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The 1672 Kuruc Uprising:
A National or Religious Revolt?1

Georg B. Michels

In the first days of September 1672, a rebel army of ca. three thousand
soldiers crossed the Tisza River into the Habsburg province of Upper Hungary
(Hungaria superior) from Turkish-held territory. This invasion set off a chain
reaction. The noble assemblies of Upper Hungary’s thirteen counties wel-
comed the invading army and declared a “general insurrection” (insurrectio
generalis) of their defence forces (banderia). Many hundreds of nobles and
thousands of peasants were mobilized, and within less than two weeks rebel
forces grew to 15,000, according to some estimates even to 20,000 or 25,000.2

Town magistrates, including the wealthy German patricians of Eperjes and
Bártfa, also welcomed the invasion, sent large sums of money, and opened
their gates to rebel detachments. In the countryside, rebel militias burned the
estates of nobles who were known to be supporters of the Habsburg regime,
and ransacked and plundered Catholic churches.

On September 14, the Habsburg army under the commander-in-chief
of Upper Hungary, General Paris von Spankau, was defeated near Kassa. By
the end of September, only two heavily fortified towns (Kassa, Lőcse) and
several fortresses remained in the hands of the Habsburg authorities.3 Sup-
porters of the Habsburg regime, including tax collectors, high-ranking offi-
cials, Catholic nobles, and Catholic clergy, fled into these fortresses or across
the border to Poland. The Viennese court was unable to regain the upper hand
until two large armies invaded from the west and brutally reasserted Habsburg
power more than six weeks later.4

Historiography and Sources

This revolt, commonly known as the Kuruc Uprising (felkelés), has received
surprisingly little attention from Hungarian scholars.5 The eminent historian



Georg B. Michels2

Gyula Pauler6 described the major events of the revolt in a 1869 essay but only
László Benczédi, who wrote more than one hundred years later, has given it
serious study.7 Benczédi argued that the 1672 revolt deserves scholarly
attention because unlike earlier anti-Habsburg revolts, it did not primarily
serve the interests of the nobility but instead engaged large numbers of
peasants, townsmen, and soldiers. As Benczédi stated, “for decades there had
not been an example... of such a spontaneous movement of the popular masses
(néptömegek).”8 To note the popular character of the revolt, Benczédi called
the rebels kurucok, a designation that is not found in contemporary sources.9

He apparently used this designation to invoke the image of peasant warriors,
the so-called cruciati, cruciferi or Kreuzritter, who defended the Hungarian
Kingdom against the Turkish army in the early sixteenth century.10

Benczédi argued convincingly that the revolt must be attributed to the
aftermath of the so-called Wesselényi Fronde. In 1670, this magnate conspi-
racy with its epicentre in Upper Hungary, nearly led to a general uprising of
the nobility under the leadership of the magnate Ferenc I. Rákóczi. However,
Rákóczi lost his nerve at the last minute and betrayed the plot to the Habsburg
authorities. As a result, the Habsburg army occupied Upper Hungary and
imposed harsh punitive measures. Several hundred Hungarian nobles faced the
confiscation of their estates, incarceration, and trial by an “extraordinary com-
mission” which was authorized to impose the death sentence for treason. To
escape certain ruin, if not death, at least one hundred nobles fled to
neighbouring Transylvania. Meanwhile taxes for peasants and townsmen were
increased tenfold, Habsburg troops were billeted in villages and towns, and
thousands of Hungarian soldiers guarding the border fortresses with Turkey
were declared security risks and summarily demobilized.11

Benczédi argued further that the revolt was set off by “a national
ideology” of resistance formulated by Hungarian noble exiles in Transylvania.
Ordinary Hungarians, Benczédi maintained, were mobilized by the nobility’s
rhetoric of “national togetherness” (nemzeti összetartozás) that united top,
medium, and bottom layers of Hungarian society. In particular, Benczédi
pointed to demobilized soldiers, expelled clergy, and oppressed townsmen as
downward transmitters of national ideas. These “medium strata” (közép-
rétegek) were effective intermediaries because they shared peasants’ socio-
economic grievances, in particular, the introduction of new taxes and the
billeting of troops.12

One weakness of Benczédi’s interpretation lies in its analytical focus
on the Hungarian nobility’s proclamations, speeches, and letters. These
sources did indeed create the impression of a Hungarian national movement
(nemzeti mozgalom) under noble leadership.13 But what about sources not
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penned by the revolt’s noble leaders? Did grassroots sources such as petitions
by soldiers and peasants, or letters by clergymen survive the turmoil of the
revolt? And if so, what picture do they paint?14

Secondly, Benczédi almost entirely neglects religious factors. He is
very much aware that the thirteen counties involved in the revolt were almost
exclusively populated by Lutherans and Calvinists. In fact, he points out that
the brutal military occupation of Upper Hungary resulted in violent Counter-
Reformation campaigns including the systematic expulsion of Protestant
clergy and the imposition of Catholic priests and missionaries.15 Benczédi
acknowledged that many ordinary people were unhappy about the attack on
their religion but considered such popular sentiments to be secondary. In his
opinion, religion was nothing but “a cloak (köntös)... behind which deeper
contradictions were in conflict.”16

A third weakness of Benczédi’s interpretation is his glossing over the
role of ethnicity. It is important to note that Upper Hungary had large Slavic-
and German-speaking populations, especially in the northern counties of Sáros
and Szepes.17 To what extent did non-Hungarians participate in the Kuruc
Revolt? Were they mobilized by the Hungarian nobility’s national slogans?
And if so, how do we need to reassess the meaning of “nationalism” in this
context?

To approach the Kuruc Revolt from a different perspective, I have
studied two investigations conducted by the Habsburg authorities in its
aftermath.18 The first investigation focused on the Lutheran counties of Szepes
and Sáros and resulted in more than two hundred testimonies from eye-
witnesses, participants, and victims. Among those interrogated were nobles,
townsmen, Catholic and Lutheran clergymen, as well as peasants. At least a
third of those interrogated were not native Hungarian speakers, but speakers of
German and West-Slavic.19 The second investigation targeted the Calvinist
counties of Zemplén, Abaúj, and Ung. More than one hundred testimonies
were gathered, primarily from Hungarian-speaking nobles and townsmen.20

These as yet unstudied testimonies present the perspectives of men
and women who lived through the 1672 revolt, and reveal first-hand experi-
ences of the arrival of the rebel army and the concomitant collapse of Habs-
burg power. In studying these testimonies, we must, of course, consider the
bias of the Habsburg officials who gathered them as well as the motivations of
those who testified. Rebel supporters were clearly under considerable pressure
to depict the revolt in a negative light; in fact, they risked arrest if they
expressed their sympathies too openly. Rebel victims, of whom there were
many, received license to relate their suffering at great length. The testimonies
thus often contain grim experiences not found in the idealistic letters and
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optimistic proclamations of the revolt’s noble leaders. But at the same time,
the testimonies transport the historian from the thoughts and hopes of the
noble elite to the actual events of the revolt: we see nobles and non-nobles in
action, hear their voices, and observe the consequences of their behaviour.
Until petitions and other grassroots sources are discovered in the archives,
these Habsburg investigations provide the only means for accessing the
popular and local dimensions of the revolt.21 In this paper, I will analyze these
testimonies to assess the role played by national slogans as well as the overall
importance of “national consciousness” in defining the Kuruc Revolt. I will
conclude with some thoughts on directions for further research.

