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Dracula, generally referred to in Romanian history as Vlad Țepeș [the Impaler, pronounced Tsepesh], is the best internationally known Romanian historical personality. Thanks to the novel of Bram Stoker and the many films that his book inspired, the name Dracula has acquired a universal character. From a historical perspective, this has had both a positive and negative impact. It has helped attract attention to one of Romania’s most interesting historical figures, but, at the same time, it has also obscured the true history of Vlad the Impaler, the fifteenth century prince of Wallachia, behind a veil of myths. It is fair to say that these myths are still persistent. 

Outside of Romania, the history of Vlad the Impaler, who signed his name as Dracula in several letters (meaning the son of Dracul ‘the Dragon,’ referring to his father, Vlad Dracul), is too often connected with the fictional vampire of the same name created by the Irish novelist at the end of the nineteenth century. Meanwhile, in Romania, Vlad the Impaler has gained the status of a national hero who saved his country from becoming a Turkish pashalik; the greatness of the deeds attributed to him forms a different category of myths. This book, which is a collection of studies by the leading specialists in the world on this subject, is intended to present a historical portrait of the life and times of this Romanian prince which can be used as a basis for penetrating through the many different myths surrounding him.

The origins of the myths about Vlad the Impaler can be traced back to his own lifetime. It is the growth of these legends throughout the following centuries that accounts for his remarkable fame; as the eminent historian, the late Constantin C. Giurescu stated, “Romanian history has had princes more important than Vlad, with longer reigns, and who realized greater accomplishments, such as Mircea the Old and Stephen the Great, but their fame did not become so great in Europe.” Thus, to understand his fame, it is essential to study the historical figure of Vlad the Impaler and the times in which he lived.

Rather than presenting here a general survey of the history of Vlad the Impaler, which the eminent historian Constantin C. Giurescu skillfully does in his contribution to this book, I will instead discuss the history of this volume, which is interesting in itself. International collaborative projects are never easy. The origins of this one date back to over forty years ago. 

Credit for the initial idea for this collection of studies belongs to Radu R. Florescu and Raymond T. McNally, pioneers in the study of Dracula in the United States. In connection with their first book on this subject, In Search of Dracula (New York, 1972), Florescu and McNally conceived of the idea for a collaborative project between Romanian, American, and British historians about Vlad the Impaler. Constantin C. Giurescu recorded part of the history of this project in his Jurnal de călătorie (Bucharest, 1977): “The second volume was intended to be a collection of studies about Vlad the Impaler, a collection which, apart from the studies of Florescu and McNally, would also include a general study, as an introduction to the volume, a study by George D. Florescu, a profound genealogist, a meticulous researcher of Bucharest’s past, and uncle of Radu, a study by Anton B.I. Balotă, and one by Matei Cazacu, a doctoral candidate in history who prepared a thesis about Vlad the Impaler. Things changed in the meantime; at the suggestion of McNally, the articles mentioned above will appear in a separate volume published by a university press in America, with the help of Stephen Fischer-Galați (p. 117).” 

For a variety of reasons, this project was never realized, until, in the fall of 1989, while on a visit to the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Stephen Fischer-Galați told me about the articles in his possession and suggested that I should prepare them for publication. After reading the articles originally intended for this volume, I selected and edited those which were publishable after these many years, and set out to enlist additional contributors. The result is the present volume which, apart from the core articles mentioned by Giurescu, is a new collection of studies.

A quarter of a century later we have undertaken to revise and expand the initial edition of this work. The translations have been revised and updated and a few new studies added to the original collection. The technical challenges of printing the original edition in Romania shortly after the fall of communism also demanded that a new edition be published.

The articles contained in this book present, in a scholarly manner, some of the most important and controversial problems relating to the life and times of Vlad the Impaler. They also include analyses of the sources and historiography concerning him. Some of these studies have previously appeared in Romanian, French, or English, while others are published here for the first time in any language. The appendixes to this volume include English translations of some of the most important documents and narrative sources about Vlad the Impaler. These are intended to be of use to those who cannot read them in the original languages or in Romanian translations. Those sources which are readily available in English translations, such as Doukas or Kritoboulos, are not included here.

The contributors to this volume are the leading specialists on the life and times of Vlad the Impaler in the world: The late Constantin C. Giurescu must be considered one of Romania’s greatest historians; his prodigious work spanned more than half a century and is essential reading for all students and historians about Vlad the Impaler. Veniamin Ciobanu is a researcher at the A.D. Xenopol Institute of History in Iași and is one of the leading experts on international relations in Eastern Europe during the Middle Ages. Matei Cazacu, working in France, has published several important studies about Vlad the Impaler. Nicolae Stoicescu, one of the finest scholars of medieval Romanian history, as well as the author of one of the leading monographs about Vlad. Radu R. Florescu and Raymond T. McNally of Boston College are the historians first responsible for popularizing the study of Dracula in America. The late academician David Prodan was one of Romania’s greatest scholars. Eric D. Tappe served as professor of Romanian studies at the University of London for many years, and must be considered as one of the pioneers in this field in Great Britain. Ștefan Andreescu, a researcher at the Nicolae Iorga Institute of History in Bucharest, a leading expert on Vlad the Impaler; his book and articles are required reading for anyone studying this subject. Anton Balotă and Grigore Nandriș were two of the best Romanian scholars of Slavic studies. Alexandru Duțu, former director of the Institute of Southeast European Studies in Bucharest, an expert in the field of Romanian intellectual history. George D. Florescu was one of Romania’s greatest genealogists. Constantin Rezachevici, another researcher at the Iorga Institute, one of the leading specialists on medieval Romanian history, particularly with regard to international relations. P.P. Panaitescu was one of Romania’s greatest medieval historians and an expert in the field of Slavic studies. To all of these contributors, I would like to express my gratitude. As this was the first international collaborative effort on the history of Vlad the Impaler, it was only fitting that such excellent scholars took part in it.

A volume like this requires the assistance of many people. I would like to thank my friends, Dr. Stephen Fischer-Galați for asking me to undertake this project, and Dr. Ștefan Gorovei who found for me the previously unpublished study of P.P. Panaitescu contained in this volume. I would also like to thank the Slavonic and East European Review in London for kindly granting me permission to re-publish the study of Grigore Nandriș which originally appeared in that journal in 1959. I was also blessed to have the late Academician David Prodan as a mentor in the last years of his life and I wanted to include an article he had provided me about Vlad’s cousin, Stephen the Great, in this new edition.

I am also grateful to those who helped with many of the original translations included in this volume: Laurențiu and Irina Constantin, Sorin Pârvu, Ioana Lupușoru, and Jeanine Brittin, as well as Gheorghe Buzatu, Corina Luca, and Stela Cheptea for their help with the publication of this book. This new edition is dedicated to the memory of Gheorghe Buzatu, a friend and a mentor, who helped make possible the original publication of this work and who, together with Stephen Fischer-Galați, taught me about the world of publishing.

I would also like to thank Dr. Keith Hitchins of the University of Illinois for his encouragement and support throughout my career. In addition, I want to use this occasion to express my gratitude to colleagues and friends Michael Lang, Sorin Pârvu, Alexandru Zub, Ioan Bolovan, Marcel Popa, Florin Constantiniu, Cornelia Bodea, Ioan Talpeș, Valeriu Florin Dobrinescu, Ioan Saizu, Stela Cheptea, Mihail Ionescu, Ernest H. Latham, Jr., Paul E. Michelson, Petronela Postolache, and many others, not forgotten, with whom I worked over the years. Last, but not least, I express my gratitude to my wife Dana for her love and support.

