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17. Yiigyilin Ortasinda Osmanli-Habsburg Mubaberatlars: Imparatorluk Ulag: Johann
Dietz'in Vefat: ve Dogurdugu Sonuglar

Oz m Zitvatorok Anlasmast’'nin (1606) ardindan Habsburg Monarsisi’nin sark diploma-
sisi Imparatorluk Askeri Konseyi (Hofkriegsrat) tarafindan idare edildi. Bu donemde
ulaklar son derece ehemmiyetli vazifeler iistlendiklerinden, Viyana Paku’yla (1615)
giivenliklerinin her iki tarafin resmi ulaklarint da kapsayacak sekilde genisletilmesi

emredildi. Bu anlasmaya ragmen, ulaklar, yolculuklar: sirasinda sayisiz olayla baga
¢tkmak zorunda kald:.

Johannes Dietz vakast da bu gibi hadiselere bir érnek teskil etmektedir. Dietz,
Konstantinopolis'e bir takim belgeleri teslim etmek icin gonderildi. 1651 Kasim
ayinda Macar hayduklari tarafindan saldirtya ugradi; kolundan vuruldu ve aldig
yaralar neticesinde 6ldii. Fakat 8lmeden evvel basina gelenleri kagida dokeii. Ayrica
bu catismay1 teyit eden bagka kaynaklar da bulunmaktadir. Ornegin Budada gizli
yazigmalart yapan kiginin, (mahlast Hans Caspar idi) ulagin vefatiyla ilgili malumatlar:
iceren mektubu bunlardan biridir. Habsburg elcisinin (Simon Reniger) bir Osmanli
ulag: tarafindan Dietz vakasi: hakkinda gayri resmi yollardan bilgilendirildigi sirada,
olayin Kutsal Roma Imparatorlugu’nun gazetelerinde basilmasi da enformasyon akist
baglaminda degerlendirildiginde oldukea ilgingtir.

Suglayici bir takim bilgiler ve Paga’nin emriyle gergeklesen akinlar hakkinda sikayetler
iceren mektuplar: daha da ileriye gondermek hicbir suretle Buda vezirinin (Murad
Pasa) cikarlarina hizmet etmiyordu. Sonug olarak bagka bir ulak gerekiyordu. Bu ulak
da 18 Ocak 1652 tarihinde Konstantinopolis’e varisindan dnce, kisa bir siireligine
Pasa tarafindan alikonuldu. Mektuplarin Konstantinopolis’e ulagabilmesi icin kral
naibi (palatin P4l Pélffy), onlari Erdel Prensligi tizerinden gdénderdi. En nihayet
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21 Ocak 1652 tarihinde mektuplarin Konstantinopolis’e varisiyla bu manevra
basariya ulasti.

Sonug olarak, bu ¢alisma Habsburg-Osmanli diplomasisinin karmagikligini, zayif
noktalarini ve 6zellikle de Budin Pasas’nin roliinii tasvir etmektedir. Bu hadise ayni
zamanda bir ulak kaybetmenin Habsburg ve Osmanli Imparatorluklars arasindaki
bilgi akisinda kayda deger kesintilere yol acug gercegini de yansitmakeadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Habsburg Tmparatorlugu, Osmanli Imparatorlugu, Budin, hudut
diplomasisi, ulaklar, casusluk, yolculuklar, bilgi akist.

Introduction

The Habsburg-Ottoman communication in the mid-17th century has not
been thoroughly researched so far;' therefore, I present a case study which might

Capacities, Hungary Grant 20391-3/2018/FEKUSTRAT is acknowledged. University of
Szeged, Interdisciplinary Excellence Centre, Department of Medieval and Early Modern
History of Hungary, HAS—University of Szeged Research Group of the Ottoman Age.
This study is an extended version of a conference paper (The Death of Johann Dietz and
Habsburg-Ottoman Communication in the Mid-17" Century) which was presented on
25" of September 2015 at the IV. Splendid Encounters Conference of the Premodern
Diplomats Network in Budapest. For the former Hungarian version of this paper, see: Janos
Szabados, “Habsburg—oszman kommunikdcié a 17. szdzad derekdn. Johann Dietz csdszdri
futdr haldldnak koriilményei és kovetkezményei,” Fanni Hende et al. (eds.), Széra birni az
djkort. A I11. KoraiijkorASZ doktorandusz konferencia tanulmanyai, (Budapest: DOSZ —
ELTE BTK TDI 2016), pp. 192-216.

1 For most important works on the Habsburg—Ottoman diplomacy of the early modern
age, see: Bertold Spuler, “Die Europiische Diplomatie in Konstantinopel bis zum Frieden
von Belgrad (1739). Teil 3: Listen der in Konstantinopel anwesenden Gesandten bis in die
Mitte des 18. Jhdts.”, Jahrbiicher fiir Kultur und Geschichre der Slaven, Neue Folge, X1/3—4
(1935), pp. 313-342; Peter Meienberger, Johann Rudolf Schmid zum Schwarzenhorn als
kaiserlicher Resident in Konstantinopel in den Jahren 1629-1643. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte
der diplomatischen Beziehungen zwischen Osterreich und der Tiirkei in der ersten Hilfte des
17. Jahrhunderts, (Bern — Frankfurt am Main: Herbert Lang — Peter Lang, 1973; Georg
Wagner, “Osterreich und die Osmanen im DreifSigjahrigen Krieg. Hermann Graf Czernins
Groflbotschaft nach Konstantinopel 1644/45,” Mitteilungen des Oberisterreichischen
Landesarchivs. Beitrige zur neueren Geschichte. Festschrift fiir Hans Sturmberger zum 70.
Geburtstag, X1V, (1984), pp. 325-392; Markus Kéhbach, “Die diplomatischen Beziechungen
zwischen Osterreich und dem Osmanischen Reich: Vom Frieden von Zsitva Torok bis
zum 1. Weltkrieg,” The Journal of Ottoman Studies, IV (1984), pp. 237-241; Istvin Hiller,
“A tolmdcsper,” Torténelmi Szemle, XXXII1/3—4 (1991), pp. 203-214; Istvdn Hiller, Palatin
Nikolaus Esterhdzy: Die ungarische Rolle in der Habsburgerdiplomatie 1625-1645 (Wien —
Koln — Weimar: Bohlau, 1992); Gunnar Hering, “Panagiutis Nikusios als Dragoman der
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provide an insight into some aspects of the communication between the two
empires that have surfaced in recent scholarly discussions. After the Peace Treaty
of Zsitvatorok (1606), the oriental diplomacy of the Habsburgs was controlled
by the Aulic War Council (Hofkriegsrat) and seemed to be spontaneous. It means
that the system was not centrally organized, but depended on the neatness of the
resident ambassadors of Constantinople.” This peace should be considered as a

kaiserlichen Gesandtschaft in Konstantinopel,” Jahrbuch der dsterreichischen Byzantinistik,

XLIV (1994), pp. 143-178; Istvin Hiller, “Pax Optima Rerum,” Néra G. Etényi and

Ildiké Horn (eds.), Poreré és imdzs. Politikai propaganda és reprezentdcié a kora djkorban

(Budapest: UHarmattan, 2008), pp. 49-60; See also the papers of the two following

volumes: Marlene Kurz et al. (eds.), Das Osmanische Reich und die Habsburgermonarchie.

