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In 1526, shortly alter losing the Mohics battle of bancful memory, the
{ungarian Diet with a majority of members of smaller nobility elected a
iew king for the nation in the person of Janos Szapolyai to the post of La-
os II, who lost his lifc in the battle against the Turks. Shortly after this the
10ble party, in the hope of gelting assistance [rom Western Europe against
he Osmanli empire, enthroned Ferdinand of Hapsburg. Therc began the
ight between the two kings for the power, [or the Hungarian crown. The
lecision of the Turkish Sultan put an end to their fighting; on hearing the
1ews of the death of Janos I, the Turkish armies invaded Hungary and for-
ned their V-shaped military springboard against the Hapsburg Empire.
[he son of J4nos, the baby Janos Zsigmond was handled by the Sultan as
» “guardian”. The occupation divided other provinces of the Hungarian
Kingdom of the Middle Ages into two parts. Into a Western, Hungarian
art that became under Hapsburg sceptre by right of Ferdinand, and irito
an Eastern Hungarian state configuration, the centre of which became the
Fastern governmental unit of the earlier kingdom, i.e. the Transylvanian
Voivodship. By this a new phase of history of the Hungarian state began,
hat was certainly unusual for the contemporarics, determined by outer
premisscs. The lifc of the Hungarians, the existence of Hungary as a state
was continued in two sovereign states: as the Hapsburg Hungary and as
the Principality of Transylvania.

In the part of the country being under the reign of the Hapsburgs the
Hungarian estates concentrated all their efforts on crossing the endecavo-
urs of the Vienna court reflecting dynastic policy for centralization; on
preventing them for taking steps aimed at infringing upon the estates’ pri-
vileges. According to the Hungarian sovercignty-thcory of the Middle
Ages, to the so called Saint Crown thesis — the crown becoming into the
hand of the Hapsburgs — the depositee of Hungary's cxistence as a state
was the Western state. In fact, the Hungarian sovereignty here dissolved in
the power policy of the Hapsburgs (independent “Hungarian” forcign or
military affairs could not even be mentioned), the feudal dict and the local
organs of the Hungarian noble power, the counties were fighting despera-
tely for protecting the privileges of the Estates (having somewhat “natio-
nal” appearance.)

The Eastern Hungarian State, according to the concepts of the Turkish
foreign policy, could be considered to a certain extent as an infeudation,
it could cxist as a scmi-independent state configuration. The Principality



of Transylvania formed a part of that “neutral zone” that had the purpose
of separating the territory of the Turkish Empire from the Christian Euro-
pe. In return for a symbolic taxation and loyalty with respect to foreign af-
fairs it could enjoy total freedom in internal affairs and limited foreign so-
vereignty. The limits of this latter one were represented by the diplomatic
activity and by the plans of the Porte. If the Principality of Transylvania
acted in accordance with this, or not offending against it, the Osmanli po-
wer did not limit its movement. No Turkish troops were garrisoned in the
territory of Transylvania, and “punishing” expeditions took place only in
case of political actions crossing the intentions of the Porte.

King Janos I moved the Royal Court first to Kolozsvér (Cluj) from be-
fore the attacks of Ferdinand, so that afterwards it could get to its final
place, to Gyulafehérvir (Alba Julia) to the capital of the Principality of
Transylvania when sanctioning the country’s being divided. With an outline
of constitutional law of central organs of the Principality of Transylvania
we intend to give a picture about the governmental form of the Transylva-
nian state, about the set-up of its government authorities, and about their
relationship. Due to certain limits given by the available size we concent-
rated our examination on a shorter period: on the period of the reign of
Prince G4bor Bethlen (1613-1629).