Kurt W. Treptow
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Constantin C. Giurescu

Dracula is one of the few Romanian princes whose personality and deeds have aroused exceptional interest, not only among his contemporaries, but also as far as modern historiography and literature are concerned. Stories about this prince circulated in the German-speaking world while he was still alive, and by the end of the fifteenth century many incunabula had been printed about this voivode Dracula.[1] During this same period, around 1486, a story on the same subject was written in Slavic script and circulated in the Russian speaking world.[2]

Modern Romanian historiography has paid close attention to this prince, but many contradictory opinions have been put forward. Some historians consider him as a hero who fought for the independence of his country and for Christendom and who maintained order within his realm,[3] while others hold that he was pathological case, a sick man who killed and tortured out of sadistic pleasure.[4] Dracula’s fascinating personality also made a strong impression upon some modern writers. The great Romanian poet Mihai Eminescu saw in Dracula the type of harsh but just prince who hated lies, falsity, and indolence, the lawgiver whom the people desired,[5] while the famous novel by Bram Stoker[6] centers on a person called ‘Dracula,’ which is the popular name given to their prince by the people of Wallachia and finally adopted by the ruler himself.[7] Although, like so many novels, Stoker’s book contains a whole series of imaginary events and even a number of errors, it has been widely read, published in numerous editions and translated into many foreign languages.[8] The novel was adapted for the theatre and a film version was shown throughout the world. Thus, it may be said that this prince enjoyed widespread fame both during his lifetime and in modern times, a fame not enjoyed by other Romanian princes who reigned longer and performed greater deeds, a fact which may be explained by the peculiar impact made by certain characteristic features traceable to the personality of this prince.

Dracula was one of four legitimate sons (there were also two illegitimate children) of Vlad Dracul, prince of Wallachia from 1436 to 1447.[9] As can be seen, his father had a similar name, Dracul [the Devil], which some historians connect with the Order of the Dragon, conferred on Prince Vlad by the Emperor Sigismund, while others attribute it to his diabolical cruelty, a feature inherited by his son.[10] On his father’s side, Dracula was a direct descendant of the great prince Mircea the Old (1386-1418) of the Basarab dynasty who fought for decades against the Turks and whom Leunclavius, a Turkish chronicler and therefore one of his adversaries, called “the shrewdest and most valiant” of Christian princes.[11] Through his mother, the daughter of the Moldavian prince Alexander the Good (1400-1432), Dracula was a descendant of the Muşat dynasty of Moldavia.[12] Therefore, in Dracula’s veins ran the blood of the two reigning dynasties of the Romanian principalities during the fourteenth to sixteenth centuries. He was also a first cousin of Stephen the Great, the brilliant prince of Moldavia (1457-1504) who acceded to the throne with military assistance from Dracula.[13]

The exact date of Dracula’s birth is unknown. If, as recent research reveals, he first came to the throne of Wallachia in 1448,[14] then one can assume that at that date he must have been at least twenty years old; therefore, he was born in 1428 or earlier. In any case, he was not an old man when he began his principal reign which lasted from 1456 to 1462. When one examines the portraits of him as prince, both the one in an early German publication and the other in Ambras Castle in the Tyrol, he appears to be a man in the prime of his life, between thirty and forty years old.[15]

His popular name, Dracula or ‘Drăculea,’ belongs to the category of Romanian morphemes ending in ‘-ulea,’ such as, for instance, Mamulea, Tătulea, Rădulea, etc. The fact that his father was named Dracul suggests that Dracula inherited this name from his father. Thus, it would mean the son of Dracul, just as Tătulea means the son of Tatul and Rădulea means the son of Radul.[16]

The people also gave him another name, the Impaler [Țepeș], because of his favorite form of capital punishment – impaling. But he was not an innovator as far as this punishment was concerned for it had long been known and applied by other rulers, some of whom were Dracula’s contemporaries, such as his cousin Stephen the Great of Moldavia.[17] The nickname ‘the Impaler’ was recorded for the first time in a deed issued in 1550;[18] thus he was subsequently known in Wallachian chronicles and is also known in Romanian historiography as Vlad Țepeș (the Impaler).[19]

His father’s tragic death (he was beheaded in 1447 by John Hunyadi, the great Transylvanian crusader of Romanian origin) made Dracula incline towards the Turks, Hunyadi’s adversaries, and enter into relations with the pashas along the Danube, particularly the pasha of Nicopolis. With the latter’s assistance, he succeeded in seizing the Wallachian throne in the fall of 1448, while his father’s successor, Prince Vladislav II, was fighting at the side of John Hunyadi in the Balkan campaign which ended in disaster for the Christians at the battle of Kosovo in October, 1448.[20] But the young Dracula was unable to maintain his position when Vladislav returned from Kosovo with his army, and he was forced to abdicate. His first reign, therefore, was of short duration – a month or two at most.[21]

Until 1456, little is known about Dracula, but a radical change in his foreign relations is discernible for he abandoned the Turks and made contact with John Hunyadi. This reversal is not surprising; such was the spirit of the times. Dracula’s father, Vlad Dracul, had alternated between Hunyadi and the Turks.[22] The explanation for this change of attitude on the part of the young Dracula must be sought in his ardent desire to recover the throne of Wallachia. To this end he paid careful attention to Vladislav’s relations with Hunyadi and when he observed a deterioration in these relations in the spring of 1452 (after 23 April) when Hunyadi took away Vladislav’s Transylvanian possessions of Făgăraș and Amlaş,[23] he offered himself as a pretender, assuring Hunyadi of his allegiance and seeking his support. Vladislav, angered by the loss of these two possessions, attacked the citadel of Făgăraș and burned down several Saxon villages in 1456.[24] Vladislav’s raid into Transylvania took place before 6 April, when King Ladislas of Hungary ordered the inhabitants of Sibiu to fight against him.[25] Dracula, who now resided in Transylvania, placed himself at the head of a body of soldiers and set out against the Wallachian prince. Dracula’s expedition, which probably took place immediately after 15 April, the date of Vladislav’s last deed,[26] had a favorable outcome; Vladislav was defeated, captured, and apparently executed at Târgșor. This is the interpretation given to a chronicle which states that Vladislav fell by the sword in the center of that town.[27]