Abkten des internationalen Kongresses zum 150-jihrigen Bestehen des Instituts fiir Osterreichische

Geschichsforschung. Wien, 22-25. September 2004 (Wien — Miinchen: Oldenbourg, 2005);

Norbert Spannenberger and Arno Strohmeyer (eds.), Frieden und Konfliktmanagement

in interkulturellen Riumen, (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner, 2013.); For recent studies related to

this topic see: Zsuzsanna Czirdki, “Habsburg—Oszmdn diplomdcia a 17. szdzad kdzepén:

Simon Reniger konstantindpolyi Habsburg rezidens kinevezésének tantsdgai (1647-1649),”
Szdzadok, CXL1/ 4 (2015), pp. 835-871; Agnes Kovics, “Habsburg—oszmdn diplomédcia
a harmincéves hdbord utolsé éveiben. Alexander Greiffenklau von Vollrats rezidensi
tevékenysége,” Dalma Bédai and Bence Vida (eds.), Paletta. II. kora iijkor-torténeti
tudomdnyos didkkonferencia. Tanulmdnykiter (Budapest: ELTE BTK Kozép- és Koratjkori
Magyar Torténeti Tanszék, 2015), pp. 93-111; Sindor Papp, “Egy Habsburg-kévet, Simon
Reniger oszmdn kapcsolathdlézata,” Aeras, XXX1/3 (2016), pp. 40-53; Hajnalka Téth,
“Mennyit ér egy magyar lovas hadnagy? Egy rabkiviltis torténete diplomdciatorténeti
kontextusban a 17. szizad kézepérél,” Szdzadok, CLII/2, (2018), pp. 247-284; Agnes Kovécs,
“Der Einfluss kaiserlicher Diplomatie auf die osmanische politische Enscheidungsfindung:
Zusammenhinge dem Feldzug von Georg Rékéczi 1. von 1644-1645 betreffend,” Aron
Totos (ed.), Fejezetek Erdély torténerébil (Nagyvirad: Erdélyi Muzeum-Egyesiilet, 2018), pp.
279-290.

2 Until the Peace of Zsitvatorok (16006), the intelligence activity of the Habsburgs towards
the Ottoman Empire had been quite spontaneous. During the Long Turkish War there had
been no permanent intelligence which seemed to be disadvantageous for the Habsburgs.
Only at the end of the 17th century were they allowed to build up an effective intelligence
in Constantinople. cf. Géza Pélffy, “Hirszerzés és hirkdzlés a torokkori Magyarorszdgon”,
Tivadar Petercsék and Métyds Berecz (eds.), Informdciddramlis a magyar és torik végvdri
rendszerben, (Eger: Heves Megyei Mizeumi Szervezet, Dobé Istvin Virmuzeum, 1999),
pp. 40-47., 52-54; Gébor Agoston, “Birodalom és informacié: Konstantinpoly, mint
a koradjkori Eurépa informécids kozpontja”, Gdbor Hausner (ed.), Az értelem bdtorsdga:
Tanulmdnyok Perjés Géza emlékére (Budapest: Argumentum, 2005), pp. 38—43; Déra Kerekes,
“Kémek Konstantindpolyban: a Habsburg informdcidszerzés szervezete és mikodése a
magyarorszigi visszafoglalé hdborik idején (1683-1699),” Szdzadok, CXL1/5 (2007), pp.
1218-1219, 1227-1257; Déra Kerekes, Diplomatdk és kémek Konstantindpolyban (Budapest:
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watershed in the relations between the Habsburg and Ottoman Empires, because
after 16006, Vienna and Constantinople regarded each other as equal participants
in the field of diplomacy.? Thus, in the next treaty signed in Vienna (1615), the
protection of the couriers was ordered by both empires.* Nonetheless, despite this
agreement, the couriers who played an indispensable role in these decades had to

experience numerous incidents during their journeys.’

In this paper, such an incident and its consequences are examined, which shed
light on the debatable points of the Habsburg—Ottoman communication in this
period. Firstly, I show the specific political relations of Ottoman Hungary. After
that, a particular case of an imperial courier is investigated. In connection to that,
the activity of the formal Habsburg spy (and so-called secret correspondent) at

I’Harmattan, 2010), pp. 74-84; Déra Kerekes, “Titkosszolgilat volt-e a Habsburgok 16-17.
szdzadi “Titkos Levelez8i Halézata?,” Csaba Katona (ed.), Kémek, iigynikik, besigok: Az
kortdl Mata Hariig (Szombathely: Magyar Nemzeti Levéltdr Vas Megyei Levéltdra, 2014),
pp- 106-107; About the intelligence of the Habsburg—Ottoman border see: Zoltdn Péter
Bagi, “A 16-17. szdzadi hatdrvidéki és diplomdciai kémkedés magyar nyelvii irodalmanak
dceekintése,” Aetas, XXVI1/4 (2012), pp. 176-187.

3 Meienberger, Johann Rudolf Schmid zum Schwarzenhorn, pp. 15-71; Edeltraud Artens-
Lockmann, “Simon Reningers Residentschaft in Konstantinopel 1649 bis 1665: Beitrige zu
den 8sterreichisch-tiirkischen Beziehungen in der 2. Halfte des 17. Jahrhunderts” (doctoral
dissertation), Universitit Wien, 1984, pp. 1-214; Hiller, Palatin Nikolaus Esterhdzy, pp.
1-32; Ernst D. Petritsch: “Zeremoniell bei Empfingen habsburgischer Gesandschaften
in Konstantinopel,” Ralph Knauz and others (eds.), Diplomatisches Zeremoniell in Europa
und im Mittleren Osten in der Friihen Neuzeit (Wien: Osterreichische Akademie der
Wissenschaften, 2009), pp. 315-320.