The election of G4bor Bethlen to be a Prince opened up a new period of
the development of the Transylvanian state. During his reign the international
status of Transylvania was strengthened, its internal relations became settled.
Bethlen strove with strong hand for establishing a centralized Transylvanian
state suitable for struggling against the Hapsburgs, and for building up a
princely power being independent of the estates, basing on well-founded
economic basis. The reign of Gibor Bethlen represented a special phase of
the history of the independent Transylvania: trial to build up the absolute
monarchy. Lacking the necessary conditions it could not be realized, however,
the primacy of the princely power was indisputable. The economic policy of
the Prince was characterized by the spontaneous, theoretically not well-foun-
ded application of mercantilism establishing the economic basis of the state
power striving for absolutism, that still brought significant results among the
specific condmon of Eastern Europe and among the special circumstances of
Transylvania.! The structure of the Transylvanian state of Bethlen conformed
to the requirements of the centralized economic administration. Herealter we
intend to outline some characteristic features of this state apparatus,
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Princely Power and the Diet

The independent Transylvanian state was Icad by the Prince. The ante-
cedents of the princely dignity are to be looked for in the Transylvanian
administrative organization of Hungary before 1526. As from the time of
the kings of the Arp4d dynasty it was the Transylvanian voivod who was
the deputy2 having full power of the Hungarian King in this part of the co-
untry — with the exception when a royal prince governed these territories.
The control of military and administrative matters belonged to the compe-
tence of the voivod, however, his authority covercd also jurisdiction, as
well. He was appointed by the king and he was directly subordinated to
him. He was to report in any matters concerning Transylvania before the
Royal council, and remedy against his judgements had to be applied for at
the King, as well. His assisting apparatus had already been formed in the
early stage of feudalism: the sub-voivod and the protonotary — giving al-
ready the outlines of the farther chancellery-, secretary, the group of no-
taries and subnotarics.

The wide-sprcad compcetence and significant power of the Transylvani-
an voivod had brought up the thought of becoming independent well alre-
ady before the country’s being divided into three parts, in the golden ages
of the kingdom: a good example for this was voivod L4szl6 defeated by K4-
roly R6bert, who, keeping the Transylvanian, as well the Saxon lands in his
hands, made himself called as a Prince and strove for total indcpendence 4
The independence of the Transylvaman state, however, became ripe only
by the second half of the 16th century> However, while in the Kingdom of
Hungary the central problem of the internal affairs still remained the
struggle between the royal power and the estates, in Transylvania a strong
prmcely power could be established. Since here the Prince, being the ma-
jor landowner,did not have any significant rivals. No mammoth-lands® si-
milar to those of Hungary were formed, and consequently, the aristocracy
of big landowners, similar to the Hungarian one representing a counter-
balance of the central power, was missing; no immunitics bound the hands
of the prince, the less developed feudal estates could not limit his power.
There was no rival to his authority also because practically he managed to
preserve undamaged the princely network of Iarge cstates covering app-
rox. 15-20 per cent of the territory of the country all through the time,
that ensured the prevailing basis of power. Basing on this, the Prince — at
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least in principle — had the liberty to appoint the Transylvanian functio-
naries according to his wish, could handle internal affairs without any limi-
tation, and within certain limits even foreign affairs, nobody was allowed
to intervene in the utilisation of the incomes of the treasury, conferments,
and promoting somebody to the dignity of Estates. However, the princely
power, naturally, reached only as far as those in power could extend it. So-
me rulers, as e.g. Istvin Bithory, IstvAn Bocskai, or the one from whom
Bethlen, himself, also learnt a lot, Zsigmond Bathory, exercised their po-
wer keeping the foreign commitments of Transylvania and the reasonable
possibilities in view. Others — opposite to this — often reduced, and ex-
hausted the strength of the country in struggles for power and in internal
fighting. It can be illustrated by Gabor Bithory, directly preceding Beth-
len, who made the internal relations of Transylvania totally confused, and
shook its foreign political status.