On 3 July 1456 Dracula assumed the Wallachian throne and assured the inhabitants of Brașov that he would defend them against an eventual Turkish attack.[28] On 6 September of that same year he signed another letter to the inhabitants of Brașov in which he acknowledged the support that he had received from them and promised that he would defend them against the Turks with all his might, while they in turn pledged to give him shelter should he be obliged to retreat from Wallachia. He also assured the inhabitants of Brașov that they could continue to trade in his land without any hindrance.[29] Only three months later, however, the Saxons of Transylvania and the Hungarian government changed their attitude toward Dracula. On 17 December 1456, Ladislas Hunyadi wrote to the inhabitants of Brașov urging them to support the Wallachian pretender Prince Dan.[30] Moreover, a second pretender, Vlad the Monk, another son of Vlad Dracul and a half-brother of Dracula, had taken shelter in the duchy of Amlaş.[31] This brought a vehement protest from Dracula who, on 14 February 1457, reminded the Saxons that it was not he who had initiated the hostilities and requested that the one who was plotting against him be driven out of Amlaş.[32] It appears that Dracula’s protest, accompanied by certain reprisals that are mentioned in a letter signed by King Matthias of Hungary on 3 March 1458, had a momentary effect, for normal relations prevailed during the year 1458. For instance, on 25 May Dracula asked the inhabitants of Brașov for some artisans and on 13 June he recommended one of his envoys to them.[33] But at the beginning of the next year there appeared yet a third pretender to the Wallachian throne in Transylvania, near Sighișoara, Prince Basarab.[34] The continuous support given by the Saxons of Transylvania to all those who coveted his throne was sufficient to justify the bloody reprisals taken by Dracula. Forty-one merchants from Brașov found in Wallachia were impaled, while another three hundred, including many youths who acted as informers for the Saxons, were burned alive.[35] At the same time, he launched an attack against the district of Sibiu, plundering and burning several villages to the ground, including Noul Săsesc, Hosman and Bendorf. Another body of soldiers invaded the district of Bârsa; Brașov was attacked and its suburbs and St. Bartholomew’s Church went up in flames. All of these events took place before 2 April 1459.[36] The Wallachian merchants who usually resided in Brașov did not suffer from retaliations because Dracula secretly recalled them to Wallachia beforehand. 

Because of these events, in March, 1460, Dan the Pretender, supported by the inhabitants of Brașov, crossed the mountains with a body of soldiers in an attempt to remove Dracula from the Wallachian throne. In the ensuing battle, he was defeated and taken prisoner. Dracula gave orders that a grave be dug for him (another version says that he had to dig it himself). The burial service was read over him while he was still alive, after which the executioner cut off his head.[37] This was to serve as an example for other pretenders to the throne. Because Dan had received support from the inhabitants of Făgăraș and Amlaş, in August, 1460, Dracula sent an army which plundered and burned these districts without mercy. Some villages, such as Șercaia and Mica, were destroyed and had to be recolonized two years later. Amlaş was taken on 24 August; the villagers, led by their priest, were all impaled on the orders of Dracula.[38] Brașov was spared and on 26 July Dracula even sent a letter to the inhabitants reassuring them that his only quarrel was with the district of Făgăraș, which he referred to as “our possession.”[39]

After he had consolidated his rule in this way, by decapitating one of the pretenders and terrifying the others and their supporters, Dracula set out against the Turks. He did not pay them tribute for three years and he refused to send them the children they demanded for the janissary corps. Sultan Mehmed II, the conqueror of Constantinople, who apparently knew what the Wallachian prince was capable of, sought at first to remove him by guile rather than force of arms. He sent an envoy, a Greek named Catavolinos, to meet with Dracula at Giurgiu, a Danubian citadel and port, to settle a frontier problem. Dracula came to the meeting and brought with him the tribute and fifty children to deceive the enemy, while he also secretly brought an army which, at the prince’s signal, surrounded the Ottoman detachment; its commander, Hamza, the bey of Nicopolis, and the Greek envoy Catavolinos were among the prisoners. The captured were taken to Târgoviște where a stake was erected for each soldier, those destined for Hamza and the Greek being the highest.[40] Giurgiu fell to Dracula; the right bank of the Danube, from the mouth of Zimnicea, was pillaged and burned. Another Turkish commander, Mehmed Pasha, saved his life by fleeing. In a letter sent to King Matthias of Hungary on 11 February 1462, Dracula stated that 23,884 men had been slain in this campaign. It was possible for him to give such a precise figure because their heads had been carefully collected, “not including those who were burned in their houses and whose heads were not presented to our officials.”[41] The terror that seized the Turks can be seen by the fact that even the inhabitants Constantinople prepared to leave the city, fearing that Dracula might succeed in reaching that far. “The multitudes [of Turks] were so terror stricken,” states a contemporary chronicler, “that those who could cross to Anatolia considered themselves fortunate.”[42]

Such an audacious provocation could not be left unanswered by Mehmed II. On 26 April 1462, a large army (the Greek chronicler Chalkokondyles gives the highly-exaggerated figure of 250,000) and fleet set out for the Danube. Dracula could only confront this Turkish host with his yeoman army, consisting mainly of cavalry, some twenty thousand men in all.[43] Battle on the open field was, therefore, out of the question. The Romanian troops could not prevent the Turks from crossing to the left bank of the Danube, opposite Nicopolis. There followed a number of clashes in places of Dracula’s choosing where the Turkish commanders could not deploy their troops and where the rapid movements, daring, and valor of the Wallachian prince inflicted heavy losses on the invaders. One night Dracula attacked the Turkish encampment itself, in an attempt to reach the Sultan and kill him. Under the cover of darkness and amidst the confusion created by the surprise attack, the Romanians butchered a large number of Turks (the janissary Konstantin Mihailović, who took part in the battle, gives the highly-exaggerated figure of 100,000) and withdrew without heavy losses. It was clear that Dracula could not obtain a decisive result by battle in the open field, while the Sultan, who had advanced to Târgoviște, could not hope to destroy the army of the Wallachian prince, especially as the Turks were short of provisions because the Wallachians had practiced the traditional scorched earth policy in face of the invaders and plague had broken out in the Turkish ranks. Moreover, the fleet sent to conquer the citadel of Chilia on the Danube delta, garrisoned by Hungarian troops, failed in its task and was forced to retreat. The campaign would have ended in failure if the Sultan had not found the man he needed in the person of Radu the Handsome, who had won this surname in the Imperial harem. This man, who was Dracula’s brother, had accompanied the Sultan on his expedition against Wallachia and promised him allegiance and tribute. He won over a number of boyars, especially after he had gained possession of the monastery of Snagov where many of them had sent their families and fortunes for shelter.

Mehmed II invested Radu as prince of Wallachia, ordered Ali bey to enthrone him, and then withdrew across the Danube; on 11 July 1462, he arrived in Constantinople. Dracula, deserted by the greater part of his supporters, who apparently preferred a prince devoid of personality, was forced to retreat into the mountains of Transylvania where he awaited assistance from King Matthias.[44] The latter sent an army to put him back on the throne, but Dracula’s enemies intrigued against him (in all probability the Saxons of Brașov, who could not forget the reprisals of 1459). Three letters, purportedly written by Dracula, were presented to Matthias, including one addressed to Mehmed II in which he begged for pardon and promised to help the Sultan conquer Transylvania, after which it would be easy to subdue the whole of Hungary. These letters were forgeries, similar to the forgery perpetrated later to justify the assassination of Michael the Brave. There was no reason for Dracula to write anything of this kind after all that had happened. Moreover, the address from which the letters were supposedly written, Rothel, does not exist. But Matthias withheld his support and instead captured Dracula and imprisoned him at Vișegrad, a fortress on the Danube above Buda, where he remained for twelve years, after which he was assigned a house in Pest, opposite Buda. He succeeded in recovering his throne in 1476, but only for a short time.[45]