4 For the Hungarian translation of this peace treaty, see: Ferenc Salamon “Két magyar
diplomata a tizenhetedik szdzadbol,” (Pest: Rdth Mér, 1867), pp. 265-271; for the couriers,
see: p. 270; for the Latin translation, see: Jean Dumont (ed.): Corps universel diplomatique
du droit des gens; contenant un recueil des traitez d'alliance, de paix, de treve, de neutralizé, de
commerce, dechange, de protection, de garantie, de toutes les conventions, transactions, pactes,
concordats, autres contratsm qui ont été faits en Europe, depuis le Regne de I'Empereur Charle
magne jusques & present, Tome V, Pertie II (Amsterdam, unknown publisher, 1728), pp.
264-266, 280-282, about the couriers see: p. 265, 281.; Treaties etc. between Turkey and
Foreign Powers, 1535—1855. Completed by the librarian and keeper of the papers (London:
Foreign Office 1855), pp. 7-12, 12-19, for the couriers, see: 11, 18; The original text of the
peace treaty was probably formulated in German, and it was later translated to Hungarian
and Ottoman and lastly to Latin. Cf. Salamon: Két magyar diplomata, pp. XIX—XX.

5 For the significance of the regular breaches of the peace treaty of Vienna, see: Meienberger,
Johann Rudolf Schmid zum Schwarzenhorn, pp. 57-58; Hiller: Palatin Nikolaus Esterhdzy,
p. 63.
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Buda (Hans Caspar)® is also explored. Then I look at the causes of the obstruction
of the correspondence and the consequences of this case with regard to the com-
munication between the two empires. Last but not least, I arrive at the conclusion
that the loss of an imperial courier could cause considerable interruptions in the
communication system between the Habsburgs and Ottomans. The main sources
I used are found in the Austrian National Archives in Vienna (Osterreichisches
Staatsarchiv), and they can be supplemented by the relevant sources of the Hun-
garian National Archives (Magyar Nemzeti Levéltdr). This case study provides a
better understanding as regards the complexity and vulnerability of the flow of
information between Habsburgs and Ottomans in the middle of the 17* century.

The political relations of Ottoman Hungary in the 17" century

Although there had been peace between the two empires for quite a long period
(1606-1663), the Hungarian commanders as well as the Beys and the Pashas often
incurred into enemy territory in order to garner taxes behind the frontiers. Both
the Hungarian nobles and the Ottoman officials thought that they had the right
to collect taxes in the areas which they had occupied earlier, at least for a while.
The areas found behind the defence lines, and where the soldiers of both empires
were plundering regularly were called by the renowned Hungarian historian, Ferenc
Szakaly, the “frontier strip of Ottoman Hungary” (Hung. “hédoltsdgi peremvidék”)
which is not to be mistaken for the “core territories of Ottoman Hungary” (Hung.
“hédoltsdg”).” The Peace Treaty of Zsitvatorok had to be prolonged five times till

6 About his activity see: Szabados: Habsburg—oszmdn kommunikdcid, p. 193, 197, Janos
Szabados, ““...Inquisition wider Emericum Balassa in puncto des erschossenen Diezens...”
(Vizsgélat Balassa Imre ellen a lelétt Dietz tigyében),” Hadtiorténelmi Kozlemények CXXIX/
2 (2016), pp. 563-566; Janos Szabados, “Erdélyi vonatkozdst levélmdsolatok egy budai
Habsburg kém (Hans Caspar) tevékenysége nyomdn,” Fons, XXII1/2 (2016) pp. 262-263,
271-276; Janos Szabados, “A 17. szézadi Habsburg-hirszerzés “gyongyszeme” — Hans Caspar
budai titkos levelezd (1646-1659) munkdssdga. Vdzlat egy nagyobb ésszefoglaldshoz,” Aezas,
XXXI/3 (2016), pp. 81-91.

7 For the Hungarian term “hddoltsdgi peremvidék”, see: Ferenc Szakdly, Magyar adéztatds
a 176k hédoltsdgban (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiadd, 1981), pp. 23—43; For the English
translation of this term, see: Eva Sz. Simon, “Flight or Submission: Changing Identities
in the Ottoman—Hungarian Borderlands. The County of Zala in the 1570s”, Robert
Born, Andreas Puth (eds.), Osmanischer Orient und Ostmitteleuropa: Perzeptionen und
Interaktionen in den Grenzzonen zwischen dem 16. und 18. Jahrhundert (Stuttgart: Franz
Steiner Verlag, 2014), p. 35, 7 footnote; The latest works about the “frontier strip of
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1648 (1615, 1618,” 1625,'° 1627," 1642'%), but in spite of these prolongations,

Ottoman Hungary” see: Péter Illik, 7orik diilds a Dundntilon: torok kartételek a nyugat-
dundntili hédoltsdgi peremvidéken a 17. szdzad elsé felében (Szigetmonostor: WZ kényvek,
2010); Péter 1llik, Minden nap hdbori: a Magyar Kirdlysdgbeli torok kdrtételek anatdmidija:
1627-1642 (Budapest: UHarmattan, 2013); Eva Sz. Simon, A Hodoltsdgon kiviili “hédoltsdg”:
Oszmin terjeszkedés a Délnyugat-Dundntitlon a 16. szdzad mdsodik felében, (Budapest: MTA
Bolesészettudomdnyi Kutatokszpont, Toérténettudoményi Intézet, 2014).

8 Dumont, Corps universel diplomatique, 264-266, 280-282; Treaties etc. berween Turkey
and Foreign Powers, pp. 7-12, 12-19; Salamon, Két magyar diplomata, pp. XIX-XX, 265—
273; Dé4vid Angyal, “Az 1615-iki bécsi torok békének titkos pontjai,” Imre Lukinich (ed.),
Emlékkinyv Dr. grof Klebelsberg Kuno negyedszdzados kultiirpolitikai miikodésénck emlékére:
Sziiletésénck Gtvenedik évforduldjdn (Budapest: Budapesti Hirlap, 1925), pp. 367-382.

9 Dumont, Corps universel diplomatique, pp. 309-310; Treaties etc. between Tiurkey and Foreign
Powers, pp. 20-23; Salamon, Két magyar diplomata, pp. 274-278.

10 Dumont, Corps universel diplomatique, pp. 475—476; Treaties etc. between Turkey and Foreign
Powers, pp. 23-26; Anton Gévay (ed.), Az 1625-diki mdjus 26-dikdn kolt gyarmati békekorés
czikkelyei, dedkil, magyaril és rorokiil (Wien: unknown publisher, 1837); Pal Jdszay, “A’
gyarmati béke,” Tudomdnytdr, 11/1 (1837), pp. 39-75.

