C.2.1-4. Pécs torok kori abrazolasai
Sudér Balézs

1. Vedutak

A magyar varosokrol szazszamra készultek és kerultek kereske-
delmi forgalomba nyomtatott latképek a 16-17. szazad folyaman.
Az abrézolasok sokasdga azonban gyakran csekély szamu alap-
képre megy vissza, ezek egyszeri atrajzolasai vagy komoly — ezért
egyre kevésbé hiteles — atdolgozasai a megvalosult alkotasok.
Pécs esetében is ugyanezt tapasztaljuk: lényegében egyetlen
alaptipusrél és néhany tarstalan, 6nmagaban all6 abrazolasrdl
beszélhetlnk.

A legelterjedtebb, legtébbszér masolt és atfogalmazott kép
az Anton Salomon Schmidtmayr-féle réplap abrazolasa. Az alko-
t6 — a ,vend és a petrinjai hatarok 6re” — egészen biztosan jart a
varosban az 1664 januarjaban zajlé ostrom soran, mely sajat sza-
vai szerint a ,szeme |attara” esett meg. A roplap 1664-ben jelent
meg, s ugyanezen évben mar egy Regensburgban kiadott kényv
végére kotve is szerepelt. A képen langokban all6 varost latunk,
bastyas falai korul vizesarok, melyen négy hid vezet at. A varos-
ban elszért hazcsoportok kézoétt nyolc minaretes-kupolas dzsami
sematikus rajza lathato. A még épnek tiiné belsé varat két helyrél
l6vik, a varosbol, egy nagyobb, romos épulet romjai kozil és a
sz6l6hegy oldaldbol. Az ostromlok a Vaskapu mellett mar rést
tortek a varosfalon. A varban a székesegyhaznak csak az alapraj-
za szerepel (négytornyu székesegyhaz felirattal), el6tte egy dzsa-
mi. A Tettye-patak nyugati partjan hat malom, a keleti oldalon
hazak, egy fallal keritett dzsami és a ,,jezsuita” templom. A kiilva-
rost keletrél kerités hatarolja.

Schmidtmayr metszetét késébb sokan, sokféleképpen dol-
goztak fel. Még 1664-ben megjelent az Icones... csekély mérték-
ben valtoztatva meg az épuletek rajzolatat, am j6 néhany staf-
fazs-figurat elhelyezve az égé varosban. A legjelentésebb ku-
16nbség talan az, hogy a székesegyhaz alaprajza eltiint, helyette
négytornyos épuletet latunk, és a var tovabbi épuletei is a pers-
pektivanak megfeleléen allnak (Schmidtmayrnal nem). Tovabbi
kulénbség, hogy az el6képen nem lathaté varkapukat a Vaskapu
mintajara egészitette ki a metszd, és — egyébként helyesen —elhe-
lyezett egy kerek bastyat a puspokvar délnyugati szogletében is.
Jellemzé tévedés, hogy az egyik, Vaskapu kézelében allé dzsami
langban all6 tetejét a metsz6 nem vette figyelembe, tgyhogy az
épulet immar tet6 nélkul szerepel.

E képet kdveti Meyern (1665) és Happelius (1688) abrazolasa
kisebb-nagyobb stilaris alakitasokkal — de a Iényegen sosem val-
toztatva. Szintén e sorozathoz tartozik egy keltezetlen angol
metszet is, amely azonban csak a vérat és kornyékét mutatja be.