In recent years, by giving a certain interpretation to some sources and ignoring others, credence has been given to the opinion that Dracula was actually victorious in his struggle with Mehmed II, who was forced to retreat from Wallachia, and that it was only in the autumn of 1462 that a revolt by discontented boyars obliged Dracula to renounce the throne in favor of Radu the Handsome and to withdraw to Transylvania.[46] This view is not shared by the present author. If Dracula had defeated the Turkish army and forced the conqueror of Constantinople to withdraw in disorder his authority and prestige would have been so great (recall the deep impression produced by John Hunyadi’s victory in defending Belgrade in 1456) that any uprising by the boyars would have been impossible. In any case, why should the boyars rebel after a victory in which they had participated; why should they desert Dracula and side with Radu the Handsome, who had accompanied the defeated Turkish army and who had not proved his merits on the battlefield, but in the imperial harem? If one accepts the hypothesis of Dracula winning a military victory, then there is no explanation for the events which took place between the summer and fall of 1462. However, if one accepts that Dracula was, in reality, forced to retreat in the face of Mehmed’s greatly superior strength and to abandon both Bucharest and Târgoviște, the two seats of government, then the boyars’ behavior becomes explainable: they deserted the loser and sided with the man who accompanied the victorious army of Mehmed the Conqueror. Such conduct is not unknown; it has repeatedly occurred in the course of our history, for example, the cases of Petru Rareș in 1538, of Prince Despot, and Prince Ion vodă cel Cumplit, and not only in the history of the Romanians, but also in world history. Thus, the recent opinion regarding the military outcome of the campaign of 1462 and the boyars’ revolt must be considered as inconsistent with historical reality.

Some historians, especially A. D. Xenopol, make much of the ingratitude shown by Stephen the Great, prince of Moldavia, who attacked the citadel of Chilia in June, 1462, when Dracula, with whose help Stephen had secured his throne, was standing up to the Sultan’s army.[47] But it was impossible for Stephen to act otherwise. If he had allowed the Turks to occupy Chilia, the vital port through which the greater part of Moldavian trade passed and an important citadel protecting southern Moldavia, this would have meant renouncing his military and economic independence. For this reason, when he found out about the Turkish expedition and that a fleet was headed for the mouth of the Danube, he was forced to forestall them and besiege the citadel, which was not in Dracula’s possession, but had had a Hungarian garrison since the time of John Hunyadi. Thus, Stephen’s conduct was determined by high interests of state; when a choice had to be made between such interests and sentiments of personal gratitude, there can be no doubt that the former take precedence.

Little is known about Dracula’s long period of captivity at Vișegrad and his subsequent forced residence at Pest, apart from what the German and Russian stories narrate. The account contained in the Russian stories about Dracula’s beheading an officer who entered his house in Pest in pursuit of a malefactor who had sought refuge there, appears to be close to the truth. Dracula justified his act to King Matthias by saying that he had punished the officer for taking it upon himself to enter, “the house of a great ruler, like a thief,” without previously asking for permission.[48] This tallies with what we know of his conception of his princely rank.

From the time of his installation in the house at Pest in 1474, Dracula’s situation began to improve. He was awaiting a favorable opportunity to recover his throne and his chance came when fighting broke out between his Moldavian relative, Stephen the Great, and the Turks. It is conceivable that Dracula was a member of the Transylvanian and Hungarian contingent sent by King Matthias to assist Stephen before the battle of Vaslui (10 January 1475). It is certain that in February, 1476, he fought against the Turks in Bosnia,[49] and that, at the side of Prince Stephen Bathory of Transylvania, he led the army which crossed the mountains into Wallachia in the autumn of the same year, while Stephen the Great moved towards the Milcov, the border between Wallachia and Moldavia. In the ensuing battle, the Wallachian Prince Laiotă Basarab was defeated and forced to take refuge with the Turks. On 8 November 1476, this news was announced to the inhabitants of Brașov by Dracula himself from Târgoviște.[50] On 11 November, the victors were outside Bucharest and Dracula reclaimed his throne.[51]

This last reign was of short duration. With the help of the Turks, Laiotă Basarab returned only a month later and surprised Dracula, who lacked an army, and killed him. Dracula’s personal guard, 200 men left to him by Stephen the Great, all met the same fate, but for ten who escaped.[52] According to Bonfinius, King Matthias’s chronicler, the head of Dracula, who had once terrified the Turks, was sent to Constantinople so that all might see it.[53] This was the end of the reign and life of Dracula, the famous ruler of Wallachia.

The location of his tomb is unknown. According to tradition, his mortal remains were buried in the church of the Snagov monastery, which he himself had built. We know that this monastery was built before Dracula’s time, for it was mentioned in documents during the reign of his grandfather, Mircea the Old (1386-1418).[54] Moreover, no tombstone has survived, nor is there any inscription proving him to be the founder. Excavations carried out within the church did not find any human skeleton beneath the tombstone without inscription traditionally believed to cover Dracula’s tomb, but only bones of a horse and some prehistoric pottery.[55]

While it may not be possible to determine exactly where he was buried, something is known about the churches which he founded. In 1922, I found, in the village of Strejnicu in Prahova county, the votive inscription in Slavonic (the official language of the chancellery of the church erected by Dracula in the town of Târgșor in 1461.[56] Subsequently, this votive inscription was transferred to Vălenii-de-Munte.[57] It is very probable that Dracula also founded the Comana monastery, which he endowed in 1462 with the estate of Călugăreni.[58] He also made donations to the monasteries of Rossikon and Filoteu on Mount Athos; both documents attesting to this bear the date of 12 June 1457.[59]

The city of Bucharest owed much to Dracula, for it was during his reign that it was raised to the rank of a princely residence. A deed dated 20 September 1459 has come down to us issued by Dracula, “in the fortress of Bucharest.” This is the first recorded mention of the city which was to have so brilliant a future. It existed as an urban settlement and a market town long before the time of Dracula; it probably existed before the founding of the state of Wallachia, that is, before 1300.[60] In any case, recent archaeological discoveries prove that it existed during the fourteenth century.[61] Dracula erected a fortress in Bucharest, or perhaps restored an older fortress, within which the princely residence was located.[62]

Dracula is one of the few medieval Romanian princes of whom we possess a contemporary portrait. This is an oil painting found at Ambras Castle, near Innsbruck, in the Austrian Tyrol, and is a copy of the original.[63] The prince had a swarthy complexion, large eyes with finely arched eyebrows, a thin nose, and sharp chin. His long hair falls on his shoulders and he wears a mustache. On his head, he wears a cap, ornamented around the lower part with rows of pearls, with a tuft in front studded with precious stones. His tunic or mantle has a broad sable or zibelline collar, fastened in front with round gold buttons. It is not known who painted this portrait of Dracula, a copy of which is to be found at the Museum of the History of Art in Vienna, but probably it was painted at King Matthias’s court in Buda or at the house in Pest.[64] Four other portraits are to be found in the form of engravings in the German pamphlets which made Dracula famous all over Europe.[65] One of these resembles the portrait at Ambras.[66]

The deeds attributed to Dracula in the German and Russian stories are written from hearsay and, therefore, belong to the category of oral traditions. Some of these traditions were probably exaggerated and amplified, as usually occurs in cases of transmission by mouth;[67] nevertheless, many of them seem to narrate real events.