The Noble Elite

Proclamations and letters written by nobles uniformly called on “good
Hungarians” (jó magyarság) to fight against everything “un-Hungarian”
(magyartalan) and alien (idegen) and rise against “the ugly and base nation”
(csúnya, rút nemzetség) of the Germans in self-defence. A typical passage
from a proclamation reads as follows: “Understand, true Hungarians, make
yourselves believe that the Germans hate the whole Hungarian nation...The
Germans used every means they can get hold of, unheard-of new kinds of
taxes to put the poor Hungarian nation’s body and soul on the butcher’s block
and cut it into pieces.... If, therefore, there is any Hungarian sensitivity, or any
drop of Hungarian blood in you, my beloved nation, wake up, and love your
brethren.”22

During the revolt, nobles spoke out on numerous occasions against the
Habsburg dynasty and the German occupation. They called for the overthrow
of Emperor Leopold23 and his replacement by “some future prince” because
Leopold’s arbitrary measures had broken the Hungarian Constitution and
violated Hungary’s “ancient freedom” (antiqua libertas).24 They called for
taking up arms to rescue the “fatherland’s freedom” (libertas patriae) from the
grip of “the cruel Nero” in Vienna.25 Even the Turkish emperor was perceived
as better than the Viennese tyrant. “If you want to know who will be your
future king, it will be the emperor of the Turks,” the noble Miklós Szirmay
responded to the anxious burghers of Késmárk who were concerned about the
future of their town.26 And Gábor Lónyay, one of the most powerful lords of
the Upper Tisza region, stated that “he would prefer the Turk to rule over him
to the Germans who offend us in body and soul.”27

To prove their “Hungarianness” (magyarság) or “Hungarian being”
(Hungarus esse), nobles often resorted to action against fellow nobles who
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were — or appeared to be — loyal to the Habsburg dynasty.28 This is
illustrated by the behaviour of György Gyurikovics, a high-ranking noble from
Zemplén County, who held a deep-seated hatred for Hungarian officials
serving in the Zipser Kammer, the nerve-center of Habsburg administration in
Upper Hungary.29 Gyurikovics gathered troops for the systematic destruction
of these officials’ estates. His victims included András Hartyány who held the
high rank of councillor in the Zipser Kammer.30 When asked to explain his
hatred of Hartyány, Gyurikovics responded: “[Hartyány] is a dog... even
though he is a Hungarian, he denies being a Hungarian (cum esset Ungarus, se
Ungarum esse negaverit) and makes alliances with the German dogs and
troublemakers; he is in collusion with the agents of the German pestilence and
the other perfidious Hungarians....”31

Many Hungarian nobles shared Hartyány’s fate. The magnate István
Csáky, for example, fled to Szepes Castle while rebel troops attacked his
estates, burning and looting. István Palocsay-Horváth, a wealthy landowner in
Sáros County, faced a similar plight and fled to Poland. Both Palocsay-
Horváth and Csáky, who had estates in other counties as well, weathered the
storm without economic ruin, but smaller landowners risked complete
devastation.32 Ezechiel Vas, a Szepes county noble, related the following:
“[They] destroyed [my] entire estate, looted one hundred and fifty beehives,
seized ten centners of iron, took my three horses with all my weapons and
everything else, in a word everything.”33 And Miklós Korponay’s entire pro-
perties (bona universa) and manor house were destroyed because, as he
claimed, “I did not join the rebels.”34

If we look at the testimonies as a whole, we can see consistent
evidence that such acts of violence created a climate of fear among nobles and
non-nobles alike that facilitated military recruitment. Many witnesses
described how noble commanders and heavily armed soldiers descended on
towns and villages to assess manpower and weaponry. All adult males of
noble origin as well as townsmen had to take an oath of loyalty to the Hun-
garian Kingdom (juramentum ad fidelitatem Regni) and publicly denounce the
Habsburg Emperor as a usurper. Anyone who refused was threatened with
destruction of livelihood, and death by decapitation or impalement.35 Peasants
were also threatened with death, and several thousands fled their villages to
escape conscription into the rebel army.36

Considering the importance of threats, violence, and top-down
manipulation in the name of Hungarian independence, is it still possible to
argue that national slogans generated mass support in Upper Hungary? Yes,
but not from all segments of the population. The three hundred testimonies I
have studied provide ample evidence of enthusiastic participation, but pri-
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marily from three specific groups: Protestant nobles; Calvinist soldiers; and
Protestant clergymen, teachers, and students.37

Protestant nobles often justified their participation in the revolt in
religious terms. For example, Matthias Szuhay, the scion of a prominent Abaúj
family and a Calvinist, fervently believed that going to war against the
Habsburg army was sanctioned by God and that every victory over the enemy
was the work of God (est opus Dei).38 Szuhay loathed Emperor Leopold for
attacking the Calvinist faith and called him “a man of the wooden cross”
(lignei Dei hominem).”39 Gábor Dobay, a well-to-do landowner and important
office holder in Sáros County, gave religious sermons to his peasants and
soldiers in which he promised that God would not abandon them while they
were fighting for such a just cause. Dobay, a Lutheran, gained some notoriety
among contemporaries by calling on his soldiers and peasants to castrate all
Jesuits.40 Finally, László Kubinyi, a Calvinist noble from Zemplén County,
described the revolt as a campaign against the Catholic “whore’s religion”
(kurva vallás). Kubinyi made jokes about the pope and accused him of using
hundreds of monks as his personal harem.41

Soldiers, Students and Pastors

The rebel army was also composed of thousands of soldiers whom the
Habsburg authorities had recently expelled from the military defence line
against the Turks.42 Following Benczédi’s argument about the importance of
nationalist motivations, it is possible to imagine that these soldiers felt aggri-
eved as Hungarians because they were often replaced by German, Italian, and
Croat soldiers.43 However, they did not speak about their removal from their
posts in nationalist terms.44 They complained primarily about their catastrophic
loss of income and the resulting plight of their families. These unemployed
soldiers were desperate for new sources of income, had been roaming as
bandits in the Ottoman-Habsburg borderlands, and happily enlisted when
word spread that Hungarian exiles from Transylvania had large sums of
money to hire them. The financial significance of these new professional
opportunities is also indicated by later successful efforts of Habsburg loyalists
such as Zsófia Báthori to bribe rebel soldiers into switching sides by offering
higher pay.45