Bethlen, coming to the throne of the country, that got into anarchy, and
almost into extreme peril, stabilized the position of the principality with
strong, hard efforts, gradually accomplished, strengthened his power with
his economic measures. Among others, by his land economy he managed
to push the small group of aristocratic families (about 40-50 families) into
the background; both economically and politically he made them subject
to the Prince’s theories by the “possession law”® of the Kolozsvar Diet in
1615. This was the first step of that range of efforts due to which he made
a principality having strong material basis from the earlier Transylvanian
state that was much less independent than the Hapsburg Empire with res-
pect to its economy. The results: beside its incomes amounting sometimes
even to half a million a year the state had also reserves, while Vienna, at
the same time, had a debt of about seven million!’

In strengthening his position the support of Turkey played an important
role. The Divan'® had already appointed him to be a Prince in Drin4poly
(Adrianople), and gave him an army for enforcing the “election”. The Diet
was summoned in Kolozsvar by the representative of the Sultan, by Skan-
der pasha, and the “libera electio” took place on 23rd October, 1613 with
the assistance of the Turkish troops. After this, the Turkish army left the
country", and under the reign of Bethlen “no leg of horse of enemy tou-
ched the land of the country, nor her army was ruined”. The limits of his
power, however, were given by the facts included in the “athnamf'u, but
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being an exceptional politician, manoeuvreing with extraordinary sense he
managed to utilize the given possibilities at a great extent to his advantage.

Princely power of Gédbor Bethlen among the given circumstances was
almost unlimited. Beyond the matters falling within the authority of the
Prince in the strictest sense of the word (military, internal, foreign affairs)
he pulled all strings of the direction of economic life, he had the supreme
judicial power and had comprehensive right in legislature, too. This prin-
cely sovereignty was really very close to the authority of the Hungarian
King. The difference as compared to his princely predecessors was, that
Gébor Bethlen deliberately built his state becoming independent as to the
foreign affairs, following separate targets. He, too, considered Transylva-
nia as the grolcctor of the Hungarian matter, that of the union and inde-
pendcncc at the same time, however, he emphasized and made people
conscious of the independence of the Transylvanian princely power.

The leaders of the Transylvanian state before Bethlen had still consis-
tently considered Transylvania as a part of the Hungarian Kingdom, they
attached their ideology to the saint-crown-theory, carrying in itself by this
the contradiction between acknowledging the Hapsburgs as rulers of Hun-
gary and their own, widespread power, mostly their anti-Hapsburg policy.
For example Zsigmond Bathory was bearing only the title of the Transyl-
vanian voivod of the Hungarian King for a long time, and only from 1593
after the Prague agreement became the title “prince” commonly used. 1“
The Principality of Transylvania was an independent state, it was not con-
nected with the administration of Vienna — however, its princes generally
strove to get themselves approved of and, in some cases, appointed by the
Hapsburgs. But the princely ideology still did not render homage to the
Hapsburgs. Transylvania was considered to be the heir and depositee of
the feudal Hungarian state.! 3 Thus, they had to face with the ideas of po-
liticians of the Hungarian Kingdom, who saw the severe mutilation of Hun-
gary as a state, the grievance of the saint crown — at the same time, how-
ever, it was the independence of Transylvania, her Christian Prince that
could mean a hope of joining the Hungarian countries in this period.

So the theoretical base of the power of Gabor Bethlen was the power
ideology of the Protestant church, that rejected the calholic saint-crown
theory. So the paramountcy of the catholic Hapsburgs'® could not already
be the limit — not even in theory — to the power of the prince ruling in
the Calvinistic sensc.



Neither the meeting of unions of Transylvanian nations could curtail the
power of prince Bethlen, who was so highly respcclcd as no other princes
of Transylvania. The function of the Feudal Diet 17 under the reign of G4-
bor Bethlen was forced back mainly to the approval of decisions confor-
ming to the wish of the prince, resp. to the decisions of the prince himself.
The prince did not permit intervention in questions upon the merit. So the
Estates could not exercise influence especially over the matters of foreign
affairs (war, peace, international agreements), into which the prince did
not allow an insight even for his closest men. Although taxes were adopted
by the meeting (and it regularly effected so), but they did not play any role
in deciding the mode of using the received amount, and the circulation of
the incomes of the Treasury. The conditions of election in theory — see-
mingly — properly terminated Bclhlen s sphere of activity, the prince even
took the oath to observe them,'® so the political weapon of the Estates, in
theory, existed only, it was a dull weapon. On the one hand it proved to be
weaker than the princely power being on the top of its strength, and on the
other hand, due to the composition of the meeting things could not even
have come to a crisis.