What is the judgement of history concerning the personality of Dracula? How does it view this prince’s deeds? Dracula certainly deserved his reputation; there can be no doubt about his cruel acts of reprisal. But they were not committed heedlessly, out of a sadistic impulse in his nature, or out of caprice, but for well-founded reasons of state. They served as examples: for pretenders who wanted to disrupt the order of his realm, as in the case of Dan, and for their supporters; for malefactors, of which there were large numbers because of the continual internal struggles, who endangered the normal course of trade and safety of the highroads; and, finally, for foreign enemies, who in this way were forced to realize that a strong will ruled the land. One must also not forget that during this time an atmosphere of cruelty existed all over Europe, and that in this respect Dracula did not surpass other fifteenth and sixteenth century monarchs, such as Louis XI in France and Ivan the Terrible in Russia.

From the political point of view, emphasis must be placed upon his struggle against the Turks, the aim of which was the independence of his country. This fact is of the highest importance, for his struggle against Mehmed II, the conqueror of Constantinople, contributed to the consolidation of the Romanian states, as did the earlier battles waged by Mircea the Old and Dan II, the contemporary struggles of John Hunyadi and Stephen the Great, and in the sixteenth century the resistance of Radu de la Afumați, Ioan vodă cel Cumplit, and Michael the Brave. This continuity ensured the all-around development of the life of the Romanian people, from all points of view, political, administrative, economic, social, and cultural, while the other peoples of southeastern Europe were subjugated by Ottoman power and their states were wiped off the map of Europe for centuries to come. Even bigger states, such as Hungary and Poland, saw their statehood obliterated for long periods, with all the disastrous consequences that this entailed.

The great merit of Dracula was that he contributed to the preservation of the Wallachian state and forced the Ottomans, then at the height of their political and military power, to give up the idea of transforming Wallachia into a pashalik, as they had done with all the other states in the Balkan Peninsula. This merit overrules the extreme harshness of the punishments which terrified his contemporaries, and, in the final instance, causes history to pronounce a positive judgement on Dracula.

Chapter II
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Veniamin Ciobanu

The process of integrating the Romanian principalities east and south of the Carpathians into the political relations of east-central Europe (a process which began in the second half of the fourteenth century) was amplified and diversified during the following century. This diversification took place in close connection with similar phenomena in this area. The main elements defining the foreign policy of the two Romanian principalities (Moldavia and Wallachia) continued to be represented by the two large orientations of the evolving international political relationships; that is, by the geopolitical rivalry between, on the one hand, the Ottoman Empire and the Hungarian kingdom, and, on the other hand, the latter and the Polish-Lithuanian state. It was this very struggle (for political preponderance in east-central Europe) between the Hungarian and the Polish Crowns, and with the Holy Roman Empire also involved, that determined the Ottoman ruling circles to initiate, in the late 1420s, a range of diplomatic actions with a view to closer relations with Poland. They intended to use Poland as a means of counterbalancing the power of the Hungarian kingdom, which was vigorously manifesting itself in the Lower Danube area. But at the same time a new element appeared in the equilibrium policy carried on by the Romanian princes. This new element was represented by the utilization of the convergence of Polish and Ottoman interests which had the same aim, that is, to diminish, as much as possible, the efficiency of the Hungarian expansionist policy in the areas south and east of the Carpathians. Indeed, this new element was made use of, and with very important results for the Romanians, especially taking into account the specific international context in east-central Europe during the last quarter of the fifteenth century and the first quarter of the sixteenth century.

Of course, the Romanian principalities could only pursue their international interests within the relationship of vassalage and suzerainty which had already been established with the neighboring countries. This was due to the deep discrepancy between the power of the Romanian states as compared with that of the great feudal states in the region. Yet, it is necessary to make clear that these relations did not have a straight evolution. On the contrary, it was a winding one caused both by the varying degree of acuteness characterizing the pressures of the suzerain power, and by the degree of resistance by the vassals, both elements being conditioned, to a large extent, by the whims of the inter-state relations in this area.

For this reason, the juridical interpretation of these relations did not always correspond to political practice; thus, it is necessary to try to apply to the juridical and political realities the existing terminology which is used to designate them. But the term nominal suzerainty does not imply a failure to exert political influence (which is the common interpretation of the term). On the contrary, it was exerted, but exclusively in the form of protection, within an alliance. Of course, the members of this alliance were not, and could not be equal in rights.

Some objective factors, to which subjective factors were sometimes associated as well, tended to turn the alliance, (i.e. the protective suzerainty) into a restrictive one which preserved none of the qualities of an alliance of the type we mentioned before. Instead, it represented a prelude for the setting up of a feudal-like suzerainty over the Romanian state which, excepting its chief, the prince, was losing in this phase almost all the privileges outlining its identity (these privileges being taken over by the suzerain power). Thus, it was a kind of suzerainty which could be more precisely defined by such a term as restrictive suzerainty, rather than by real suzerainty.

Within the process of giving specificity to the political and juridical status of the area delimited by the Carpathians and the Danube, another element was represented by the exertion (at certain stages and in certain forms) of a collective suzerainty. This is a new term to be used instead of co-suzerainty for the reasons already mentioned. The latter, it is true, was provoked many times by Romanian political factors, but in certain cases it was the result exclusively of external factors. Thus, within this co-suzerainty, the relations between the partners were not always based on the principle of equality. That is, it was not always aimed at establishing or re-establishing the political equilibrium between the contracting parties, as can be inferred from the interpretation of the term co-suzerainty. At the same time, it was certainly not aimed at defending Romanian interests.

This was the juridical background which corresponded to the feudal essence of the international public law of the time within which the equilibrium policy of the Romanian princes was carried on. This policy, adopted, especially by the princes of Moldavia, was adapted to the complexities of the international relations in east-central Europe during the period delimited by the battle of Varna in 1444 and the year 1485, a date marking the beginning of a new age for the international relations of the Romanian principalities in the fifteenth century.

In the European, especially the Hungarian policy of the time, the disaster at Varna in 1444 drew greater attention to the Ottoman question. After the death of Vladislav III Jagiello, the matter of the succession to the throne in Poland remained unsolved (because Casimir, the dead king’s brother, the grand duke of Lithuania, refused to ascend the throne under the conditions imposed by the Polish nobility, especially in Lesser Poland, led by Zbigniew Olesnicki). In these circumstances, Poland could not be taken into account any longer, not even ideologically, as an element able to really and immediately contribute to the elimination of the Ottoman threat. Besides, the attitude which had been manifested before that moment by the Polish-Lithuanian state did not justify this hope, and it did not do so even after the reestablishment of the Polish-Lithuanian personal union. This union had ceased to exist in 1440 and was settled again, as a consequence of the coronation as Polish king of the Lithuanian Grand Duke Casimir Jagiello on 25 June 1447. Giving a high priority to the interests of the magnates in Greater Poland, as well as to those of the townspeople, who represented the social and political basis of his power, unlike the mighty nobility in Lesser Poland, Casimir IV put into practice a radical reorientation of the foreign policy of the Polish-Lithuanian state. He directed this policy toward eliminating Ottoman rule in the area around the mouth of the Vistula. Consequently, John Hunyadi, the voivode of Transylvania and governor of Hungary, had to pursue his plans to conduct the anti-Ottoman struggle with only his own forces, which he endeavored to increase and strengthen by integrating Wallachia and Moldavia into the military and political system he organized exclusively for this purpose. In so doing, he added a new element which contributed to the exacerbation, throughout the following periods, of the old Hungarian-Polish rivalry in the area of the Carpathians and the Danube.