Egy masik sorozat nagy Ujitasa, hogy bar ostrom kézben, de
nem gomolygé flistben és langok kézt mutatja a varost. Ez persze
a rajzolotol némi kreativitast igényelt, hiszen az eddig nem latha-
t6 részeket ki kellett egészitenie. Ennek eredményeképpen a va-
ros kozepére nagy, dupla lépcsés oromfalu, tornyos ,palota” ke-
ralt. A keleti ostromlasi pont kapuvé valtozott. A székesegyhaz
épulete szétesett, a metszé nyilvan nem tudta értelmezni el6-
képét. A puspokvar saroktornya abnormalisan nagyra noveke-
dett. A vaskapu mogétti, fentebb emlitett dzsami Gjra tet6t ka-
pott, a minarettél balra és jobbra kis, hegyes toronystivegeket
latunk. Bouttas és Haffner 1686-ban a t6bbi részletben még vi-
szonylag hlien koveti elédeit, de ezt kévetéen a J.U.M. szignéju
mester még jobban elrugaszkodik (1686) a valésagtol: a Siklési
kapu tornyardél példaul eltlint a nyilas, és nem latszik a hid sem. A
vaskaputdl jobbra lathato belévésnyomok is eltlinnek — az egész
falszakasszal egyutt. A korabban oly jellegzetes foldsav a varos
arka és a Tettye-patak k6z6tt egészen vékonyra zsugorodik.

1686-ban pedig egy Ujabb képcsoport is feltlint. A sorozat
forrasa talan Birkenstein. O is egy békés varost abrazolt, 4gytk és
ostrom nélkul. Afalak, adzsamik beosztasa azonos a Schmidtmayr-
féle képével, de tobb fantasztikus épulet is feltlinik. A ,palota”
itt egy egyszer(, de hatalmas, Iépcsés oromfala épulet. A kozelé-
ben azonban megjelenik egy nyeregtetés, szégletes tornyd épit-
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mény is. Tobb dzsaminak nagy, erételjes minaretje kerekedik, gyi-
lokjards korerkéllyel. A vérosnak keleten két hidja, de csak egy
kaputornya van, s az sem vilagos, hogy az melyik hidhoz is tarto-
zik. Az abrazolastipus vilagosan az Icones csaladjabdl agazik ki, s
ezt viszi majd tovabb a Das Ehmals... (1688) és Althan képe is
(1689).

Teljesen kulon iranyvonalat képvisel Antonio Panceri met-
szete (1687). Alaprajzi szempontbdl egyértelmiien a Schmidtmayr-
féle alapképhez kapcsolédik, am abrazolasaiban sokkal realisabb
annal, a kozkeletl toposzok helyett hihetd épitményeket abra-
zol. (Mindemellett a székesegyhaz itt is teljesen valétlan forma-
ban szerepel.) A kép kulénlegessége, hogy a varos kornyékét a
tébbieknél sokkal részletesebben és realisabban mutatja be, sze-
repel rajta a mashol nem abrazolt Szigeti kulvaros, és a tettyei
I6pormalom is. Nem elképzelhetetlen, hogy helyszini vazlatokat,
vagy szemtanuk leirasait hasznaltak fel hozza, illetve el6képéhez:
annyi bizonyos, hogy Schmidtmayr abrazolasahoz képest tobblet-
informaciokat hordoz.

Teljesen mas kategoriat képez, az elébbiektsl fuggetlen
Matthaeus Merian metszete (1672), amely a varost — két kulvaro-
saval egyetemben — délrél abrazolja. Itt lathat6 a Budai kulvaros
egyik, legalabb részben hiheté dbrazolasa - jollehet a Tettye és a
Tettye-patak hianyzik. Megjelent a Szigeti kulvaros is, igaz meg-
lehetésen elrajzolva. A valos elemek keveredését latjuk a belsé-
varban is. Felbukkant a székesegyhaz négytornyos tombje, de
erésen hattérbe szoritva, az északnyugati sarkon. Figyelmet érde-
mel ugyanakkor a dzsamik elrendezése a varosban.