11 Dumont: Corps universel diplomatique, pp. 501-503; Treaties etc. between Turkey and Foreign
Powers, pp. 26-31; Hammer-Purgstall, Joseph von, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches:
GrofSentheils von bisher unbeniizten Handschriften und Archiven, Bd. 5: Vom Regierungsantritte
Murad des Vierten bis zur Ernennung Mohammed Koprilis zum Grosswesir, 1623—-1656 (Pest:
Hartleben, 1829), pp. 95-98; Anton Gévay (ed.), Az 1627-dik évi seprember 13-dikin kilt
sz0nyi békekotés czikkelyei, dedkiil, magyaril és torokiil, (Wien: unknown publisher, 1837); P4l
Jaszay, “A’ sz8nyi béke, 1627,” Tudomdnytdr, IV/2 (1838), pp. 167-274; For the negotiations,
see: Gergely Brandl et al., “Vilogatott forrdsok az 1627. évi sz8nyi békekotés torténetéhez,”
Lymbus: Magyarsdgtudomdnyi Forrdskozlemények, XV (2017), pp. 154-195.

12 Jean Dumont (ed.), Corps universel diplomatique du droit des gens; contenant un recueil des
traitez dalliance, de paix, de treve, de neutralité, de commerce, dechange, de protection, de
garantie, de toutes les conventions, transactions, pactes, concordats, autres contratsm qui ont
été faits en Europe, depuis le Regne de I'Empereur Charle magne jusques & présent, Tome VI,
Partie I (Amsterdam, unknown publisher, 1728), p. 246; Treaties etc. between Turkey and
Foreign Powers, pp. 31-35.; Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, p. 305;
For the negotiations and edition of the documents, see: Majldth, Béla: Az 1642-ik évi
sz0nyi békekotés torténete (Budapest: MTA, 1885); It is necessary to note that systematic
and comparative analysis of the aforementioned Habsburg—Ottoman Peace treaties will be
necessary in the future. This means not only the examination of the different text variants of
the treaties, but also the circumstances of the negotiations. For this reason, a research group
at the University of Szeged has been established (MTA-SZTE Oszmén-kori Kutatécsoport/
HAS University of Szeged Research Group of the Ottoman Age) under the direction of
Prof. Sdndor Papp. As these examinations will take place in the future, I will use the term
“prolongation” in the following.
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the plundering was continued mutually. Although, both empires were interested in
keeping the peace during the Thirty Years War, but after the Peace of Westphalia
(1648), the political situation became more critical than it had been before, because
after 1648, the garrisoning of the Imperial troops in the Kingdom of Hungary
seemed to further aggravate the tensions in the frontier strip.'

The Habsburg and the Ottoman central governments intended to maintain
peace, because they were not strong enough to be at war with each other due to
their financial and political situation. Furthermore, the Ottomans were actually
at war with the Venetians (the so-called Cretan War 1645-1669)", and they
also had internal conflicts, such as the rebellions of the janissary and spahi. As a
consequence of such rebellions that threatened with political anarchy, the position
of the Grand Vizier was occupied two times in the autumn of 1651, because the

sultan (Mehmet IV) was still an infant and these military corps tried to increase

13 For the garrisoning of the imperial troops, see: Istvin Czigdny, Reform vagy kudarc?
Kisérletek a magyarorszdgi katonasdg beillesztésére a Habsburg Birodalom haderejébe 1600~
1700 (Budapest: Balassi Kiadd, 2004), pp. 99-106; Anna Fundarek (Funddrkovd), “Egy
kirdlysdgi politikus és az erdélyi fejedelmi udvar a 17. szdzad kdzepén: Pélffy Pal orszdgbird
és nddor erdélyi kapcsolatai (1646-1653)”, Szdzadok, CXLI1/4 (2008), pp. 959-963; Anna
Fundarek (Funddrkovd), Ein ungarischer Aristokrar am Wiener Hof des 17. Jahrhunderts: Die
Briefe von Paul Pilfly an Maximilian von Trauttmansdorff; 1647-1650 (Wien: Publikationen
der Ungarischen Geschichtsforschung in Wien, 2009), pp. LV-LX; Although the original
aim of the above mentioned garrisoning was the defence against the Ottomans, the Prince
of Transylvania, Gyorgy (George) Rakdczy II. (1648-1660) tried to hinder it, because
he was afraid of an attack against his country. Thus, the executor of that procedure, the
Hungarian Palatine, P4l (Paul) Palffy (1649-1653), had quite good relations with the family
of the prince, but the real aim of this relation has not been clarified exactly so far. For that
subject and the relation of the Hungarian political elite to the prince of Transylvania, see:
Katalin Péter, A magyar romldsnak szizadiban (Budapest: Gondolat, 1975), pp. 81-103;
Sdndor Papp, “II. Rakdczi Gyorgy és a Porta”, Gdbor Kirmédn and Andrds Péter Szabé
(eds.), Szerencsének elegyes forgdsa: 11. Rikdczi Gyorgy és kora (Budapest: CHarmattan, 2009),
pp- 135-136; Péter Szabd, II. Rdkdczi Gydrgy “discursusa az magyarorszdgi dolgok felsl”
(1653. december 30.),” Kdrmdn and Szabd (eds.), Szerencsének elegyes forgdsa, pp. 281-282;
Gdbor Kérmdn, Erdélyi kiilpolitika a vesztfiliai béke utdn (Budapest: LHarmattan, 2011),
pp- 204-226; Lothar Hobelt, Ferdinand I11. (1608-1657): Friedenskaiser wider Willen (Graz:
Ares Verlag, 2008), pp. 366-376.

14 For the Cretan War, see: Eckehard Eickhoff, Venedig, Wien und die Osmanen: Umbruch
in Siidosteuropa 1645-1700 (Miinchen: Klett-Cotta, 19732), pp. 17-264; Setton, Kenneth
M., Venice, Austria and the Turks in the Seventeenth Century (Philadelphia: The American
Philosophical Society, 1991), pp. 137-243.
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their influence on the government." For these reasons, when either side resorted
to plundering, the Habsburg generals or the Pashas of Buda were complaining
in Vienna or in Constantinople through their couriers. The Viziers of Buda sent
their complaints to Vienna and Constantinople, and the Habsburgs sent theirs
to Buda and, respectively, to Constantinople, where their resident ambassador in
the 1650s, Simon Reniger (1649—1666)'¢, handed them over to the Grand Vizier.

The whole system of communication between Vienna and Constantinople
was controlled by the imperial interpreter, Michel D’Asquier (1625-1664)" and
Johann Rudolf Schmid, who was the former resident ambassador in Constantinople
(1629-1643) and a Councillor of the Aulic War Council. Schmid negotiated
about the peace in Constantinople in 1649, and also ratified the prolonged peace
in 1650/1651 as an ambassador.'® However, it seemed that all this prolongation

had been for nothing, because of the above mentioned political situation.