John Hunyadi’s interference in Wallachia at the end of 1447 was preceded by a new attempt by the prince of Wallachia, Vlad Dracul, to re-establish the balance of power in the Lower Danube area. He was obliged to give up the alliance with John Hunyadi, whom he had allied with in the preceding campaigns of 1444-1445, and to submit to the Sultan. therefore, he ran the risk of being attacked by the governor of Hungary. Consequently, Vlad Dracul interfered in the struggle for the throne of Moldavia, supporting Roman II, not only because the latter was a relative of his, but mainly because he was a representative of the pro-Polish nobility, the victory of which would have meant the appearance of an important force against Hunyadi’s aggressiveness. Vlad Dracul had a strong interest in supporting his protégé because the latter’s rival was Petru II, supported by Hunyadi. Petru’s ascent to the throne would have represented Vlad Dracul’s isolation in the region. The attempt failed and Hunyadi was victorious. After the elimination of Vlad Dracul during the campaign of Hunyadi in early December, 1447, the latter succeeded to keep Wallachia, for a time, under his direct control. To rule the country directly as its prince, the title he assumed after the events we have mentioned, was not a good alternative for certain political reasons. This made him choose another one, that is to accept the ascent of Vladislav II to the throne. This measure proved efficient as long as the new Wallachian prince succeeded to maintain, for a period of time that was profitable for Hunyadi as well, the balance of foreign powers acting upon his country.

But if the intervention of John Hunyadi in Wallachia did not directly affect the interests of the Polish-Lithuanian state, his interference in the struggle for the Moldavian throne could not be tolerated anymore by the Polish ruling classes. The coming to the throne of Petru II in Moldavia in February, 1448, also meant the success of Sigismund of Luxemburg’s policy concerning the Lower Danube, by the introduction, with the permission of the Moldavian ruler, of a Hungarian garrison in the fortress of Chilia. As it was, the surrender of Chilia represented the price he had to pay for the support he received to obtain the throne.

Realizing the immediate and future consequences of this event on the position of Poland in the Danube region, Casimir IV thought he might correct the situation by means of a war. Yet the planned campaign did not take place because the prince became a vassal of the Polish king and assumed the obligation of bringing Chilia back within Moldavia’s borders. Consequently, the oath of vassalage, made by the prince at Hotin on 22 August 1448, meant the re-creation of the juridical position of restrictive suzerainty of the Polish Crown over Moldavia, vehemently opposed by John Hunyadi. Besides the promise of rejecting any other suzerain, except that of the Polish king and Crown, there was a new element in that document in comparison with other such previous documents. It is the solemn promise of the voivode, “not to stand apart from the Wallachian nobles, over the will and pleasure” of the Polish king and Crown.[68] He even assured everyone who had been previously expelled that he would restore their rights. This was referring, of course, to the group of boyars with pro-Polish sympathies who would ensure Moldavia remained under the restrictive suzerainty of the Polish Crown and, at the same time, the political guardian of a prince who was already discredited by the very sources of his power. This document, by means of which the boyars confirmed their prince’s good intentions toward Poland, written on the same day and at the same place,[69] was also a promise that they would never allow Poland’s interests in the Danube region to be endangered.

But the political compromise accepted by Petru II did not mean a decision in favor of Poland in its rivalry with Hungary. On the contrary, the guarantee of the stability of his rule was to reach a real and operative equilibrium in the external situation because of the competition between the two rival powers. This might then be the political reason for his confirming the commercial privileges obtained by the merchants of Brașov from his father, Alexander the Good, and his brothers Iliaș and Stephen, on 11 September 1448,[70] that is only three weeks after the promises made to Casimir Jagiello. As a matter of fact, as soon as the balance of powers between Hungary and Poland was altered in favor of Poland, because of John Hunyadi’s defeat at Kosovo in October, 1448, the rule of Petru II ended. The man who took his place reflected the change in the international situation of Moldavia, Alexăndrel, who had well-known Polish sympathies.

This new political change in Moldavia’s situation, following Hunyadi’s defeat, could have brought disastrous consequences for Hungary’s position in the Lower Danube area. That is why the Hungarian governor supported the coming to the throne of Bogdan II who embodied the interests of a group which was hostile to that represented by Alexăndrel, although the latter had probably tried to win his sympathy by confirming the commercial privileges of Brașov.[71] The profound political crisis of Moldavia was a new consequence of the old rivalry of interests between Hungary and Poland concerning the southern Danube which had taken a new turn with the Hungarian garrison at Chilia and, especially with the juridical sanctioning of the political position won by Hungary in Moldavia. Bogdan II promised, in a document signed on 11 February 1450, not to accept anyone other than John Hunyadi, the governor of Hungary and the voivode of Transylvania,[72] as his suzerain, which meant the replacement of the restrictive suzerainty of the Polish Crown with the restrictive suzerainty of the Hungarian Crown. So, after almost a century of political and military efforts, the Hungarian kingdom succeeded in imposing its control over Moldavia, thus eliminating, at least on the juridical level, Poland from the competition for control of the Lower Danube.

The Polish ruling circle realized the present and future implications of this political reorientation of Moldavia. That is why some of the Polish nobles suggested the idea of the annexation of this country to the Crown. But they did not act upon this proposal. Not because Bogdan II was now ready to become a vassal of the king and Polish Crown. Not even because of the threat of a war with Hungary. What stopped them was, on the one hand, fears about the consequences for Poland of fierce opposition by the Moldavians, and, on the other hand, the desire to avoid an inevitable war with the Ottoman Empire which would not have allowed the direct presence of Poland in the Danube area. A compromise idea was found, that of maintaining the political and territorial status quo of Moldavia under the restrictive suzerainty of Poland so that it was to play the role of a “buffer” state between the Lithuanian-Polish state and the Ottoman Empire. In any event, the immediate result of the Polish attempt was the consolidation of the restrictive suzerainty of Hungary, represented by its governor, John Hunyadi. Again forced to make sure that he had Hunyadi’s support against the Polish threat, Bogdan II not only reconfirmed, by signing the act of 5 July 1450, the stipulations of the act of 11 January 1450, but he also assumed one more obligation, that is, not to try to regain the fortress of Chilia by force without John Hunyadi’s approval.[73] It was clear to all those concerned that such an approval could not have been possible unless the fortress had been conquered by the Ottomans or by the Poles. In other words, the Moldavian prince committed himself to collaborate in consolidating and perpetuating Hungary’s control over the Lower Danube. As far as it was concerned, Poland had to accept Bogdan’s rule after the failure at Crasna of Alexăndrel, and especially after the territorial conflict between Poland and Lithuania. Yet Poland didn’t abandon its objective of limiting Hungary’s control over the Romanian principalities. The solving of the Moldavian problem was possible through the political crime committed by another claimant to the Moldavian throne, Petru Aron. The Polish ruling circles wanted to avoid another surprise in the foreign policy of Moldavia. They also wanted to bring the internal struggle to an end. For these purposes, they chose the variant of an “associate rulership,” whereby Petru Aron was accompanied by Alexăndrel (who took under his jurisdiction southern Moldavia and Cetatea Albă.