While the economic motivations of rebel soldiers — as well as their
opportunism — are indisputable, the core of the rebel army was made up of
soldiers who were fervent Protestants and ready to die for their religion. They
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had been dismissed from their posts during the months before the revolt’s
outbreak simply because they were Protestants and had refused to convert to
the Catholic faith.46 The Aulic War Council (Hofkriegsrat) in Vienna repeat-
edly ordered General Spankau and overzealous Hungarian bishops to stop
such expulsions but there can be little doubt that they had continued to the
very eve of the revolt’s outbreak. Count Montecucolli, for example, who was
General Spankau’s direct superior, had openly advocated the notion that
Protestant border guards could not be trusted and that they had to be syste-
matically replaced by trustworthy Catholics. Some of the bravest and most
experienced soldiers of the military defence line were thus pushed out not
because they were Hungarians, but because they were Protestants.47

Documents from the Vienna War Archive (Kriegsarchiv) further
demonstrate that other Hungarian frontier soldiers had fled from their garri-
sons by their own volition after the seizure of Protestant churches and the
expulsion of Protestant clergy. Among them were, for example, several
hundred Calvinist soldiers from Ónod Fortress who had risen in revolt when
their church was closed in January or early February 1672. Their resistance
was not even broken by a large expeditionary force under the leadership of
General Paris von Spankau, the commander of the Habsburg army in Upper
Hungary. The determined Protestant soldiers fought their way through the
encirclement, apparently foreseeing vicious punishments, and withdrew into
Turkish territory across the Tisza River. Here they were joined in mid-July
1672 by other Protestant soldiers who had fled from the fortresses of Szendrő,
Putnok, and Diósgyőr after the seizure of their churches. It is interesting to
note that these soldiers were accompanied by their wives and children.48

Fighting on the side of rebels, these mostly Calvinist soldiers
demonstrated an astounding tenacity and zeal. As several of them put it in
their surviving testimonies, they “had taken up arms for the Glory of God” to
fight against the Devil (eördögh) and his minions; they “would rather die” on
the battlefield than submit to Habsburg authority.49 It appears that these
soldiers were largely responsible for the repeatedly recorded, and still little
studied, atrocities against Catholic laymen and clergy.50 The most outrageous
of these occurred in Ónod Fortress when the expelled Calvinist soldiers
returned in early September and slaughtered the garrison town’s entire Catho-
lic population — a shocking spectacle that threw Upper Hungary’s few
remaining Habsburg officials (in Kassa) into absolute panic.51

The importance of religion as a mobilizing force is further demons-
trated by the presence of Protestant clergymen, school teachers, and students
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(companones) in the rebel army.52 Divinity students from the Calvinist college
of Sárospatak, who had lived in Transylvania since the closure of their school
in the summer of 1670, flocked to the rebel army in Turkish-held territory.
Students from the Calvinist college of Kassa, who had been expelled in early
1672 and had been hiding in villages in southern Abaúj County, immediately
joined rebel forces with great enthusiasm. These Calvinist students arrived
carrying guns, some were dressed in turbans like Turkish janissaries.53 As the
rebel army advanced north, it was joined by students from other destroyed
centers of Protestant learning such as the Lutheran colleges of Eperjes
(officially closed in May 1671), Bártfa, and Kisszeben (both seized by military
force in June and July 1672). These Protestant students, who were sometimes
joined by their teachers, infused a radical religious dimension into the revolt:
they fought with zealous and suicidal rage against Habsburg troops and died in
disproportionately large numbers.54 On September 20, for example, at least
fifty students died in a pitched battle with the Habsburg garrison of Szatmár
when rebel forces unsuccessfully tried to dislodge one of the last strongholds
of Habsburg power in Upper Hungary.55

Calvinist pastors, whom the Habsburg army had expelled from their
congregations along the Tisza River in 1671, were among the first to join the
revolt and played highly visible role in the rebel army. According to a report
by General Spankau to the Vienna War Council dated September 5, that is,
from the very first days of the revolt, “the Calvinist preachers (Praedicanten)
on this side of the Tisza (Theyss) are actively taking back their churches with
naked sabres....”56 Others fought alongside the army rank-and-file and led
soldiers into battle with sermons describing rebel troops as the vessels of
God’s wrath. For example, a preacher who accompanied rebel detachments in
southern Zemplén County proclaimed, “God, the Lord, is holding you in His
mighty hand and he has chosen you to take revenge for the injustice done to
Him. Watch carefully that you are not negligent in carrying out God’s will.”57

Preachers such as the Calvinist Minister Adam Luczy celebrated the rebel
army’s victories as God’s triumph over “the Catholics, who intended to chase
out the [Calvinist] faith.”58 Many of these ministers died in battle and a report
by General Strassoldo, composed after the revolt had been routed, described a
battlefield strewn with the corpses of such clerics. They were armed with
swords and had apparently fought to the death after they had been encircled by
Habsburg troops.59
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Germans and Slavs

It is important to note that Protestants supported the rebel army irrespective of
their linguistic or ethnic affiliation. Among the enthusiastic participants were
many Slavic and German speakers. For example, Slavic peasants in northern
Sáros County took up arms and expelled their new Catholic parish priest, the
Polish missionary Blasius Tomkovics.60 In a similar case, the Lutheran
peasants of Vyborna (Bierbronn), a market town located in the mountains to
the north of Késmárk, took up arms after a rebel unit had expelled their
Catholic priest. Led by the local Lutheran school master, they marched with
flying banners and drums to take up positions along a strategic mountain pass
and prevent its seizure by the Habsburg army.61

The peasants of Vyborna were inspired by the apocalyptic sermons of
their pastor, Martin Kraska, who denounced Emperor Leopold as an un-
believer, called the Pope the Antichrist, and attacked Catholic worship as
blasphemous.62 Other Slavic-speaking preachers had a similar impact on
ordinary men and women. For example, Andrei Galli, the Slavic pastor of Kis-
szeben, welcomed the town’s seizure by the rebel army as God’s intervention
on behalf of the Lutheran community. When the Habsburg army surrounded
Kisszeben in late October, Galli led a crowd of townsmen armed only with
stones to defend the town walls.63