Formally, the Diet and the Prince exercised legal power jointly. The
Prince, however, could always form his “majority” in the Diet. Those ta-
king part in the Diet were the adherents of the Estates (the delegates of
the Hungarian counties, the Székely residences and counties, the Saxon re-
sidences, counties and provinces, and those of the Partium), as well as tho-
se invited on the basis of their property, and of their rank arising from this,
and finally, the regalists, those having a “royal” letter of invitation, who we-
re all chosen from among the devoted supporters of the prince. Beyond
those who were invited due to their posts, ranks the prince had the oppor-
tunity to invite all those presence of whom were deemed necessary for en-
forcing his own wish, he could invite some royal functionaries, judges of
the County Court, his familiars. Their number was not limited by the law,
so a “majority” could be reached on the Diet. The importance of the re-
galists was increased by the fact, that the Transylvanian Diet belonged to
the category of less developed Diet of Estates, to the single chamber
tj,rpu.t,1 so all members invited had discussions and voted in one place, in
one chamber. Beyond the regalists the position of Bethlen was strengthe-
ned also by those functionaries of the centre and the county who had been
appointed by him, and who also took part in the Diets.
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He stopped the earlier practice according to which the Feudal Diet had
been convoked twice a year (this sometimes could mean even five times a
year, e. g. in 1614, 1615 or in 1616) and made the Estates accept the rule
of convoking of the dict only once a year.?’ It was quite enough for voting
taxes and for acknowledging the decisions of the prince presented to the
Estates.

The prince had the right to convoke the Feudal Diet, to determine the
place and time of the Dict, and the number and person of the regalists, to
appoint the chairman of the Diet, to present his own proposals, to approve
of each decisions made in the course of the discussions, then to sanction
the articles approved of by the Estates. Despite of this, however, the Diet
was allowed to vote for taxes, to enact the agreements concluded by Beth-
len, the Estates could also present proposals, furthermore, they had the
right, in the course of partial meetings of the nations held during the time
of the Diet, to negotiate postulates and they could ask for redressing same.

From the point of view of Bethlen the role of the Dict was really to give
legal form of the prince’s proposals.

The remark of a contemporary written on the back of one of the Dict’s
papers — wording of a statute — casts light upon the importance and
sham-power of the Transylvanian Feudal Diet: “Article, but nobody obser-
ves it, so it is in vain” 2! It is quite typical of the policy of Bethlen during
which the prestige of the feudal legislation declined, and simultaneously,
of course, legislation of the prince became more and more important, dec-
rees, instructions and orders of Bethlen got more important role than the
Articles. _

For the decline of the power of the Diet with respect to legislation the
activity exercised in the field of litigation meant some compensation for
the Diet. The Prince usually did not interfere, at least not straight out, in
more important matters disputed by the Estates — nota-cases, false coi-
ning, incest, witchcraft, adultery, bigamy, sometimes financial cases, etc. —
this, however, did not mean that he did not effect pressure on the judge-
ment of the Diet in some important matters of political affairs.??