Yet, at the same time, the results of John Hunyadi’s Romanian policy were annulled. This policy had also aimed to consolidate Hungary’s position within its relationship with Poland. Chilia could have been attacked at any time by the new rulers of Moldavia, under the care of Poland. Therefore, John Hunyadi hurried to assure its security, especially against the Ottomans. For this purpose, he included in the armistice act concluded with the Ottomans on 20 November 1451 a clause according to which, throughout the period of the armistice, the Sultan committed himself not to take any hostile action against Chilia.[74] Then he supported Alexăndrel’s efforts to remain as sole ruler of the country. His effort was also supported by the group of boyars who were interested in promoting a policy of equilibrium between Poland and Hungary. This could be one of the explanations for the act issued by Alexăndrel in Suceava on 16 February 1458.[75] This act again made possible the reestablishment of the equilibrium of forces south and east of the Carpathians. John Hunyadi’s diplomatic victory must have represented one more argument which strengthened a certain conviction of the Polish ruling circles gathered around Casimir IV. They wanted to maintain Moldavia under the restrictive suzerainty of the Crown, the previous declaration of the princes’ vassalage no longer matched the new international context in which Poland found itself (even if those declarations were signed and guaranteed by the boyars). Therefore, John Hunyadi joined the campaign to create in Moldavia a strong group of boyars sympathetic to Poland. This group was supposed to play the role of an internal support for the Polish-Lithuanian state’s position in the Lower Danube area. The role of an external support was to be played by a new system of suzerainty over Moldavia. This system was created for this very purpose, i.e. that of collective suzerainty. Some of the ephemeral Moldavian princes in the mid-fifteenth century thought of Hungary as a means to calm down the internal political strife, as well as to consolidate Moldavia’s international status. Yet Poland’s ally within the system we have just mentioned was not to be Hungary, but rather the third claimant for supremacy in the area of the Carpathians and the Danube, the Ottoman Empire. Its vigorous manifestation in this geographical area made the Ottoman Empire as an effective ally against Hungary’s policy of hegemony.

Yet, this approach had been foreshadowed (having, of course, another motivation and other purposes) by Vlad Dracul as early as the beginning of September 1439. This was the date when he endowed the merchants from Lvov with a commercial privilege which represented, as it said, proof of his unconditionally joining the “Turkish-Polish political alliance”[76] against Hungary. By joining this political alliance, he hoped he would more successfully oppose the advance of the Hungarian policy of expansionism in the region. Yet Vlad Dracul did not succeed at the time to maintain a balance of power between the Ottomans and the Hungarians, a duel from which Poland stayed away (for the political reasons we have mentioned). In fact, the Christian world was incapable of building a well-organized resistance to oppose the expansion of the Islamic power; this incapability was fully manifested in the Lower Danube area and brought Vladislav II, Vlad Dracul’s successor, into the same deadlock. John Hunyadi succeeded though to force Wallachia into a position of neutrality within the framework of the Hungarian-Ottoman relationship. This neutrality was provided by the juridical status of the collective suzerainty of Hungary and the Ottoman Empire. Besides, the armistice act concluded on 20 November 1451 by Hunyadi and the Sultan Mehmed II (an act which settled the juridical basis of a new system in the history of the international relations of the Romanian principalities during the Middle Ages) included even some punishing sanctions against the Wallachian prince. These disciplinary measures were provided in case the prince neglected his obligations towards one of the two contracting parties. This was done, of course, with a view to avoid starting a conflict between the Ottoman Empire and Hungary before the armistice period came to an end.[77] For the same purpose, the armistice act also included a clause according to which, if Vladislav II died, neither of the two parties could appoint the new prince of Wallachia, expect one the country itself would choose.[78] The new prince was supposed to submit to the same juridical regime, that of the Hungarian-Ottoman collective suzerainty.

So here is the first and only case in the history of the international relations of the Romanian principalities during the Middle Ages of collective suzerainty[79] within which the parity between its partners was equal. We can say this, even though, unlike the governor of Hungary, the Sultan took a tribute (its juridical significance at the time being well known). It was a parity which could be explained only by the need (keenly felt by the two partners) to secure peace in this region so that each of them could attend to other priorities in their domestic and foreign policies. The Sultan was then deeply involved in preparing and launching the decisive assault against the last fortress of the Roman-Byzantine world, Constantinople. Actually, the same objective need was also illustrated by the fact that Serbia was placed under the same juridical regime of collective suzerainty, on the basis of the same armistice act of 20 November 1451.[80] The Sultan even accepted on that occasion that the Romanian prince and the Serbian despot should pay only half the tribute they had committed themselves to pay to the Ottomans. In his turn, Hunyadi endeavored to avoid any pretext for a conflict with Vladislav II. In this respect, Hunyadi went so far as to suggest Vlad the Impaler, the claimant to the Wallachian throne, whom he had taken under his protection in southern Transylvania, and who was the cause of the present tension in his relations with the prince of Wallachia, to take refuge in Moldavia; he even informed Vladislav II of his departure.

The period of Hungarian-Ottoman collective suzerainty was rigorously delimited in time because it had to correspond to political and strategic necessities. The next important moment in the juridical regime of the international relations of the Romanian principalities was the establishment of Polish-Ottoman suzerainty over Moldavia in 1456. This event happened in a totally different international context. Having another cause, it had, of course, other purposes, which were shared differently by each of the two parties involved depending on their immediate or long-term objectives.

In 1453, a turning point in world history marked by Mehmed II’s conquering of Constantinople, Moldavia’s international position profoundly deteriorated. Besides the two sources of external pressure, Poland and Hungary, there appeared a third, the Ottoman Empire. The latter, by the long duration of its rule and by its negative influence upon the global evolution of Romanian society, proved itself a very dangerous one. Throughout the summer of 1453, the Sultan summoned the prince of Moldavia to submit to him; this warning was followed by military actions in 1454 and 1455. The gravity of the situation was even greater, since Poland was practically unable to intervene to defend Moldavia because of a new war, begun in 1454, against the Teutonic Order. Besides the Polish ruling circles, which backed the new foreign policy initiated by Casimir Jagiello, considered the Ottoman threat to be insignificant, or, at any rate, not so immediate. On the contrary, they considered as more dangerous the possibility that John Hunyadi who, although he was no longer governor of Hungary, where King Ladislas the Posthumous had begun his rule, would take advantage both of the new international context in which Moldavia found itself and of its unstable internal policy, and that he would try to incorporate this country within the Hungarian sphere of influence. Consequently, the Polish ruling circles searched for solutions to fit the new context and to ensure the continuity of the Polish Crown’s supremacy in Moldavia. One of these solutions is illustrated by the clause included in the new act of obedience toward the Polish Crown, an act that was signed by Alexăndrel at the beginning of 1455; the Moldavian prince saw in this act a means of opposing the challenge of his rival, Petru Aron. According to this clause, if Alexăndrel was forced to abandon his throne, he could take refuge in Poland. There, he was supposed to receive help to regain it.[81] It is clear that the only one who could have offered Alexăndrel shelter and the necessary support to become prince again was John Hunyadi. Thus, the latter would have justified the military efforts he had undertaken to eliminate Polish suzerainty. This possibility was quite real, since the deterioration of the relationship between the voivode of Transylvania, who was, at the same time, the true leader of the foreign policy of Hungary, and the prince of Wallachia intensified, against the background of Mehmed II’s preparation for the great campaign against Belgrade. To ensure the left flank of the large front in the Danube area, John Hunyadi considered the possibility of bringing back within the framework of his anti-Ottoman policy the two Romanian principalities south and east of the Carpathians. This could explain the information he himself gave to the monk, John of Capistrano, on 14 September 1455, at Hunedoara, i.e. that Hunyadi was to leave with his army in a couple of days towards Brașov and that, “perhaps, we will go farther than Brașov, that is to Moldavia or Wallachia.”[82] The mentioning of Moldavia as a possible target of the voivode could be explained by the events occurring there at the time. The success of the expedition was, for this reason, almost assured.