The Hungarian nobility’s most important allies in the revolt were the
German and Lutheran magistrates of at least twenty chartered towns including
the royal free towns of Bártfa, Eperjes, Késmárk, and Kisszeben.64 These
magistrates had been in touch with Hungarian exiles in Transylvania for some
time and offered hundreds of thousands of forint (floreni) — equivalent to
millions of dollars in modern currency — to help fund the rebel army.65 When
rebel detachments finally arrived in Sáros and Szepes counties in late Septem-
ber 1672, one town after another opened its gates. This led not only to the
surrender of Habsburg garrisons, but a systematic campaign against Catho-
licism. This campaign, in particular, targeted Hungarian nobles who — after
becoming town residents with Habsburg support — had promoted the Catholic
faith in these entirely Lutheran towns.66

Conclusions

Thus, the story of the revolt that emerges from documentary records is much
more complex than suggested by the letters and proclamations of the revolt’s
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leadership. First, the noble leaders of the revolt often relied on coercion and
violence to effect mass mobilization. Many testimonies suggest that contem-
poraries, including peasants, were hesitant to join the revolt and had to be
threatened with punishment or death before they determined to fight against
the Habsburg army.67 Thus, the view put forward by nobles of an overarching
“national” alliance between the bottom and top layers of society, between serfs
and landowners, for the defence of the fatherland was probably more a literary
ideal than a social reality.

Second, the Hungarian nobles who initiated and organized the up-
rising drew their support principally from Protestants. In fact, ninety percent of
all rebels were either Lutheran or Calvinist. Their most visible representatives
included German patricians who bankrolled much of the uprising, Hungarian
Calvinist pastors and students who fought in the rebel army, and Slavic
Lutheran pastors who gave apocalyptic sermons. Thus, it was Protestantism
that provided a sense of cohesiveness and identity to the rebels, not nationality
or ethnic background.

Third, among the most enthusiastic defenders of the “Hungarian”
cause were numerous Germans and Slavs. The multi-ethnic coalition that for-
med in opposition to the Habsburg court illustrates a serious limitation of
Benczédi’s interpretation of the Kuruc Revolt. Clearly, slogans that glorified
the “Hungarian nation” (natio Hungarica) did not yet have the ethnic content
they would acquire in the nineteenth century when Hungarian and Slovak
national movements gave new meanings to linguistic and ethnic differences.
During the late seventeenth century, fighting for the “Hungarian” cause was
not yet narrowly defined as a struggle for the national liberation of ethnic
Hungarians.

The results of my research to date do not yet tell the full story of the
revolt, but they do form a necessary corrective to the self-representations of the
rebel elite. Viewed from the perspective of the upper echelons of society, the
revolt against the Habsburg court may indeed have appeared to be a fight for
Hungarian national liberation, that is, for the restoration of an independent
Hungarian Kingdom. However, this political view was not necessarily shared
by other segments of society. Much more needs to be learned about rank-and-
file participants in the revolt, especially the thousands of soldiers and peasants
without whom the rebel army would not have come into existence. Since
relatively few soldiers and peasants testified in the Habsburg investigations,
the evidence concerning their motivations remains fragmentary and incon-
clusive.
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Finally, we must consider whether it is realistic to assume that ideas
formulated by a small elite became significant for the rest of society given
seventeenth-century means of communication. In particular, is it plausible that
in pre-modern times the concept of nation, which is after all based on learned
ideas, was embraced not only by the educated political elite but also by largely
illiterate soldiers and peasants? Did the Hungarian elites use the printing press
to disseminate their ideas? If so, how were these ideas transmitted to the
largely illiterate popular audiences?68 And how effective were these ideas in
competition with the religious sermons and speeches that succeeded in cap-
turing popular attention?

I think it might be useful to ask these same questions about the large-
scale uprisings that followed the Kuruc Revolt, that is, the Imre Thököly and
Ferenc II. Rákóczi revolts. Studies of these revolts have also emphasized the
primary importance of a “national ideology” for mass mobilization while
discounting the importance of religion.69 Similar to the Kuruc Revolt, these
uprisings had their epicentres in Protestant Upper Hungary and drew most of
their supporters from Protestants. Was it merely coincidental that the over-
whelming majority of those who rose against the Habsburg court under
Thököly and Rákóczi were Protestant? If indeed, as Rákóczi himself claimed
in his memoirs, ninety percent of his soldiers were Calvinists, shouldn’t we
reconsider the role of religion as a motivating factor?70 Given these similarities
and continuities, the 1672 Kuruc Revolt assumes an even greater importance
for understanding the anti-Habsburg revolts of the early modern period.

NOTES

1 Earlier versions of this paper were presented at the Europa Institut, Hun-
garian Academy of Sciences, Budapest (February 2004) and the National Convention
of the Association of Slavic Studies in Washington, D. C. (November 2006). For
insightful comments on previous incarnations of this paper I am indebted to Katalin
Péter, Attila Pók, Béla Várdy and the late István György Tóth.

2 László Benczédi, Rendiség, abszolutizmus és centralizáció a XVII század
végi Magyarországon (1664-1685) (Budapest, 1980), 60, 154; Tihamér Vanyó,
comp., Relationes nuntiorum Apostolicorum Vindobonensium de Regno Hungariae
1666-1683 (Pannonhalma, 1935), 67. If we add militias operating independently of
the rebel army — and there were many of these, especially in the northern mountain
regions and along the Turkish border — we can easily double this number. In Szepes
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County, for example, operations of the rebel army focused on the towns of Késmárk
and Szepesváralja, while smaller detachments fanned out into the villages and market
towns of the hinterlands.

3 The most important fortresses that did not fall to the insurgents were
Szepesvár (Zipser-Haus, Scepusiensis arx) under magnate István Csáky, Regécs
(Regéc) under magnate Ferenc I. Rákóczi, and Szatmár under a large Habsburg
garrison. Heavy fighting occurred in the vicinity of these fortresses.

4 The best and most comprehensive narrative of these events is found in
Gyula Pauler, “A bujdosók támadása 1672-ben,” Századok 3, 1 (1869): 1-16, 85-97,
166-78, esp. 11-16. I have added my own emphases based on my research.

5 Slovak scholars also tend to gloss over the revolt as indicated by the brief
references in Voitech Dangl, Slovensko vo víre stavovských povstaní (Bratislava,
1986), 142-45; Michal Suchý, Dejiny Levoče (Košice, 1974), 206-8; and Peter
Kónya, Prešov, Bardejov a Sabinov počas protireformácie a protihabsburských
povstaní (1670-1711) (Prešov, 2000), 49, 54, 59; idem, “Konfesijné ciele posledných
protihabsburských povstaní,” in Obdobie protireformácie v dejinách slovenskej
kultúry z hl’iadiska stredoeurópskeho kontextu, ed. Ján Dorul’ia (Bratislava, 1998),
69-92. Suchý praises László Benczédi’s work as path-breaking and calls on scholars
to fill “the blank spaces” (biele mesta) in late seventeenth-century Slovak history, in
“Ulohy habsburgskej monarchie a protihabsburgské povstania,” Historický časopis
23, 1 (1975): 73-111, esp. 106-7.