Szintén magaban all, s a korabbiaktol teljes mértékben eltér
Michele Lopez metszete (1688). A varost 6 is délrél dbrazolta, am
a rajz szamos elemében fantasztikus, inkabb elmondasokra és
esetleg hadmérnoki alaprajzokra épul, mintsem helyszini vazlat-
ra. igy példaul a ptispokvar a varos feletti dombon helyezkedik el,
a Mecsek azonban csak messze a tavolban latszik. Erdekes ugyan-
akkor Kaszim pasa dzsamijanak meglehetésen jo pozicionalasa,
illetve a Memi-komplexum jo6 elhelyezése.

2. Rajzok

A metszetek mellett néhany hiteles rajzot is ismerink. Az egyik
Anton Salomon Schmidtmayr vézlata, amelyen az 1664. évi ja-
nuari ostrom lathato. A rajz jel6li a varos falait (de a varos épu-
leteit nem), a belsévarat épuletekkel és az ellene felallitott
ostromm{ivekkel, valamint bemutatja a budai kulvarost a Tettye-
patakkal, a ,jezsuita” templommal és a bércserz6k mecsetjével.
A rajz kapcsolata Schmidtmayr metszetével egyértelmd, ugyanak-
kor jelentékeny eltérések is megfigyelheték.

Rendkivul fontos forras egy ma Bécsben 6rzétt tollrajz, ame-
lyet elsé magyarorszagi kiaddja, Pataki Vidor 1690-re datalt, a
csatlakozo szovegre tamaszkodva. A datum azonban aligha lehet
helyes: abban az évben nem ostromolta senkiavarost. Valészintibb
lenne 1686-ra gondolnunk, amikor két ostroma is volt a varosnak.
De nem zarhato ki az 1664. évi varvivas sem. A rajzon abrazolt
ostrommliveletek: a puspokvar délkeleti rondellajaval szemben
és a sz6l6hely oldalaban, a puspokvar északkeleti bastyaja ellen
telepitett Gteg példaul azonos eseményt sejtet és meglepéen ha-
sonlé a belsévar délnyugati sarkan abrazolt négyszégletes — un.
levéltar- — torony abrazolasa is. Vannak azonban lényeges ku-
l6nbségek is: ilyen pl. a puspokvar arkanak alakja, a keleti varfala
el6tti colopfal hianya, a déli fal kozepét erésitdé bastya megléte.
A t6bbi részlet a Schmidtmayr-féle abrazolasok pontatlansagai
miatt nem elemezheté. Akarmikor is keletkezett a tollrajz, egé-
szen bizonyos, hogy a térok kori Pécs legjobb, legpontosabb ab-
razolasa, szamos hitelesnek tekinthetd részlettel. Nagy kar, hogy
csupan a varos nyugati felét lathatjuk rajta.

Osszességében tehat a torok kori Pécs képes dbrazolasai ko-
z6tt mindossze két olyan — egymassal kapcsolatban all6 — metszet
van, amely figyelemre érdemes: Anton Salomon Schmidtmayré és
Antonio Pancerié. Ezek mellé pedig minddssze két vazlatrajzot
rendelhettink. Szdmos toérok kori elem lathaté ugyanakkor a
késébbi, 18. szazadi varosabrazolasokon is.

C.2.1 Leaflet by Anton Salomon Schmidtmayr representing and describing the 1664 siege of Pécs

C.2.2 Pécs ostroma 1664-ben, Lucas Schnitzer
C.2.2 The 1664 siege of Pécs, Lucas Schnitzer
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C.2.1-4 The vistas of Pécs in the Ottoman period
Balazs Sudar

1. Vedutas

Hundreds of printed vistas of Hungarian towns were made and
put into commercial circulation in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. However, the multitude of representations often goes
back to a small number of images. The final vistas were the simple
copies or major — and therefore less authentic — revisions of these
images. In the case of Pécs, we experience the same thing: there
was fundamentally one basic type and some unrelated,
independent representations.

