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Chapter 5
Vassalage


 

What is vassalage? It is a terminus technicus for a phenomenon
typical of (I can’t believe that my sister feels that is the
perfect time for her to tell the story of her boyfriend. Well, I
can understand. She’s just fifteen. Gergő is her first boyfriend.
That’s a big event in her life. I’m going to listen carefully.
That’s my job, isn’t it? He’s seventeen, that’s cool. Not for me,
actually, but still she feels so. He’s handsome, of course, and I
must take a look at some of his photos. I can sit here still while
she looks for them.) Middle Ages. It is a legal realtionship
between two (She has just arrived and now I have to watch every
single photo that was taken of him. She keeps on speaking, but I
don’t listen to her. I just can’t get what she’s talking about. It
must be Gergő. It’s always him. Anyway, I must admit that he is a
handsome guy. She’s quite lucky to catch him. He’s tall, with a
shoulder-lenght black wavy hair and green eyes. That’s beautiful. I
wonder who this small ugly boy can be he’s holding hands with.
Somebody’s at the door. She jumps up to let the visitor in. At
last, I can continue my essay about vassalage.) persons. One of
them is the liege lord and the other is the vassal. It wasn’t a
compulsory status. One would chose a liege lord deliberately. A
liege lord can have several vassals and a vassal can have more
liege lords. The adjective „oppressive” can not be used for this
situation because (She has just come here to declare she’s going to
introduce Gergő. I’m a bit surprised. The guy at our doors must
have been him. I’m a bit excited.) the vassal did numerous
different services for his liege lord. For a compensation he got
accomodation, a small parcel of field or some money. (Now, I’m
surprised. I’ve just met Gergő. He is the small ugly boy with whom
Mr. Handsome is holding hand on one of the photos. That was weird,
to meet him.) Vassalage was not typical in Hungary but
honor-system, introduced by the Anjous was something of the kind.
Now I am shocked enough not to be able to continue my
essay. 










Chapter 4
Historical Misbelieves


 

What is history? If you look it up somewhere you would find
something like this: ”The field of science that analyses events of
the past”. I can’t say that this is a proper definition. So, what
is history? Is it really just set of facts, events, definitions and
data put together with some conclusions drawn at the end? You may
think so, but that wouldn’t be the exact truth. Dates and events
are one of the most important parts of history. However, I must
say, that it’s not us, who write history, but historians.

You can find hundreds of different kinds of resources studying
which you can build up theories. These ideas will later serve the
bases of some other so-called facts of history. Naturally, your
idea must be widespread enough and accepted by the society and
other historians as well. But be careful, what you think is an
axiom and what isn’t. Once you are wrong but there’s nobody to
notice that, your theory will become a historical misbelief years
or decades later.

I really find these hoaxes quaint to study, and I have my
favourites. Just to list some: Nero set fire to ancient Rome; the
Saint Crown was given to Stephen the Saint by the pope; the Earth
was believed to be flat in the Middle Ages; the Hungarian nobility
was responsible for the defeat at Mohács in 1526; the passive
resistance was the idea of Deák and it spread amongst Hungarians;
the Habsburgs wanted to occupy Hungary and rule it arbitrarily, and
many more.

Why are they so well-known „facts” if they are simply not true?
The easy answer would be: because they were thought to be true. But
that’s not as simple as that. Some of these misbelieves are the
consequences of wrong methods of data processing. Historians didn’t
analyse if the written sources were subjective or objective ones.
In other words, they didn’t observe these primary resources with
source criticism. Some other hoaxes were born deliberately due to
the pressure of some regimes. For example the peasants’ uprisings
and well-known leaders were perfect events and people to fit into
the Marxist-Leninist view of History. Still, they weren’t as
important or decisive as we now think and learn.

I would say that there are some misbelieves that which are worth
being corrected. However, some of our national heroes, famous great
kings and huge victories. Should they be destroyed? We appreciate
Dugovics so much but he didn’t even exist at all. We have our
well-known stories about Matthias I, who was our great Hungarian
king. He wasn’t even Hungarian, not to speak about him being a
great king (which he wasn’t, or at least not as great as we
taught). How can one make differences between national heroes which
are nice to have (and every nation has one) and historical hoaxes?
That’s the real job of a historian, dealing with historical hoaxes
to make the decision.







