin”, instead of
the original “muslin embellished with a crown”. With this he unmis-
takably aimed at referring to the crown of Saint Stephen that was wide-
ly known as the token of Hungary’s independent statehood, thus lend-
ing further credit to the prediction.

He also took over the subsequent passage in Heltai’s work which —
without any reference to this fact — loosely recapitulated the famous
prophesy by Johannes Lichtenberger (1488). The main point of this
prediction was that the Turkish Emperor would penetrate into German

tation this story changed in such a manner that “the Turkish Emperor
would Joose his head at the red chapel” in Cologne. Pegevi, in his turn,
reproduced this statement o that “the padishah might decease”,
Nevertheless, the balefu] prophesy did not drive (he Ottoman chroni-

89) Op. cit., 783-784.

90) G. Heltai, Krénika, 324-325.

91) Térih-i Pegevi, 1.115-117. "“Daérdiincii pencerede bir erkek yavuz arslan tas-
virin yazdirnug idi ki yer iizerinde yatar rgalanurdi. Ve iki ¢n ayaklart tirnakiari ile
lizerine diilbend sarilmig bir korona [crown] rutard:. Bundan dahi ima vii igarati Tiirk
padisaht Macar kiralinun vilayetini ayaklari alting alsa ve koronaya zafer bulsa
gerekdiir. Zira by pencereden sonra bir pencere ve bir yazy [picture] ve suret dahi
Yogidi. Heman sonu by idi. Ve bu ciimleniin malumi olmigdur ki ayniyle boyle oldi ve
olacakdur” (1 17).
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i i expressed his desire if only “the Turkish
Cler'1%tohgese};?}rléﬁlglgl%ggrr‘x:,ehi)sq;ast phrases revealed that hehhai?“rrlgf
P i : koned with this possibility. As he mentioned in the intro
Sctory | reri of this chapter, he exposed the Christian v1c<1:wst out
e d the apple tree (or red chapel) there only in or ferth(e) %ml
Colognle ant'on to his correligionists of the whereabouts o A Ll
ol v l?'nillhad always remained somewhat mysterious fm;}t &r;r;.stem
g lct occurred too late to promote the diffusion of the b
P ocalyph rophesy in the Ottoman Empire (he wrote his worn i
angﬁiy[;gcagy cpase, his composition reveals also frothtttl?érrl?s Side

o the conflicting parts in Hungary sought to learn egc 1oments deo-

fosi rammes, and they occasionally borrowed e eTh' » from

1g§]giirﬁryogdjusting,them to their Ownhp%l}t;?atlisﬁnagnlija%/?lljslirﬁWorlds
i 1 1 ween the 18

;Ealfl‘uhnegladri/olx?frlg fof[rggt;?gdb;:; it had generally been supposed.

F.P.