In order to be kept better informed, the Aulic War Council has organised a
network for forwarding letters and clandestine intelligence. The system of the so-
called “Secret Correspondence” (Geheime Korrespondenz) had been established in
the second half of the 1620s. The members of this net also supported the Habsburg

correspondence between Vienna and Constantinople with their posts at Buda,

15 Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches, pp. 537—552; Eickhoff, Venedig,
Wien und die Osmanen, pp. 106-111; Jénos B. Szabé and Baldzs Suddr, “’Independens
fejedelem az Portdn kiviil’ II. Rdkéczi Gydrgy oszmdn kapesolatai: Esettanulmdny az
Erdélyi fejedelemség és az Oszmdn Birodalom viszonydnak torténetéhez. (2. rész),” Szdzadok,
CXLVII/ 4 (2013), pp. 936-938, 943-944.

16 For the the final report of Reniger, see: Alois Veltzé (ed.), Die Hauptrelation des kaiserlichen
Residenten in Constantinopel Simon Reniger von Reningen, 1649-1666 (Wien: Mitteilungen
des kaiserlichen und kéniglichen Kriegsarchivs, 1900); For his activity, see: Artens-Léckmann,
Simon Reningers Residentschaft in Konstantinopel, passim; Zsuzsanna Czirdki: “Zur Person und
Erwihlung des kaiserlichen Residenten in Konstantinopel: Simon Reniger von Renningen
(1649-1666),” Wiener Archivforschungen: Festschrift fiir den ungarischen Archivdelegierten
in Wien, Istvin Fazekas, hg. von Zsuzsanna Czirdki, Anna Funddrek, Orsolya Manhercz,
Zsuzsanna Peres, Mdrta Vajndgi (Wien: Institut fir Ungarische Geschichtsforschung in
Wien, 2014), pp. 157-164; Czirdki, “Habsburg—Oszmdn diplomdcia”, pp. 835-871.

17 Meienberger: Johann Rudolf Schmid zum Schwarzenhorn, pp. 80-82; Hiller, Palatin Nikolaus
Esterhdzy, pp. 71-75; Alastair Hamilton, “Michel d’Asquier, Imperial Interpreter and
Bibliophile,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes, LXXII (2009), pp. 237-241.

18 For the activity of Schmid, see: Meienberger: Johann Rudolf Schmid zum Schwarzenhorn, pp.
117-119; Czirdki: Habsburg—oszmdn diplomdcia, pp. 853—862.
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Belgrade, and Sophia. These places lay along the route which the imperial couriers
used, and most of the time, they collected the reports from the correspondents.”

In this period, the pseudonym of the correspondent at Buda was Hans
Caspar (his original name was Alexander Fischer) who was born in Vienna, but
the Ottoman officials called him Huseyn chiaus, because at that time he was the
interpreter of the Pasha of Buda. In addition to this, the Habsburgs recruited him
in the mid-1640s into their network of spies, and most of the time he delivered
quite valuable pieces of information in his reports, which were signed as if they
had been sent from Tata (Totif3). According to the sources, he also had contacts
in Transylvania, because he could speak Hungarian as well.”” He committed to
paper several reports, which are quite important for understanding the political
situation of the frontier stripes of Ottoman Hungary.”!

The case of Johann Dietz

At the beginning of October 1651, the Ottoman soldiers plundered Tokaj, and
kidnapped several Hungarian nobles and their families. That is why the imperial
courier, Johann Dietz, had to be sent with letters of complaint to the Pasha of Buda,
Kara Murat Pasha (6 August 1650 — 9 September 1653)*, and the Sublime Porte.*

19 For the Secret Correspondence, see: Meienberger: Johann Rudolf Schmid zum Schwarzenhorn,
pp- 83-86; Istvan Hiller, “A “Titkos Levelezdk’ intézménye,” Péter Tusor et al. (eds.),
R. Virkonyi Agnes Emlékkinyv sziiletésének 70. évforduldja iinnepére (Budapest: ELTE
Bolesészettudomdnyi Kar, 1998), pp. 204-216; Déra Kerekes, “A csdszdri tolmécsok a
magyarorszdgi visszafoglalé hdbortk idején,” Szdzadok, CXXXVIII/5 (2004), p. 1206, pp.
1212-1218; Kerekes, “Kémek Konstantindpolyban”, pp. 1219-1257; Kerekes, Diplomatdk
és kémek, pp. 138-148; Kerekes, “Titkosszolgdlat volt-¢”, pp. 106-128. The terms and
functions (“correspondent” and “correspondence”) also need to be cross-examined with the
sources.

20 For his Hungarian report to the prince Gyodrgy Rékéczi 11, see: Huseyn chiaus to Gydrgy
Rakéczi 11, Buda, the 29 of July 1654. Sdndor Szildgyi (ed.), Erdély és az északkeleti hdborii
1. Levelek és okiratok: Transylvania et bellum boreo-orientale. Acta et documenta (Budapest:
Magyar Tudomdnyos Akadémia, 1890), pp. 357-358.

21 For the literature about his activity, see the Footnote 6.

22 Antal Gévay, A budai pasdk (Bécs: unknown publisher, 1841), p. 40.

23 Reply for Reniger and information for him about the mission of Dietz. Vienna, 25% of
October. Osterreichisches Staatsarchiv (OStA), Kriegsarchiv (KA), Protokollbiicher des
Hofkriegstats (HKR, Prot.), Band (Bd.) 304, 1651. Registratur (Reg.), folio (fol.) 164.
Numero (No. 94.); Instructions for Dietz from the Aulic War Council. Vienna, 25 of
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Dietz departed from Vienna at the end of October, and he arrived in Esztergom
(Gran) a couple of days later. From there, he continued his journey to Buda.
Nevertheless, along the Danube bend at Nagymaros, some plundering Hungarian
herdsmen attacked his Ottoman convoy, and in spite of his warning, he was also
shot at and hit in his right hand. After Ottoman soldiers from Visegrdd had come
to save them, he spent the night at Visegrdd, where his wound was treated by an
Ottoman paramedic. The following day, he travelled to Buda, where he wrote his
report on what happened to him exactly.** He stayed at Buda for two more weeks
in the hopes of healing. However, the courier died at the end of November of his
gunshot wound, so he was unable to fulfil his mission. Thus, it was necessary to
find another solution in order to forward the letters to Constantinople.