Alexăndrel had been removed from the throne in March or May of 1455 by Petru Aron. Yet the latter’s rule began in a most unfavorable context. Besides the Ottoman campaigns in southeastern Moldavia, Casimir IV’s also refused to acknowledge him as prince. More than that, the Polish king reformulated the plan of including Moldavia within the Polish-Lithuanian political system by bringing a Lithuanian Prince to the Moldavian throne. Only the bad turn of the anti-Teutonic war and the danger of an anti-Polish coalition made him give up this idea. Yet he took advantage of Petru Aron’s approaches and resettled the juridical framework of the restrictive suzerainty of the Polish Crown over Moldavia by the homage act signed by the Moldavian prince at Hotin on 1 October 1455. The main stipulations of this act were his commitment not to acknowledge any other suzerain than the Crown, and to align himself with the orientation of Polish foreign policy.[83]

The fact that Poland accepted the accomplished fact in Moldavia is easily understood, but one can only speculate about the explanation for Petru Aron’s endeavor to obtain the Polish king’s acknowledgement. Perhaps the Moldavian prince did not call upon John Hunyadi for support because such an appeal would have inevitably brought him into conflict with the Sultan, the Polish king, and even the Wallachian prince, Vladislav II. It was, therefore, too risky for a prince who had not succeeded, at that time, in making his country completely obey him. Due to the long series of exhausting internal upheavals, manifested in the economic, military, and moral spheres, his country was unable to build up an efficient, long-term resistance. Yet, by maintaining Moldavia’s traditional relationship with Poland, the prince also avoided a military conflict with the Ottomans. In his turn, John Hunyadi must have taken into consideration the risks of a military campaign in Moldavia, which would have brought about a conflict in Poland. On the basis of the act of 1 October 1455, Poland reestablished the juridical framework of restrictive suzerainty over Moldavia. This hampered Hunyadi’s anti-Ottoman actions, which he inevitably had to take. Actually, his endeavor to avoid the appearance of a new battle front was also illustrated by the fact that he refrained from taking action against Wallachia. He took the measure of entrusting Vlad the Impaler to defend the southern Transylvanian borders against a possible attack, but it was only after Hunyadi’s victory at Belgrade that Vlad the Impaler made a military incursion into Wallachia and seized the throne. That victory enabled the acknowledgement of Vlad the Impaler’s rule both by the Sultan and by Ladislas Posthumous, the king of Hungary.

Yet, as has been stated in Romanian historiography, the importance of the act signed on 1 October 1455 is greater than that of similar acts preceding it, because it marked the beginning of a new era in the history of the international relations of Moldavia, that of Polish-Ottoman collective suzerainty. Poland’s position in Moldavia had to be consolidated against Hungarian assault, although this position had been reestablished within the juridical framework of restrictive suzerainty, in the new international context created after the fall of Constantinople. The ruling circles in Krakow had to accept another form of suzerainty over the same country. For the very reason that it was of a different type, this suzerainty diminished the practical effects of the juridical nature reestablished by Poland. We are referring to Ottoman suzerainty, which was integrated within the juridical limits by the imposition of a tribute in Moldavia. On the other hand, Moldavia, taking into consideration the nature of the relations between Poland and Hungary, did not attempt to get rid of this suzerainty because its existence in that form guaranteed the successful opposition to the efforts by the Hungarian kingdom to establish its political borders on the Lower Danube and on the northwestern Black Sea coast. There existed still another source which could be called the new course of the foreign policy of the Moldavian state. This source, coming from the immediate and future interests of Moldavian society, was materialized within the objective necessity of preserving the existence of Moldavia, which was menaced at that time by a new force. This force, that of the Ottoman Empire, was even more dangerous since it came from another world, both politically and religiously opposed to the one Moldavia belonged to.

A comparative analysis of the two moments which marked the appearance of a new element in the international juridical context of the foreign policy relations of the Romanian principalities is necessary; both because of the origin and of the different political effects of these relations.

As we have already mentioned, the Hungarian-Ottoman collective suzerainty which had been established in Wallachia was an expression of the nature of the relationship between Hungary and the Ottoman Empire. This suzerainty did not aim at eliminating a third power from the competition for preponderance in the Lower Danube area. For this reason, it was juridically established by the armistice agreement signed on 20 November 1451 which was strictly delimited in time. Vladislav II and some of his predecessors had tried to achieve a balance of power between the two rival powers. It was this policy that created precedents for the armistice and made possible the one signed on 20 November 1451. The Polish-Ottoman collective suzerainty over Moldavia was not the result of a declared rivalry between the two powers; on the contrary, it was the result of a convergence of interests in the Lower Danube region, these interests being, at the same time, menaced by a third power. This suzerainty did not take the international juridical form of a reciprocal agreement; instead, it was materialized in the vassalage act Petru Aron signed on 1 October 1455 to the Polish Crown, as well as in the act issued the next summer in Vaslui. The latter act included Petru Aron’s acknowledgement of himself and of his country as being obliged to pay a tribute to the Sultan, with Poland’s approval. Thus, it was reciprocally accepted in Poland’s political relations with the Ottoman Empire; yet, it did not mean a parity in that respect, as it had in the act of 20 November 1451. Casimir IV wanted to make Petru Aron acknowledge that the legitimacy of his rule in Moldavia came from his acceptance by the Crown. Casimir IV did this with a view to justifying the priority of Polish interests in the country, and to avoid a situation in which the Moldavian prince would favor the Ottomans. The Crown was to remain, of course, the only legal suzerain of Moldavia, which Petru Aron acknowledged solemnly in a new act of vassalage signed at Suceava on 29 June 1456.

But the convergence of interests between the Ottoman Empire and Poland offered the latter a possibility to try, without fear of counterattack, to eliminate Hungary’s control over Chilia and, thus, to remove a direct threat to Poland’s strategic, economic and political position in the Lower Danube area. Of course, the efforts to achieve this objective had to be supported by Petru Aron who was supposed to take it as one of his vassalage obligations towards his suzerain. Closely linked to this obligation there was a second one, not to alienate any part of his territory. This second obligation might have been intended to eliminate any possibility of separating, willingly or unwillingly, some strategic positions from Moldavia’s territory. These positions could have been taken by the Ottomans, and this would have meant a decline of the predominance of the Crown within the juridical system of collective suzerainty. Poland also wanted to ensure its preeminence by means of another
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