The most widespread and most frequently copied and
reworked representation of the town is the image found in the
pamphlet by Anton Salomon Schmidtmayr. The creator — the
“Protector of Vend and the borders of Petrinja” — quite certainly
visited the town at the time of its siege in January 1664, which
happened “before his very eyes”, as he put it into words. The
pamphlet came out in 1664, and it was already included in the end
of a book published in Regensburg in the same year. The image
shows a town in flames. Its walls with bastions are surrounded by
a moat, and four bridges stretch over it. Among the groups of
houses scattered throughout the town, we can see schematic
images of eight mosques with minarets and domes. The inner
castle, which still seems intact, is shot at from two places, from the
ruins of a major, ruinous building found in the town and from the
slopes of the vineyard. The besiegers had already breached the
town walls near the Iron Gate. Only the floor plan of the cathedral
is represented in the castle (with the legend “cathedral with four
towers”), and there is a mosque in front of it. There are six mills
along the western bank of the Tettye Creek, while on the eastern
side, there are houses, a walled mosque, and a “Jesuit” church.
The suburb is bounded on the east by a fence.

Schmidtmayr’s engraving was later copied by several
artisans, in many different ways. The /cones... still published in
1664, only slightly altered the drawing of the buildings but placed
quite a few staffage figures in the burning town. Perhaps the
most important difference is that the floor plan of the cathedral
is missing. It is replaced by a four-tower building, and the other
buildings in the castle are also represented in perspective (in
contrast with Schmidtmayr’s vista). Another difference is that the
castle gates, which are not visible in the former vista, were
included in the image by the engraver. These were modelled on
the Iron Gate. Furthermore, a round bastion was placed - correctly
— in the south-western corner of the bishop's castle. A common
mistake is that the burning roof of one of the mosques standing
near the Iron Gate was ignored by the engraver, so the building
is shown without a roof.

This picture is followed by the vistas by Meyern (1665) and
Happelius (1688) with more or less stylistic transformations — but
without major changes. This series also includes an English
engraving with an unknown date. However, its shows only the
castle and its surroundings.

A major difference in a later series is that, although it
depicts the town under siege, it does not show billowing smoke
and flames. This, of course, required some creativity on the part
of the draftsman as he had to complete the formerly unseen parts.
As aresult, alarge “palace” with a tower and a two-storey parapet
wall was placed in the middle of the town. The eastern siege point
turned into a gate. The building of the cathedral fell into pieces
as the engraver apparently could not interpret its antecedent.
The corner tower of the bishop's castle grew abnormally large.
Behind the Iron Gate, the mosque mentioned above became
roofed again. To the left and right of the minaret, we can see
small, pointed towers. In 1686, Bouttas and Haffner still follow
the earlier depictions relatively faithfully in terms of other details.
However, the master with the signature J.U.M. (1686) deviates
from reality to a greater extent. For example, the opening in the
tower of the Siklés Gate is missing and the bridge is not visible,
either. The marks of shooting to the right of the Iron Gate also
disappeared —together with the entire wall section. The previously
characteristic area between the town ditch and the Tettye Stream
shrunk to a very narrow strip of land.
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In 1686, another group of images appeared. The source of
the series is perhaps Birkenstein. He also depicted the town in
peacetime, without cannons and siege. The layout of the walls
and mosques is the same as on Schmidtmayr’s image, but several
imaginary buildings are represented on it, as well. The “palace”
here is a simple but huge building with a multi-storey parapet.
Next to it, a building with a gabled-roof and another one with a
square tower has appeared, as well. Several mosques have large,
massive, circular minarets with a balcony around. In the east, the
town has two bridges on the east but only one gate tower, and it
is not clear which bridge the latter belongs to. This type of
representation evidently goes back to the /cones group, and it is
continued by the images of Das Ehmals... (1688) and Althan
(1689).