Governmental Organs and Governmental Activity

The prince shared, to a certain extent, his tasks with respect to central
administration with various organs and main functionarics. In its rank, but
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not with respect to its importance, the Status Consilium (state princely co-
uncil) took the first place among the governmental organs. According to
the provisions of law the Prince was bound to take the opinion of the Con-
silium into consideration, he was not allowed to take measures in any ques-
tions of internal and foreign affairs without the consent of the Consilium,
he did not have the right to give significant grants, and even he was not
allowed to appoint major functionaries™. Basing on all these, it is clear
that with respect to its aim the Consilium would have been such an organ
on the Estates through which the “three nations” wanted to get influence
on the princely power, and so to direct the execution of power. Its task,
furthermore, according to the conception of the Estates, was the control
of the Prince such as in his legislative and executive activity. Under the re-
ign of G4bor Bethlen, however, the reality was quite different. The Prince
did not deem the assistance of the Consilium necessary in important mat-
ters, he simply neglected to convoke the meeting and to ask for their opi-
nion. The Consilium’s being of minor importance was illustrated by the
example of those petitions, in which the Consilium applied to the Prince
for listening to them and for considering their standpoint.%*

Bethlen strengthened his position against the Status Consilium in other
ways, too. According to the laws the counsellors, altogether 12 persons
from “the three nations”. were elected by the Diet basing on the nomina-
tion of the Prince. Into the Consilium, however, mainly aristocrats, ha-
ving dignities of the Court and royal familiars of the Prince, managed to
get in (governor, chancellor, marshal, steward of the royal household, cap-
tain-general of the royal armies, major-domo, chief judge-advocate, some
bailiffs). And the prince reserved for himself the right to appoint the main
functionaries of the central power, so his wish could be absolutely enfor-
ced. Beyond this, he considered the 12—pcrson membership. indicated by
the law to be only a guiding number: in l'act the Consilium had so many
members as the ruling person appomtcd Especially, Bethlen could not
be enforced to call together all his counsellors against his wish.

As a result of the above, the Status Consilium could not become a go-
vernmental organ of the country, a permanently operating office. It had
only minimal influence on the administration of Transylvania — especially
during the reign of Bethlen. Cases that might have become in front of him
were also reported by the real leader of administration, by the chancellor.
Among such circumstances the rank of a councellor did not represent real
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power — it remained merely a title, a distinction. However, Bethlen was
not against the counsellors, he wished only to avoid the influence of the
Diet, the feudal organ of the three nations aimed at limiting his activity. As
he wrote it himself: it was necessary for the prince “to strive to keep per-
fect counsellors with clean records in his court”.?’

He was careful when selecting his functionaries, and as first of all he
worked not with organs, but with functionaries, he took special care to se-
lecting his collaborators. His letters and actions proved that he strove to
put the right — and mainly honest — men into the offices;?® and he had
the more talented young men taught in the universities of Heidelberg and
Marburg, or in the college of Gyulafehérvir established by him, he wanted
to ensure the requested new generation. He did not consider the status of
origin or belonging to any religion: one of his chancellors was a catholic,
while the other one was a Sabbatarian.?® He demanded accurate work and
observing the laws and “good, old habits, rules”. He governed his state
with strong hand, carefully selected and severely controlled his officials.

Gébor Bethlen, already as a Prince, appointed a regent beside himself
in the person of his younger brother, Istvan Bethlen. The “gubernator” —
as the “number onc, privy councillor” of the prince — in the absence of
Bethlen, for example during military expeditions, held the internal admi-
nistration of Transylvania in his hand. He published decrees, moreover he
even held Diets, and he enforced the articles accepted there, however, the
prince being away directed the activity of the regent in writing with inst-
ructions.

During the existence of the Principality of Transylvania the head of ad-
ministration was, in fact, the chancellor. Being in the prince’s confidence,
the function of first councillor deserved recognition with reason. Since at
the head of the organ emerging from the earlier voivod chancellery, and
then becoming differentiated, mostly the significant personalities, politici-
ans, ideologists of Transylvania were functioning, such as Mihaly Csaky,
Ferenc Forgich, Farkas Kovasoczy, Istvan J6sika, or namely Simon Péchy,
the first chancellor of Bethlen. Occasionally it meant also the fact that un-
der the reign of soft-handed princes, or when the ruling prince concentra-
ted on government deals to a smaller extent, it was the chancellors who
actually governed the public affairs.