In one of his reports written from Buda to Johann Christoph Puchheim, com-
mander of Comorn (1639—-1651)* and vice-president of the Aulic War Council
(1651-1657)% and to Johann Rudolf Schmid Dietz mentioned that he had been
in contact with the secret correspondent, who also wrote about his conversations
with the courier in his reports.”” After the death of Dietz, Hans Caspar took care
of the courier’s personal properties, and tried to save the letters which Dietz had
been charged to deliver to the Sublime Porte.?®

October 1651. OStA, Haus- Hof- und Staatsarchiv (HHStA), Tiirkei I, Karton (Kt.) 124,
Konvolut (Konv.) 1, fol. 209-210; For the letter for the Vizier, see: OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei
I, Kt. 124, Konw. 1, fol. 213; For the letter of General Wesselényi from 10th October, see:
OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 1, fol. 213; For the letter of the captain of the
fortress Gyarmat from 3rd October, see: OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv.1, fol.
214; About Wesselényi see: Géza Pélffy, “Keriileti és végvidéki f8kapitdnyok és f8kapitdny-
helyettesek Magyarorszdgon a 16-17. szdzadban,” Torténelmi Szemle XXXIX/ 2 (1997) p.
273; The captain of Gyarmat was Francis (Ferenc) Esterhdzy at that time. Cf. Séndor Balogh,
Balassagyarmat torténete, 8961962, (Balassagyarmat: Balassagyarmat Vdrosinak Tandcsa,
1977), p. 35.

24 Dietz to Johann Christoph Puchheim. Buda, 13" of November 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei
I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 32—-33.

25 Palffy, “Kertileti és végvidéki f8kapitdnyok”, p. 284.

26 Henry Frederick Schwarz, The Imperial Privy Council in the Seventeenth Century (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1943), p. 325.

27 Dietz to Schmid. Buda, 14% of November 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2,
fol. 29; Dietz to Puchheim. Buda, 16" of November 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124,
Konv. 2, fol. 36; Hans Caspar to Puchheim. Buda, 17" of November 1651. OStA, HHStA,
Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 73.

28 Hans Caspar to Schmid. Buda, 27% of November 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124,
Konv. 2, fol. 91-92.
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Why was this case important as regards the flow of information?

Simon Reniger, the resident ambassador in Constantinople, was informed
about the injury of Dietz on the 14™ of December, and about his death on the
20" of December,? but these were unofficial news from Ottoman couriers sent
by Murat to the Sublime Porte. Simultaneously, the news about the courier’s case
appeared in the columns of the Holy Roman Empire’s weekly papers (Ordentliche
Waochentliche Postzeitung,® Ordinari Dienstags Zeitung,* Europiische Sambstiigliche
Zeitung®®), and later in the collection of sources called 7Theatrum Europaeum.”

29 Reniger to Ferdinand III. Constantinople, 14™ of December 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei
I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 125; Reniger to Ferdinand III. Constantinople, 20" of December
1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 148.

30 Aus Wien von 6. Dezember. Vor wenig Tagen ist derjenige Courirer so von der Rim.
Kayserl. Mayest. nacher Constantinopel abgefertiget worden, auff der Tiirckischen Seiten von
den Ungarischen Heyducken, welche auff die Tiircken gestraiffet angegriffen und erschossen,
hernachmahbls aber diese von den Tiirkischen Guarnisonen ereylet, 5 niedergehauet und 5
gefangen worden, defSwegen Ihre Kayserl. Mayest. an den Bassa zu Ofen geschrieben, ihro solche 5
gefangene Heyducken diberlieffern zu lassen, dessen Erfolg noch zuerwarten stebet.” Ordentliche
Wochentliche Postzeitung, 1651. LI. 11. 18.-12. 16., Frankfurt (Accessed in May 16, 2015).

31 “Aus Wien vom 6. Decembris [...] Dieser lagen ist Ihrer Kayserl. Majest. nacher Constantiopel
abgefertigter vornehmer courirer herr Dietz off der Tiirckischen Griinz von etlichen Heyducken
s0 auff die Tiircken gestreifft angegriffen und erschossen worden. Die seynd aber nachmahblen
von denen in den Tiirckischen Guarnisonen liegenden Tiircken ereylet, 5 davon niedergemachr,
undd 5 gefangen worden, wefSwegen Ihre Kayserl. Majest. an den Bassa zu Offen geschrieben,
Ihro die fiinff gefangene Heyducken ohne Verzug lieffern zulassen. Man besorget, dafS ein Practick
darbinder stecke.” Ordinari Dienstags Zeitung prima von No 51 Anno 1651. {01.12.1651
— 06.12.1651.} [02. 12. 1651- 16.12.1651], Frankfurt: http://brema.suub.uni-bremen.de/
zeitungenl7/periodical/pageview/955888 (Accessed in May 16, 2015).

32 “Pragvom 9. Decembris [... ] Dieser Tagen haben etliche auff die Tiircken gestreiffene Ungarische
Heyducken ibhrer Kayserl. Maytt. vormehmsten nach Constantinopel abgefertigten Courrier Dietz
genant auff der Grinz angegriffen, unnd erschossen, denen zwar die Tiircken nachgesezt, auch
von gedachten Hayducken 5 niedergemacht, und so viel gefangen, weil man aber die Beysorge,
dafS eine Practicq hier mit unter lauffe, als haben Ihrer Kiyserl. Maytr. defSwegen an den Bassa
zu Ofen geschrieben, und die 5 Gefangene auszuliebern [!] begehrz.” Europdische Sambstigige
Zeitung, Secunda Nr. 51. 1651., [09.12.-17.12.], Hamburg http://brema.suub.uni-bremen.
de/zeitungenl7/periodical/pageview/1030249 (Accessed in May 16, 2015).

33 “Fast damahln, ist der Kaiserl. Majest. nach Constantinopel abgefertigter fiirnehmster currier
Dietz, auff der Tiirckischen seiten von etlichen Hungarischen Heyducken, so auff die Tiircken
gestreifft, angegriffen und erschossen: Die aber folgends von den Tiirckischen garnisonen ereilet,
5. nidergehauen, und 5. gefangen worden, wefSwegen Ihre Kaiserl. Majest. an den Bassa nach
Ofen geschriben, und Ihro diese 5. gefangene Heyducken ohne verzug zu liefern begehren lassen.”
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However, these news items were quite unreliable, because they contradicted Dietz’s
own report. The origin of the news was not known, and it is also uncertain whose
interest it was to present them in such a form. The Archbishop of Mainz, who
was the Imperial Chancellor and also the protector of the Imperial post™, and

who would later side with Louis XIV, seemed to be, at that time, a supporter of
the Habsburgs.®

Simon Reniger was officially informed about the death of Dietz only on the
18" of January 1652 by another imperial courier, Natal de Paulo.*® In addition to
this, Paul Palffy (the Hungarian Palatine) was also commissioned to send copies
through Transylvania.” These letters seemed to have arrived on the 21th of January
to Constantinople.” The demonstrated characteristics of the communication flow
and the quite late arrival of the letters can be explained by more reasons which I
shall relate in the following.