6 Despite his interest in the revolt, Pauler expressed reservations about it; in
particular, he spoke of the rebels’ failure to address the national cause (nemzeti ügy)
effectively due to the absence of clearly defined goals and the lack of organization.
He also noted that violent clashes between Hungarian Protestants and Catholics
deflected the national movement from its proper target, that is, Habsburg army and
officialdom. Cf. Pauler, “A bujdosók támadása 1672-ben,” 1-2, 89, 93. Pauler’s
essay received a mixed response among later scholars. Gyula Szekfű denounced the
noble leaders of the revolt for relying on the Ottoman court and for starting a civil
war; given the Transylvanian exiles’ “lack of discipline” (fegyelmezetlenség), and
“lack of success” (sikertelenség) he did not think that the revolt warranted much
attention. Cf. Gyula Szekfű and Bálint Hóman, Magyar történet, vols. 1-8 (Budapest,
1928-34), 4: 193-94. By contrast, Ignác Acsády was fascinated by the participation
of “the common people” (köznép) in the 1672 revolt and conjured up the image of a
mass movement in which “every element of the Hungarian nation, most of all the
lower strata (az alsó rétegek), stood up against royal power....” [Ignác Acsády, A
magyar nemzet története (Budapest, 1898), 310-18, esp. 315, 317].

7 Benczédi, Rendiség, 57-65; “Historischer Hintergrund der Prediger-
prozesse in Ungarn in den Jahren 1673-74,” Acta Historica Academiae Scientiarum
Hungaricae 22 (1976): 257-89; “Hungarian National Consciousness as Reflected in
the Anti-Habsburg and Anti-Ottoman Struggles of the Late Seventeenth Century,”
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Harvard Ukrainian Studies 10, 3-4 (1986): 424-37. Benczédi explained why he
considered the topic important: “Ha azonban az 1672. évi első kuruc hadjárat
összesítőmérlegét megvonjuk, ennek ellenére sem juthatunk negatív eredményre... ez
a küzdelem a történelem további alakulása szempontjából sem volt kárbaveszett,
hiábavaló... az 1672. évi bujdosó hadjárat romjain is gyökeret eresztett, életre kelt a
csaknem másfél évtizedig tartó XVII. századvégi kuruc függetlenségi küzdelem”
(Benczédi, Rendiség, 65).

8 Benczédi, Rendiség, 65.
9 One of the first uses I have found occurred in a letter from October 5, 1678

by Zsófia Bathori and was strictly pejorative. The hostile letter was addressed to the
Calvinist clergy of Szatmár County and accused the kurucok of committing “godless
acts” (istentelenségeket) against Catholic missionaries. Cf. József Berey, “A reformá-
tusok üldöztetése Szatmár vármegyében 1660-1680-ig,” Protestáns Szemle 19, 9

(1897): 519.
10 Benczédi, Rendiség, 63. For a similar use of the term kuruc, see Jenő

Szűcs, Nation und Geschichte. Studien (Cologne, 1981), 101. The origins and
meanings of the term remain much debated. For a critical assessment of the term’s
etymology, see László Nagy, “Kuruc életünket megállvan csináljuk...” Társadalom
és hadsereg a XVII. századi kuruc küzdelmekben (Budapest, 1983), 95-97.

11 Benczédi, Rendiség, 24-40. Benczédi repeatedly cites Gyula Pauler’s
nineteenth-century standard work on the Wesselényi Fronde. Cf. Gyula Pauler,
Wesselényi Ferencz nádor és társainak összeeskűvése, vols. 1-2 (Budapest, 1876).

12 László Benczédi, “A magyar rendi nemzettudat sajátosságai a 16-17.
században,” in György Spira and Jenő Szűcs, eds., Nemzetiség a feudalizmus korá-
ban. Tanulmányok (Budapest, 1972), 120-129, esp. 122, 124; “Parasztok és katonák
XVII-XVIII századi Habsburg-ellenes mozgalmainkban,” in Zsigmond Pál Pach, ed.,
Vita a Magyarországi osztályküzdelmekről és függetlenségi harcoktól (Budapest,
1965), 266-78, esp. 270, 274.

13 Benczédi largely equates the nobility’s “estate nationalism” (rendi naci-
onalizmus) based on traditional political freedoms (formulated in István Werbőczy’s
Tripartitum) and “national consciousness” (nemzeti tudat). He repeatedly speaks
about a process of “popularization” (popularizálódás) which assured that noble ideas
of constitutional freedom and “national independence... penetrated deeply into the
ranks of the unprivileged classes, as a defensive ideology” (Benczédi, “Hungarian
National Consciousness,” 436-37). See also Benczédi, “A magyar rendi nemzet-
tudat,” 124-25.

14 It must be emphasized that sources of noble provenance have also not
received sufficient attention. Benczédi’s argument is largely based on the letters and
proclamations of István Petrőczy, a learned defender of noble estate rights and cousin
of Imre Thököly. Members of the Petrőczy clan played prominent roles in the Imre
Thököly and Ferenc II. Rákóczi movements and their political views of the Hungarian
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nation had without doubt a formative influence on other Hungarian nobles. However,
we don’t know how representative these views were among nobles. Cf. Gusztáv
Heckenast, Ki kicsoda a Rákóczi szabadságharcban? Életrajzi adattár (Budapest:
História, 2005), 339-40.

15 These campaigns which Hungarian bishops and magnates carried out with
the support of the Habsburg army have not yet received much scholarly attention.
Historians have instead focused on the aftermath of the 1672 revolt, that is, the arrest
and mass expulsion of the Protestant clergy which culminated in the infamous 1674
Pozsony Trial. Cf. the still representative Peter F. Barton and László Makkai, eds.,
Rebellion oder Religion. Die Vorträge des internationalen Kirchenhistorischen
Kolloquiums Debrecen, 12. 2. 1976 (Budapest, 1977), 15-120.

16 Benczédi, Rendiség, 29, 53-55, 63; “Historischer Hintergrund,” 268-69,
272-73; “Der Leopoldinische Absolutismus und die Leibeigenschaft in Ungarn (1670-
81),” in Aus der Geschichte der Ostmitteleuropäischen Bauernbewegungen im 16.-
17. Jahrhundert, ed. Gusztáv Heckenast (Budapest, 1977), 71-76. Benczédi’s argu-
ment rests on the purported primacy of peasants’ economic and fiscal grievances
(Benczédi cites only complaints by Hungarian nobles about the new accisa and
repartitio taxes). However, the lowering of the tax-load decreed by the Habsburg
court on the height of the uprising (October 5, 1672) did not in any way mitigate the
insurgents’ fervor. Cf. “Historischer Hintergrund,” 272, 275, 281.