As from 1556 the organization of the chancellery fcll into two. The so
called major chancellery (Cancellaria Maior); the whole governmental ac-
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tivity, with the exception of jurisdiction, fell within the competence of this
well-organized centralized governmental body, acting with a significant ap-
paratus. It was headed by the Lord Chancellor (starting from the above
mentioned differentiating the Chancellor was called so), and he directed
the activity of the vice-chancellor, secretary-general, secretaries, vice-sec-
retaries, notaries and clerks. Bethlen, however, did not leave this organ,
managed by his trusted man, without control: it happened several times,
that he himself remarked the harmful consequences of certain wrong, rash
publications of the chancellery, and held the persons of chancellery con-
cerned responsible.?! It resulted from the importance of the role of the
chancellor and thus from his person that the prince reserved for himself
the right of appointing and exemption, resp. of unconditional dismissal.

The minor chancellery (Cancellaria Minor), the upper court of the prin-
ce, executed the paper-work being in connection with the litigation of the
Princely Court of Appeal. Its headquarters were those of the prince. Its
work was directed by two protonotaries of the Court of Appeal, those
charged with dealing in the matters of Transylvania and of Hungary, and
clerks and scriveners were working beside them.

The Gyulafehérvar Chapter that got to the hands of the Prince with se-
curalization of the church lands was designated for reserving state docu-
meants, deeds, provisions of the prince’s authorities already in 1557 and so
it became a national (state) archives.’? The same Diet selected and char-
ged “four outstanding men” with handling the state documents.> Princely
publications, written orders, laws and provisions, instructions, oath pat-
terns, royal books, documents of the treasury organs, accounts, statements
and receipts were placed in the archives of the chapter. The widespread
organizational activity of Bethlen is indicated by the excessively increased
volume of documents under his reign, the major part of which were the
correspondence of the pri.nce.?“l In the government G4bor Bethlen gave
great importance to the use of written records, consequently, also to the
operation of the chancellery and the archives. In his testament he ordered
that written documents concerning especially foreign affairs “should be
written into a book by the chancellor of the country, and they should be
kept in such a secure place lest it was lost”. He strictly ordered that the
legates, orators had to submit statements about the valuable presents taken
to the Turks, the instructions got from the Prince and the legation reports
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sent to the chancellery, and same can be looked at b}y anybody from among
the Estates “from the registers held by the clerks”.®

Beside the more significant functionaries and officials working in the
administration around the prince even more royal dignities were acting,
such as the major-domo, the captain-general, the main judge-advocate,
etc. From among them, due to his role, the steward of the royal houschold
excelled, who was the head of the princely court having been widened du-
ring the reign of Bethlen and becoming known all over Europe, he contro-
lled the life of the court, took the oath of those being in the service of the
prince, and controlled them. His main task was to take the necessary steps
for due reception and accommodation of foreign Icgalcs."'6

The development of the Transylvanian state had not yet reached that
level in which the central power would enforce its influence on administ-
ration systematically by all means through a separate official organization.
As it could be seen above, even if certain state organs had been estab-
lished, administration upon the merits was gathered in the hand of certain
persons. The same was characteristic of the financial and economical ma-
nagement, too, where Bethlen shared his ruling role with the Supreme Tre-
asurer (Suprcmus Thesaurarius). Provisions about the opcration of the
Treasury remained only from his age: the instruction® for the supreme
treasurer made in 1620 according to which his authority covered the whole
treasury administration, incomes were received by the treasury of the prin-
ce through him. His importance was greatly increascd by the early mercan-
tilist economic policy of Bethlen. The prince was also aware of it: “All
functionaries are dependent on him and pay respect to him” — wrote abo-
ut the supreme treasurer; sometimes this function was considered to be the
second most important one of Transylvania after the governor.3®