The engraving by Antonio Panceri (1687) represents a
completely different direction. In terms of its floor plan, it is
clearly related to the basicimage by Schmidtmayr, but it has much
more realistic depictions than that. Instead of common topoi, it
represents credible structures. (Nevertheless, the cathedral is
shown in a completely unrealistic way, here as well.) It is a special
feature of the image that it presents the surroundings of the
town in much greater detail and more realistically than the others.
Forexample, itdepictsthe Szigetsuburb and the Tettye gunpowder
mill, which are not represented elsewhere. It is also likely that
sketches made on the spot or reports given by eyewitnesses were
used for it or for its model. Either way, it carries additional
information compared to the depiction made by Schmidtmayr.
The engraving by Matthaeus Merian (1672) is independent of the
former images and represents a completely different category. It
depicts the town - along with its two suburbs - from the south.
This is one of the (at least partially believable) depictions of the
Buda suburb - although the Tettye and Tettye Stream are missing
from it. The Sziget suburb can also be seen in it, although it is
drawn quite inaccurately. We can also see a mixture of real
elements in the inner castle. The block of the cathedral with its
four towers is shown in the image, but tucked in the background,
at the north-western corner. On the other hand, the position of
the mosques in the town is worthy of attention.

The engraving by Michele Lopez (1688) is also unique and
completely different from the earlier examples. He also depicted
the town from the south, but the drawing is fictitious in many
details. It is based on accounts and possibly floor plans drawn by
military engineers rather than on-site sketches. For example, the
bishop’s castle is located on a hill above the town, but the Mecsek
can be seen in the distance. At the same time, it is intriguing that
the Mosque of Pasha Qasim is positioned quite accurately and the
Complex of Pasha Memi is located well.

2. Drawings
In addition to the engravings, we also have knowledge of some
authenticdrawings. Oneisasketch by Anton Salomon Schmidtmayr
showing the siege that took place in January 1664. The drawing
depicts the town walls (but not the buildings of the town), the
inner castle with its buildings, and the siege-works constructed
against it. Additionally, it shows the suburb of Buda with the
Tettye Stream, the “Jesuit” church, and the mosque of the tanners.
The relationship between the drawing and the engraving by
Schmidtmayr is obvious, but there are also significant differences.
There is an ink drawing kept in Vienna today, which is
considered an extremely important source. It was dated to 1690
by Vidor Pataki, its first Hungarian publisher, based on the
accompanying text. However, the date can hardly be correct
because the town was not besieged that year. The year 1686
seems more likely as the town was under siege on two occasions
that year. But the siege of 1664 cannot be ruled out, either. The
siege operations depicted in the drawing: the battery set up
opposite the south-eastern round bastion of the bishop’s castle
and on the side of the vineyard against the north-eastern bastion
of the bishop’s castle, for example, suggest the same event. The
representation of the rectangular tower - the so-called archives
—at the south-western corner of the inner tower is also surprisingly
similar. However, there are also important differences: for
instance, the shape of the moat surrounding the bishop’s castle,
the lack of palisade outside the eastern castle wall, and the

C.2.3 Pécs 1686-o0s abrazolasa, Giovanni Antonio Panceri
C.2.3 The 1686 representation of Pécs, Giovanni Antonio Panceri
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C.2.4 Pécs 1664-es vagy 1686-0s ostroma, ismeretlen szerzé tollrajza
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C.2.4 Ink drawing of the 1664 or 1686 siege of Pécs by an unknown author

Commentary by Baldzs Sudar

presence of a bastion strengthening the middle of the southern
wall. The other details cannot be assessed due to the inaccuracies
in the representations by Schmidtmayr. Regardless of its date, this
ink drawing is quite certainly the best and most accurate
representation of Pécs in the Ottoman period, which comprises
many authentic elements. It is a great pity that only the western
half of the town is visible in it.

To sum up, the pictorial representations of Pécs in the Ottoman
period comprise only two noteworthy engravings — that are
connected to each other — namely, those by Anton Salomon
Schmidtmayr and Antonio Panceri. In addition to these, we can
only mention two sketches. Nevertheless, the later, eighteenth-
century townscapes also show many details from the Ottoman
period.
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