17 I am hesitant to use the designation “Slovak” since the language situation
in the territory that is now Eastern Slovakia was still extremely fluid: Polish, Czech,
and Ukrainian idioms coexisted with proto-Slovak.

18 Gyula Pauler called for the systematic study of these and other investi-
gations conducted in the aftermath of the revolt (starting in February 1673). Cf.
Pauler, “A bujdosók támadása 1672-ben,” 2.

19 Magyar Országos Levéltár (MOL), Filmtár, Egri Káptalan Levéltára,
Protocollum Seriale Q, no. 148: 367-534, Attestationes pro Fisco Suae Majestatis
Regio, collectae et Inclytae Camerae Scepusiensi sub authentico extradatae (hereafter
no. 148). The manuscript is numbered both by folio and page; my citations use only
page numbers.

20 Magyar Országos Levéltár (MOL), Filmtár, Egri Káptalan Levéltára,
Protocollum Seriale Q, no. 186: 671-729, Attestationes pro Fisco Suae Majestatis
Regio collectae (hereafter no. 186); no. 189: 751-67, Fassiones...collectae Cassoviae
(hereafter no. 189).

21 It is noteworthy that many archival materials from this period were lost
(such as parish records and town archives) or subsequently destroyed (such as the
military Feldakten). For an excellent introduction to this analytical problem, see
István Szabó, “Protestáns egyháztörténeti adatok az 1670-1681 évekből a bécsi hadi-
levéltárból,” Egyháztörténet N. S. 1 (1958), nos. 2-3: 203-230, esp. 203-204; N. S. 2
(1959), nos. 2-3: 132-174. On the few Feldakten that have survived in the Vienna
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archives, see Josef Pauser, Martin Scheutz, and Thomas Winkelbauer, eds., Quellen-
kunde der Habsburgermonarchie (16.-18. Jahrhundert). Ein exemplarischen Hand-
buch (Vienna, Munich: R. Oldenburg Verlag, 2004), 165-66, 179.

22 Benczédi, “Hungarian national consciousness,” 429-31. Many similar
statements can be found in letters by Hungarian nobles who joined the revolt, in
Sámuel Gergely, ed., Teleki Mihály levelezése, vol. 6 (Budapest, 1912), passim.

23 Several nobles made derogatory remarks about Leopold and his mother.
See, for example, no. 148: 397 (“abiit caesar ad pascendum porcos”), 402 (“mater
regis... meretrix”), 423 (“rex modernus canis”).

24 No. 186: 686-87, 699.
25 No. 148: 395, 402-3; no. 186: 682, 692, 694, 703; MOL, E 148,

Neoregestrata Acta, fasc. 1431, fol. 10. Emperor Leopold should become “the King
of the Germans” and “the German sons-of bitches (kurva fiuk)” should leave;
otherwise “they were to be wiped out completely from the [Hungarian] Kingdom” (e
Regno extirpandos).

26 No. 186: 720.
27 “[M]allet supra se regnare Turcam quam Germanos isti enim in corpore et

anima nos offendunt” (no. 186: 696). Such sentiments were widespread among the
Protestant elite of Upper Hungary. Cf. Pauler, Wesselényi, 1: 124-131; 2: 436.

28 MOL, Filmtár, Egri Káptalan Levéltára, Protocollum Seriale Q, no. 137,
Recognitio Reverendi Patris Valentini Balogh (dated Febr. 12, 1673), 340-42
(hereafter no. 137). The dramatic eyewitness account of the Jesuit Valentinus Balogh
illustrates this grim reality. Balogh was abducted from his missionary outpost close to
the Turkish border during the first days of the uprising, and spent five months in
captivity before being released against ransom. He related, in particular, how his
captors had planned military attacks on nobles who refused to join the revolt.

29 Similar to many other leaders of the 1672 revolt, Gyurikovics was a
veteran of the Rákóczi Revolt. After his estates had been seized by Habsburg
commissars, Gyurikovics was summoned to Pozsony for trial and faced the death
penalty. To save his life, he fled to Transylvania in the summer of 1670 (Pauler,
Wesselényi, 2: 11, 78). His experience was typical of hundreds of Hungarian nobles,
mostly Protestant, who had supported the Wesselényi Fronde.

30 Gyurikovics also denounced Sigismund Holló, the highest-ranking Hunga-
rian official in the Zipser Kammer, and István Barkóczy, who had been responsible
for hunting down Hungarian nobles for the Austrian occupation army. According to
Gyurikovics, these men were traitors to the Hungarian cause and therefore deserved
severe punishment. Barkóczy had been a close ally of Rákóczi in 1670, but he had
subsequently become an eager agent of Habsburg power, apparently in order to save
his own neck (Pauler, Wesselényi, 2: 4, 6-8, 86, 199). Holló’s estate in the vicinity of
Korompa (Krompach) in Szepes County was occupied by rebel units. Holló lived in
Kassa, but several of his peasants were captured and tortured (no. 148: 480, 488-90).
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31 No. 137: 341. Gyurikovics omitted to say that Hartyány had been a
member of the “extraordinary commission” charged with liquidating noble estates and
interrogating noble supporters of the Wesselényi Fronde. The commission had seized
Gyurikovics’ estates and summoned him for trial to Pozsony facing the death penalty.
Cf. Pauler, Wesselényi, 2: 319.

32 No. 148: 397, 467, 468a, 469, 471, 473-74, 475-76, 483, 486 (including
short testimonies by Palocsay-Horváth and Csáky). Like Barkóczy, Csáky had been
sympathetic to the Rákóczi revolt and quickly sought the favors of the Habsburg court
after the revolt’s collapse (Pauler, Wesselényi, 2: 21, 23). Palocsay-Horváth was a
close ally of István Barkóczy; the family, which was of Croat origin, was notorious
(esp. among Protestants in Szepes County) for having carried out a brutal Catho-
lization campaign on its estates since the early 1640s [Samu Weber, “Az ellen-
reformáczió a Szepességen,” Protestáns szemle 19 (1907), 583-88, 645-50].

33 Testimony of Catholic noble Ezechiel Vas, no. 148: 486-88.
34 Testimony of Catholic noble Miklós Korponay, no. 148: 472-73. Simi-

larly, István Terbócs, a Torna County official, related that he had become the target of
a punitive expedition when he declined to join rebel forces (no. 186: 700-1). The
manor house of János Kossa, a small landowner in Sáros County, was pillaged after
he went into hiding (cf. testimony of Lutheran noble Michael Bánó, no. 148: 457).