Theatrum Europeaum, Band 7 (1651-1657) (Frankfurt am Main: Johann Gérlin, 1685
(1663]), p. 32.

34 Wolfgang Behringer, “Post, Zeitung und Reichsverfassung: Machtkimpfe zu Beginn des
Zeitungswesens,” Klaus Beyrer and Martin Dallmeier (eds.), Al die Post noch Zeitung machte
(Frankfurt am Main: Deutsches Postmuseum, 1994), p. 42. For the importance of the
Archbishop of Mainz, see: Hobelt, Ferdinand I11., p. 281.

35 Georg Mentz, Johann Philipp Schinborn: Kurfiirst von Mainz, Bischof von Wiirzburg und
Worms, 1605-1673, Erster Teil (Jena: Gustav Fischer Verlag, 1896), pp. 45-58.

36 The commission of courier Natal. Vienna, 1 of December 1651. OStA, KA, HKR,
Prot., Bd. 304, 1651. Reg., fol. 180r. No. 1; “..Den 18. verwichenen monats gegen dem
abendt ist der currier Natal gliicklich ankhommen, hiemit hab von EKM ich in tieffester
reverenz undterschiedliche ksl. befelch empfangen. Und erstlich mit dem duplicat vom 25.
Octobris wegen der excess in Ober Ungarn, vom 17. und ein duplicat sambt dem triplicar
vom 27. Novembris. Item jedes mit seinem duplicat vom 2., 4., und 11. Decembris.” Reniger
to Ferdinand 111, Constantinople, 11 of Februar 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 125,
Konv. 1, fol. 79.

37 Rékéczi sent a letter to the Prince, in which he asked him to forward some letters which
originally had been committed to Dietz. Cf. Pélffy to Rakéczi. Malaczky, 2™ of December
1651. Magyar Nemzeti Levéltdr Orszdgos Levéltdira (MNL OL), E 190, fasciculus (fasc.)
27. No. 6307. Sdndor Papp referred to that letter in his paper related to Gyérgy (Georg)
Rakéezi 11, cf. Papp, “II. Rékéczi Gydrgy és a Porta”, pp. 135-136.

38 “...So ist auch das triplicar vom 25. Octobris, wie ingleichen das duplicat sambt dem triplicar
vom 17., und leztliches dero ksl. schreiben vom 27. Novembris den 21. passato durch Sibenbiirgen
zurecht eingelangt...” Reniger to Ferdinand III, Constantinople, 11" of Februar 1651. OStA,
HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 125, Konv. 1, fol. 79.
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The reasons of the letters’ obstruction

When Dietz arrived in Buda, the Pasha asked him whether he had come only
to him, or intended to travel to Constantinople. This question was definitely
not accidental because Murat Pasha was well aware of the fact that the courier
conveyed complaints against him, which he did not want to reach Constantinople.
That is why he tried, at first, to advise the courier not to continue his journey, but,

according to his reports, Dietz seemed to be uncompromising.”

The Pasha later offered the courier to take over the letters from him in order
to preserve them until he would get news from Constantinople. In the capital
of the Ottoman Empire, Gurgi Mehmet*’ acquired the position of the Grand
Vizier, which rendered the post of Murat Pasha questionable, as the Pasha wanted
to know whether he should stay there, or not, because he partook in the murder
of Sultan Ibrahim in 1648 as the Aga of the janissary, and thus he was afraid of
retribution.*’ However, Dietz obviously did not give him the letters. On the basis
of Caspar’s report, the other reason for obstructing the correspondence was that
Murat personally gave orders to his subordinate Pashas and Beys to plunder in
Hungarian territories. He had also been afraid of the consequences, for example,
the revenge of Wenzel Eusebius Lobkowitz, the President of the Aulic War Council,
or the probable retribution from Constantinople.” However, after Hans Caspar

39 Dietz an Puchheim. Buda, 16 of November 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv.
2, fol. 36.

40 He was Grand Vizier between 20" of October 1651 and 20 of June 1652. Cf. Szabé and
Suddr, ““Independens fejedelem az Portdan kiviil”, p. 998.

41 For Murat Pasha, see: Lothar Hobelt, “Friedliche Koexistenz — unfriedliche Grenze: der
Hintergrund der Schlacht von Vezekény 1652,” Burgenlindische Heimatblirter LXXII1/1
(2012), pp. 8-21; For the transition of power in autumn 1651 and the uncertain position of
Murat Pasha, see: Reniger to Ferdinand III. Constantinople, 21** of September 1651. OStA,
HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 1, fol. 119-120.; Reniger to Ferdinand III. Constantinople,
29* of September 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 1, fol. 126; Reniger to
Ferdinand III. Constantinople, 6 of October 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv.
1, fol. 187-189.; Reniger to Ferdinand III. Constantinople, 18" of October 1651. OStA,
HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 1, fol. 205; Reniger to Ferdinand III. Constantinople, 16®
of November 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 65; Reniger to Ferdinand
I1I. Constantinople, 20" of November 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2,
fol. 68; Reniger to Ferdinand III. Constantinople, 10" of December 1651. OStA, HHStA,
Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 104; Hans Caspar to J. Ch. Puchheim s. 1. (Buda?), 1651.
OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 60—61.

42 Hans Caspar to J. Ch. Puchheim. Tata (Buda), 17" of November 1651. OStA, HHStA,
Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 73-74.
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had read the letter of Lobkowitz aloud, the Pasha declared in private, that if he
was appointed Grand Vizier once again, he would call Ottoman and Tatar troops

in order to ruin Hungary.®

This matter is also interesting, because Murat Pasha had been negotiating with
Johann Rudolf Schmid in 1649 about the prolongation of the peace (he was the
Grand Vizier at that time), and he made an effort to become Grand Vizier again.
His efforts seemed to be successful, as he got the expected position in 1655 one
more time, but, fortunately, he did not fulfil the promise he had made.*

After the death of Dietz, Hans Caspar, according to his report, took possession
of the letters before the defterdar could have confiscated them. Caspar had also
been commissioned by the Pasha to prepare the dead body to be delivered along
with the letters to the fortress of Comorn (Komdrom/Komdrno) as well, which
he did indeed perform.* With this solution, Murat Pasha could kill two birds
with one stone. Not only was he able to demonstrate a fact related to Hungarian
plundering, but he could also hinder the delivery of the letters to Constantinople.