The administrative leader of the Treasury was the Chief Cashier (Gene-
ralis Perceptor) who was appointed by the Supreme Treasurer with the ap-
proval of Gébor Bethlen. And since the Supreme Treasurer was appointed
by Bethlen himself, the organ of financial administration also was totally
under the direct influence of the prince. The minor officials and the exac-
tors controlling their work and surveying the accounts also belonged to this
organization. The officials of the Treasury collccted the rent in case of le-
asing of the fiscal lands, handlcd the mines, arranged coining, and the ex-
change of precious ores, managed the chambers, realized the proceeds of
the salt-mines. The nctwork of “offices for thirtics dutics” was operating
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subordinated to the Treasury, it was also the task of the fiscal administra-
tion to control the tithe-collector. The prince personally followed the acti-
vity of the latter ones with attention.® The Treasury directed also the tax-
collectors, moreover, the postal service, as well.

In 1614 Gébor Bethlen tried to carry through taxation of the “three na-
tions”: he proposed to establish the “Aerarium Publicum” (Public Cash)
that would have been maintained not from the taxes of the serfs, but from
those of the aristocrats, noble men, of the towns, and from those of “our
Saxon and Transylva.nian excellencies”, etc. The solution happened to be
a compromise: the Diet voted only for occaslonal tax, so really the perma-
nent operation of the national cash was hindered.*®

As it is well known, after the conclusion of peace at Nikolsburg seven
Hungarian counties (Szabolcs, Szatmér, Ugocsa, Bereg, Zemplén, Borsod,
Abalj) and the free royal town, Kassa (KoSice) became under the personal
government of Bethlen. This territory did not merge into the state-organi-
zation of Transylvania*!, so the prince himself kept in his hand and gover-
ned the Szepes Chamber (Camera Scepusiensis) having its headquartcrs in
Kassa. This authority was one of lhc bcst operating economic organizati-
ons already of the royal Hungary, too*, and under the reign of Bethlen the
prince forced the chamber to execute |.us orders punctually and conscien-
tiously with numerous instruction — and even with threat, if needed.*?

The guiding principle of the economic policy of G4bor Bethlen as we
have already mentioned, was a certain kind of spontaneous mercantilism.
His tasks arising from his foreign affairs and the state organization requi-
red strong economical basis: so did he get to using certain elements of
mercantilism in practice. His aim was to increase the incomes of the prince
as far as possible for the sake of strengthening the central power according
to the initial trend of mercantilism, to the monetary system. That is why he
did his utmost for developing the Transylvanian industry supported by the
state, and for increasing trade. His whole conception with respect to eco-
nomic policy and management was aimed at increasing the incomes. Alre-
ady his first measures were made in connection with increasing the inco-
mes: granted lands supervised and taken back with retroactive effect as
from 1588 enriched the incomes of the Treasury.* He was lead by the sa-
me when pledging church lands. By regulating taxation (he ordered to ma-
ke tax registration, gave out a new norm about gathering tenth duties +°)
he could increase to a significant extent the incomes received and the vo-
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lume of the amount of taxes. He was helped by the Dict, as well, when in
the election conditions it obliged him to take back the thirtics, mines,
shafts that had been lcased earlier. He took special care to the regalics.
He made a provision of law about the thirties part duty; developing mining
caused significant, quick increase of the mining incomes; by establishing
princely monopolies the prince obtained special incomes.