35 No. 148: 397, 421, 433, 440, 448, 451-52; no. 186: 682, 687, 692, 695,
699; no. 189: 755-56, 759.

36 See, for example, no. 148: 380, 401, 411-12, 446, 453, 476, 507 (noble
László Farkas threatening peasants in Szepes County with death unless they join the
uprising); no. 186: 688, 690, 708; no. 189: 756, 760.

37 The important role of women (e.g., the widows of Protestant nobles)
during the revolt needs to be the subject of a separate study.

38 See, for example, no. 189: 754 (“...jactabando dixisse..., quod Deus
adjuvit illos”), 755; Pauler, Wesselényi, 2: 6-8. For similar language, see Gergely,
Teleki Mihály levelezése, 6: 300-3 (letters by Pál Szepessy dated 15 and 18.
September 1672).

39 Cf. no. 189: 755 (“modernus rex.... numquam erit ipsius Rex quia non
servavit fidem”). Cf. no. 186: 703. In 1670, Szuhay had been close to Ferenc
Rákóczi but he had never trusted Rákóczi, who was Catholic. Szuhay even boasted
that he was more important than Rákóczi because he could count on the support of the
Calvinist county nobility (Benczédi, Rendiség, 30).

40 No. 148: 387, 391-92, 394, 415, 432, 451; Pauler, Wesselényi, 2: 12, 29.
Habsburg officers were greatly afraid of the mobilizing effects of such “auss-
gesprengte gefährliche Reden” [Österreichisches Staatsarchiv, Kriegsarchiv, Proto-
kolle des Wiener Hofkriegsrates (hereafter KA, Protokolle), Exp. Prot. 1672, fol.
619].
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41 No. 148: 432; Pauler, Wesselényi, 2: 10, 28. Among the most influential
rebel leaders were the Calvinist magnates István Bocskay and Miklós Forgách who
fought largely to reverse the result of violent Catholicization campaigns led by the
Rákóczi family (esp. by Ferenc I. Rákóczi’s mother, Zsófia Báthori).

42 The expulsions had started during the early 1660s, reached a first peak
during the suppression of the Wesselényi Fronde in 1670, and had assumed a massive
scale by June 1672. Cf. Sándor Takáts, “Kisérletek a magyar haderő feloszlatására
1671-1702,” Századok 38 (1904): 1-24, 114-35, 219-39, 322-43, esp. 15-24, 119-22.
Based on Takáts findings’ historians have assumed that ca. 7,000 soldiers out of a
total of 11,000 were demobilized during this period. Recently it has been suggested
that this number should be reduced to 4,000 (from a total of 12,000), in István
Czigány, “A végvári katonaság 1671-1672 évi létszámcsökkentése,” in Pál Fodor,
Géza Pálffy and István György Tóth, eds., Tanulmányok Szakály Ferenc emlékére
(Budapest, 2002), 97-109, esp. 97, 99, 107.

43 Anti-German resentment is seen as the driving force of “ordinary soldiers”
(egyszerű katonák) in László Nagy, “A 17. századi végvári katonaság erkölcsi-
politikai arculata,” in Magyar és török végvárak (1663-1684), ed. Sándor Bodó et al.
(Eger, 1985), 87-95, esp. 88, 92.

44 Typical are statement like the following overheard by a peasant judge
(judex) in the hamlet of Onga (Abaúj County): “He heard from the mouth of rebel
soldiers that they would never give up the cause they had taken up even if it meant
they would have to perish: they [simply] no longer had any other way to eke out a
living (non amplius haberent modum alium vivendi).” (MOL, E148, Neoregestrata
Acta, fasc. 1431, fol. 12).

45 Vanyó, Relationes, 66, 70. Eyewitnesses reported that demobilized soldi-
ers rushed to enlist as the rebel army formed on Turkish territory. As one observer put
it, “the decommissioned soldiers flowed together like a stream… and the chief
conspirators promptly held a conscription rally (mustra) in a place called Sebes not
far from Szováth and Debreczen” (no. 186: 681-2; MOL, E 148, Neoregestrata Acta,
fasc. 1431, fol. 9). Other soldiers joined when the rebel army crossed into Habsburg
territory. See the testimony by a servitor of the Catholic noble Miklós Beleváry:
“...milites Hungari versus rebelles fugerunt et audivit ab illis, quod ad fidelitatem
Szuhayi deposuerint milites juramentum” (no. 189: 753). On Catholic magnates trying
to recruit such soldiers, see István Czigány, “A végvári katonaság,” 102-5.

46 Protestant officers seem to have been the primary targets of such purges as
demonstrated by the following instruction issued in Vienna 5 October 1672: “Solle
mit guter manier sich des Hauptman [Geymans] und anderer uncatholischen Officier
nach und nach entübrigen” (István Szabó, “Protestáns egyháztörténeti adatok,” 161).
Calvinist soldiers were especially suspect (Ibid., 206, no. 6). After the 1672 revolt the
Habsburg authorities attempted to drastically reduce the number of Protestant soldiers
but only generated “a situation that resembled a religious war” (Czigány, 107, fn. 47).
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47 See the data in István Szabó, “Ellenreformáció a végvárakban 1670-
1681,” in Emlékkönyv Károlyi Árpád születése nyolcvanadik fordulójának ünnepére
1933 Október 7 (Budapest, 1933), 457-70, esp. 464-65. The catastrophic effects of
this policy were understood in Vienna only in the aftermath of the 1672 revolt when
instructions were issued to reinstate expelled Protestant clergy (ibid., 467-68).
Szabó’s path-breaking research on border soldiers and religion has received little
attention among Hungarian scholars (including Benczédi).

48 Cf. István Szabó, “Protestáns egyháztörténeti adatok,” 150-52. The
Calvinist ministers of Szendrő and Putnok had been expelled shortly before this
exodus as indicated by correspondence between the Viennese Hofkriegsrat with
General Spankau, in Haus-, Hof- und Staatsarchiv, Vienna, Austria (hereafter
HHStA), Ungarische Akten, Specialia, fasc. 326, Konv. A, fols. 21-22. I have not
found any information about events in Diósgyőr but the capture of four Catholic
priests by rebel soldiers in early September 1672 (no. 186: 702) suggests a similar
scenario.

49 Cf. no. 186: 683, 689; no. 189: 760-61.
50 “Rituals of Violence: Retaliatory Acts by Russian and Hungarian Rebels,”

Russian History/Histoire Russe 35, 3-4 (2008): 383-394. On these soldiers’ reputation
of being worse than the Turks (“magis saevit quam ipse Turca”) and their readiness to
die in battle, see two reports by Habsburg loyalists, in HHStA, Ungarische Akten,
Specialia, fasc. 180, Konv. D, no. 2, unnumbered folio; no. 4, unnumbered folio
(“...exclamarunt, quod usque ad unicum simul vivere et mori velint”).