It might be possible that finally the language student (Sprachknabe), Heinrich
Julius Wachin, who was sent as a courier by Reniger and came from Constantinople,
delivered both the dead body and the original letters to Comorn.*® From there,
the letters might have fallen into the hands of the Palatine, Palfty, who then sent
them to Prince Georg Rékéczi I, in order to forward them to the Sublime Porte.

Another imperial courier, the aforementioned Natal de Paulo, was tasked with
the delivery of some duplicates and triplicates. He most likely received the letters
only in Buda. According to Hans Caspar’s report, the appointment of Natal was
effective, because otherwise the letters would not have been forwarded to Con-
stantinople. The Pasha did not want to send them to the Ottoman capital at all,

43 Hans Caspar to Lobkowitz. Tata (Buda), 12 of December 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei 1,
Kt. 125, Konv. 1, fol. 60.

44 For the negotiations of the peace in 1649, see: Meienberger, Johann Rudolf Schmid zum
Schwarzenhorn, pp. 117-121; For the next period of Murat es Grandvezier, see: Hobelt,
“Friedliche Koexistenz,” pp. 17-21.; Szabé and Suddr, “Independens fejedelem az Portdn
kiviil”, pp. 961-962.

45 Hans Caspar to Schmid. Tata (Buda), 27" of November 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt.
124, Konv. 2, fol. 91-92.

46 Reniger to Schmid. Constantinople, 29" of October 1651. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, K. 124,
Konv. 1, fol. 240; Hans Caspar to Schmid. Tata (Buda), 27. November 1651. OStA, HHStA,
Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 2, fol. 91.
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and it is also possible that Hans Caspar hindered the letters too, as he mentioned
some imperial letters which he could not forward until that time. When the new
courier arrived in Buda, Murat apologized for withholding the letters. Moreover,
he declared he had not had any couriers who could have delivered the letters to
the Porte.” That statement seems to be true. Though Reniger was informed by the
Pasha’s couriers about the occurrences connected to Dietz, Murat was still waiting
for the return of his courier on the 21th of January.”® Nevertheless, the Pasha
obstructed Natal’s journey, and he told the courier emphatically that he should
not complain about him at the Sublime Port at all, in order to avoid troubles on
his journey back.® This statement can be considered as an unconcealed threat.
Such procedures were usual at that time, despite the aforementioned agreement
about the protection of the couriers signed in 1615.

Conclusion

As it has been shown, the communication between the Habsburg and the
Ottoman Empires in the mid-17™ century was hindered by several problems. First,
peace was an illusion in the area of the “frontier strip of Ottoman Hungary”, since
incursions from and multiple cases of plundering of both sides were quite regular.
It might also explain why Dietz was so easily ambushed and shot by Hungarian
herdsmen. Secondly, the correspondence between Vienna and Constantinople was
obstructed by the Vizier of Buda. It indicates that the government of the Ottoman
Empire at that time was not strong enough to regulate the governors of Ottoman

Hungary and other territories.

Eventually, the assignment was completed nonetheless, partly due to the help
of the secret correspondent, because the courier, Natal de Paulo, succeeded in

delivering the letters to the Ottoman capital, and the ones sent via Transylvania

47 Hans Caspar to J. Ch. Puchheim. Tata (Buda), 7* of January 1652. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei
I, Kt. 125, Konv. 1. fol. 54.

48 Hans Caspar to J. Ch. Puchheim. Tata (Buda), 21* of January 1652. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei
I, Kt. 125, Konw. 1, fol. 59.

49 Extract of the report of Hans Caspar from the 2" of January 1652. OStA, KA, HKR Prot.,
Bd. 303.1651-1652. Exp., 1652. fol. 26r No. 73; Natal to J. Ch. Puchheim(?), Belgrade, 4
of January 1652. OStA, HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 125, Konv. 1, fol. 65, 68. (extract in German).
It was not the first case that Murad intentionally obstructed the letters between Vienna and
Constantinople. Cf. Reniger to Ferdinand III, Constantinople, 31. October 1651. OStA,
HHStA, Tiirkei I, Kt. 124, Konv. 1, fol. 245-246.
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also seem to have arrived in Constantinople. In spite of this, it is remarkable
that the news of Dietz’s death was published in a couple of newspapers in the
Holy Roman Empire, but, at the same time, the Habsburg resident ambassador
in Constantinople had to receive this news unofficially from the Pasha’s courier.
What is more, the case of Johann Dietz, imperial courier, can be considered as
an indicator of the complexities, and, coincidentally, the weak points of the
Habsburg—Ottoman diplomacy. Furthermore, the case also reflects the fact
that the loss of a courier could cause considerable interruptions in the flow of
information between the two empires.

Abstract m After the peace of Zsitvatorok (1606) the oriental diplomacy of the Habsburg
Monarchy was controlled by the Aulic War Council (Hofkriegsrat). As the couriers
played an indispensable role as transmitters of vital information in that period, the
Vienna Pact (1615) ordered the protection of the couriers to be extended to the official
couriers on both sides. Despite this agreement, the couriers had to face numerous
incidences during their journeys.

The case of Johannes Dietz was an example of such incidents. Dietz had been sent
to deliver documents to Constantinople, when in November 1651 he was attacked
by Hungarian Haiduks who shot him in his arm, and subsequently Dietz died of his
wounds. However, he committed to paper what happened to him exactly. Moreover,
there are other sources which also confirm this incident, for instance, the letter of the
secret correspondent (his cover-name was Hans Caspar) in Buda which includes pieces
of information about the death of the courier. Regarding the flow of information, it
is quite interesting that while the Habsburg resident ambassador (Simon Reniger)
was informed about Dietz’s case in an unofficial way by the Ottoman courier, it was
also issued in the newspapers of the Holy Roman Empire.

Forwarding the letters, which contained incriminating information and complaints
about the raids had been ordered by the Pasha, was not in the interest of him (Murat
pasha) at all. As a result, another courier was needed. He was also hindered by the
Pasha for a short while before his arrival at Constantinople on 18 January 1652. So
that the letters could be delivered to Constantinople, the palatine (P4l Pélffy) had to
direct them through the Principality of Transylvania. This manoeuvre proved to be
successful as the letters reached Constantinople on 21 January 1652.

Consequently, the study was to illustrate the case of the complexity and the weak
points of the Habsburg—Ottoman diplomacy, especially the role of the Pasha of Buda.
This case also reflected on the fact that the loss of a courier caused considerable inter-
ruptions in the flow of information between the Habsburg and the Ottoman Empires.

Keywords: Habsburg Empire, Ottoman Empire, Buda, frontier diplomacy, couriers,
espionage, excursions, flow of information, media history.
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