With respect to the industry one of the aims of Bethlen was to break
the monopoly of the Saxons. He wished to achieve the elimination of the
Saxon monopoly in the commodity production. He gave shelter for the
anabaptist Moravian refugees, encouraged their craftsmen with privileges
to practice their trade. Later he called Slovak, Polish, Hungarian, German,
and Austrian craftsmen into Transylvania, for promoting the development
of the commodity production. For increasing competition he made even
botchers work. He tried to join the just developing weak commodity pro-
duction with the accumulated large quantities of moncy, however, this at-
tempt did not bring full success. Money, in fact, had not found, yet, the
way leading to industry, no manufactures were established. Although he
even made artificial (state) demand, as well: he supported the production
with orders, as a supplement to the small demands of the rather undeve-
loped middle-classes in this respect. Those guilds got such assistance, that
really produced, manufactured, whilst those guilds that retained their pro-
ducts or the production were punished, while others were even closed.*
He had also double interest in developing mining. On the one hand, he
wanted to ensure the necessary raw materials needed for industrial pro-
ductions (copper, iron, etc.), on the other hand, the most significant base
of his financial manoeuvres was the mining of precious ores. Almost 200
German miners were resettled from the mining towns of lower Hungary
for the sake of promoting exploitation of the mincs.’

The need of extending the market being of vital importance for the in-
dustrial production required the development of trade. He protected the
traders from the feudal tyranny, while he encouraged the Estates to effect
trade; he enabled them to effect trade in the towns, too. He broke down
the trading monopoly of the Saxons ; Jewish and Greek traders were allo-
wed to move frecly in Transylvania. he tricd to kecp the matter of trade
firmly in his hands, he gave detailed instructions to his functionarics and
commissioners. *® By the end of his reign he established a widespread mo-
nopoly-system, Bethlen — with a slight overstatement the primary trader
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of Transylvania — ensured the success of the princely trading by restricti-
ons concerning the export of honey, wax, mercury, leather, cattle, horse,
iron, copper,etc. He applied purchasing and selling pressure, as well. In
1627 for the sake of making the trade turnover between the royal part of
the country and the seven counties under the reign of the prince more
simple, he brought to conclusion the agreement (the so called Tokay agre-
cmcnt)" concerning decreasing the thirties part duties. He established
gathering and purchasmg committees for buying up the monopolistic
goods (e.g. wax).>

The question of prices was also a problem connected with trade. His
currency reforms stimulated the trade, however, when due to material bur-
dens of the military expeditions he, temporarily, took to deterioration of
currency, when the “Bethlen garas” (or five) of little value appeared, the
prices started to go up, and speculalion began to boom. Under strict pe-
nalty he pro!nbltcd with provisions of law for the traders to take gold, tha-
ler, or silver coins out from the countrys The situation changed, when in
1625 he ordered to give out a good currency, and enabled that, provided
in the royal Hungary and in Poland a coin of similar value would be made,
than “all trading estates should have free movement to and from, should
ask for their life and profit, they should sell the cattle at its price as proved
by God; similarly butchers, traders, and the whole village should freely sell,
buy, trade... in all the three empires, alike...”>?

After having released a coin with permanent value made in Kassa and
Nagybéanya he already strictly required to observe limitations, and for con-
trolling same he appointed “main and general inspectors” from all the
three nations.

Limitations, however, were drawn up by limitation committees on the
basis of the reports of national commissars and foreign market commissi-
onaires.> Basing on the instructions of Bethlen prices were stated to be
different with respect to the individual parts of the country, so for example,
with reference to cheaper circumstances of living limitation with higher
price level were made by the prince for the Transylvanian and Saxon resi-
dences. With making such difference, in fact, he took steps towards the
possible equalizing of the standard of living, and of the d:ffcrences existing
between certain parts of the oom:.try'r"S

So far we outlined the structure of the central governmental organs of
Transylvania, the main characteristic features of their operation, the re-
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sults and deficiencies of their activity. We mentioned that — strengthening
the central power — the prince put the economy and state of Transylvania
into the service of his far-seeing plans, ensuring the conditions of centrali-
zed operation of the state. “He was his own minister”, held strongly almost
all threads of administration, economical policy in his hands.

The life-work of Bethlen, the trial of the “national absolutism”, how-
ever, in lack of suitable adherents could not be accomplished, basing on
his results achieved, however, he became an acknowledged factor of Eu-
rope at that time, and the figure of the great Prince well earned the recog-
nition of the great Prince well earned the recognition of the contempora-
ries and the succeeding generations.
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