51 HHStA, Ungarische Akten, Specialia, fasc. 180, Konv. D, no. 4; Szabó,
“Protestáns egyháztörténeti adatok,” 150-51.

52 The close relations between soldiers and Protestant clergy is illustrated by
the permission to allow ministers and pastors back into the border fortresses in April
1674 (Szabó, “Ellenreformácio”, 468; Szabó, “Protestáns egyháztörténeti adatok,”
316-17, nos. 342-343; Czigány, 107).

53 On Turkish dress, see No. 148: 392 , 472; no. 186: 708 (“...companones
multos inter rebelles existere, qui more Turcico sindones pileos obduxerunt et in
capite portarunt”). General Spankau identified divinity students (especially those with
guns) as dangerous rebel rousers in reports to the Vienna War Council, in Szabó,
“Protestáns egyháztörténeti adatok,” 142-43, 148-150, nos. 163, 168, 188, 191-192.

54 No. 148: 380, 390, 410, 423, 430, 432, 502, 519-20; no. 186: 682-85, 687,
700-1, 708, 711, 714, 718; MOL, E 148, Neoregestrata Acta, fasc. 1431, fol. 11. It is
interesting to note that the Lutheran Academy of Eperjes reopened during the uprising
until the town’s re-conquest by Habsburg forces on 13 December 1672. Cf. Kónya,
“Konfesijné ciele,” 82.

55 Samu Borovszky, Szatmár vármegye [vol. 17 of Magyarország vármegyéi
és városai]. Vols. 1-22 (Budapest, 1895-1911)], 39. Their gravesite was still known
to locals in the early twentieth century.
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56 “Die Calvinische Praedicanten thetten die Kirchen disseits von Theyss mit
blosen Sabeln wider einnehmen.....” (KA, Protokolle, Exp. Prot. 1672, fols. 683-84).
The presence of refugee clergy from the Upper Tisza region is already attested in July
1672 when rebel troops started gathering under Turkish protection in the vicinity of
Debrecen (“... in castris rebellium et exercitium suum administrasse juxta ritum
ipsorum,” MOL, E148, Neoregestrata Acta, fasc. 1431, fol. 11).

57 Testimony of Catholic noble Gábor Kapy, no. 148: 381-84, esp. 384.
Kapy’s estates in Sáros County were invaded by rebel detachments accompanied by
Calvinist pastors in late September 1672. For names of Calvinist pastors fighting in
the rebel army, see Pauler, “A bujdosók támadása 1672-ben,” 13-14.

58 This sermon was given in the chapel of Késmárk Castle in early October
1672. Cf. no. 186: 720; Pauler, “A bujdosók támadása 1672-ben,” 167. On the same
occasion Luczy’s Lutheran colleague, Blasius Lassius (sic), called for the return of the
fugitive Lutheran magnate Imre Thököly from Transylvania. This was one of the first
public calls for Thököly’s return to Hungary before he finally invaded Habsburg
territory in 1678. Cf. no. 148: 507, 518.

59 This report survived in the Szabolcs County archive and refers to the battle
of Györke (Abaúj County) on October 26, 1672. Cf. József Porubszky, ed.,
“Strasoldo levele,” Magyar Sion 6 (1868): 449-52, esp. 451.

60 Testimony of Reverend Blasius Tomkovics, no. 148: 467-69. These
peasants belonged to the mentioned magnate István Palocsay-Horváth. They took
action after learning that their master had fled his estate.

61 Testimony of Késmárk resident Alexander Striowszky, no. 148: 507-8;
Testimony of Reverend Adalbert Macsinszky, no. 148: 518-19.

62 No. 148: 507.
63 No. 148: 398, 415, 423, 425-26. In his own testimony, Galli made every

effort to contradict the observations of other witnesses (no. 148: 431-32).
64 These towns’ Lutheran strongmen resented the brutal Counter-

Reformation which had begun in 1670, resulting in the seizure of churches and the
imposition of Catholic priests by military force. Cf. Ferenc Galla, A magyar katolikus
restauráció misszionáriusa (Budapest, 1946), 24-26, 35; István H. Németh, “A
szabad virályi városi rang a kora újkorban,” Urbs. Magyar várostörténeti évkönyv 1
(2006): 109-122, esp. 120-121.

65 No. 148: 397, 406 (Kisszeben), 417, 422-23, 484, 501, 517; no. 186: 715,
717 (Eperjes); no. 189: 759-60 (Thirteen Pawned Towns of Szepes county). These
towns also provided food, wine, grain, livestock, horses, ammunition, weapons, and
cannons. The cooperation of German town elites and Kuruc rebels remains “almost
completely unexplored” (szinte teljesen kidolgozatlan) not just for this early period.
Cf. László Benczédi, A Thököly-felkelés és kora (Budapest, 1983), 20.

66 For example, János Szegedy, the Hungarian episcopate’s agent in Bártfa,
faced the destruction of his estates by rebel detachments. And István Roskoványi,
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who had played a vital role in the closure of the Lutheran school in Szepesolaszi, was
thrown into jail. Cf. no. 148: 440-42, 482, 484-85 (including testimonies by Szegedy
and Roskoványi).

67 Of course, this conclusion may be based on an optical illusion. Witnesses
had good reasons to conceal voluntary participation in the revolt. The testimonies’
emphasis on coercion requires additional analysis.

68 For some theoretical thoughts on these complicated questions, see Geoff
Eley and Ronald Grigor Suny, eds., On Becoming National. A Reader (Oxford,
1996), 106-177.

69 See, for example, the observations about popular consciousness in Ágnes
R. Várkonyi, Magyarország keresztútjain. Tanulmányok a XVII. századról (Budapest,
1978), 353-56; Szűcs, Nation, 94-101, 125-30. Cf. the following excerpt: “Die
Kampfparolen lauteten: ‘gegen die fremde Nation’, ‘für die Befreiung des teuren
Vaterlandes’, und diese wurden ganz allgemein von den Bauern aufgegriffen, die an
den Kämpfen teilnahmen” (Szűcs, Nation, 97).

70 István György Tóth, “The Protestant rebels of a Catholic prince —
missions and missionaries in the Rákóczi war” (Budapest, 2004), 1 (unpublished
manuscript in the István György Tóth Archive at Central European University); Ján
Kvačala, Dejiny reformácie na Slovensku (Liptovské Matiašovce, 1935), 244-48;
Győző Bruckner, A reformáció és ellenreformáció története a Szepességen (1520-
1745-ig) (Budapest, 1922), 379-90; Tibor Fabiny, “Rákóczi és evangélikusok,” in
Rákóczi-tanulmányok, ed. Béla Köpeczi, Lajos Hopp, and Ágnes R. Várkonyi (Buda-
pest, 1980), 365-382, esp. 365.


