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Hungarian medieval research has always had its share of  recurring topics that have 
preoccupied almost every generation since the emergence of  modern historical 
research. The history of  the formation of  the Archbishopric of  Kalocsa is 
undoubtedly just such a subject, having occupied the attention of  Hungarian 
researchers since the nineteenth century. Three aspects of  the Kalocsa question 
have always held interest for scholars. One of  these involves the very location of  
the foundation, that is, why did Saint Stephen choose precisely Kalocsa to found 
an ecclesiastical center? Another is a closely related problem, itself  embracing 
two major subtopics: when was the Bishopric of  Kalocsa organized into an 
archbishopric, and why were two archbishoprics established in the Hungarian 
ecclesiastical province already in the earliest times? And in this connection the 
following question remains valid to this day: why was the ecclesiastical center 
relocated to Bács?

Answers to all these are given in the monograph to be reviewed here, which 
László Koszta, associate professor at the University of  Szeged and a noted 
authority on early Hungarian church history, has produced. The author has been 
engaged in research on the emergence of  the Archbishopric of  Kalocsa since 
the beginning of  the 1990s,1 and in the present work one can read in fact a 
summary of  his work on the question elaborated over the past two decades and 
more. Koszta’s position on Kalocsa may be briefly summarized as follows: in his 
view, Kalocsa was organized as an archbishopric from the outset, though it did 
not possess an autonomous province but was rather only a titular archbishopric 
right up until the mid-twelfth century, when the jurisdictions of  Esztergom and 
Kalocsa were demarcated. 

A debate over this theory of  Koszta has been ongoing for a long time in 
Hungarian medieval research. Among the representatives of  the dissenting 

1 László Koszta, “Az esztergomi és kalocsai érsekség viszonya a 13. század elején” [The Relationship 
between the Archbishoprics of  Esztergom and Kalocsa in the Early Thirteenth Century], Magyar 
Egyháztörténeti Vázlatok 3 (1991): 73–88.
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opinions, it is worth singling out first and foremost Gábor Thoroczkay, who in 
numerous studies has expressed an opinion contrary to that of  the author on a 
number of  questions.2 There is no need to present these in the present article, a 
decision which, beyond the fact that the present author does not feel qualified to 
weigh the various positions held by researchers in connection with the “Kalocsa 
question,” is justified on practical grounds as well: by reading László Koszta’s 
work everyone can gain a detailed overview of  the earlier literature on the 
question, and through the footnotes can also obtain precise information on the 
various positions held on each subtopic. 

Apart from the introduction the book itself  contains the following 
major parts: a detailed description of  all previous conceptions relating to the 
establishment of  the archbishopric, covering the issue of  Kalocsa’s central role; a 
separate chapter discussing the subject of  the archbishopric without a province, 
that is, the conception advocated by the author himself; then a presentation of  
the establishment of  the archiepiscopal province; and finally a broader overview 
of  the decades of  the jurisdictional dispute. 

The author has approached the discussion of  each subtopic using two 
basic processes. Having taken into account all the results achieved in Hungarian 
historiography, he consequently examined these in a very broad European 
comparison. The latter—in our view—was indeed indispensable. It requires 
no particular explanation to state that church history is not only a Hungarian 
historical phenomenon, and therefore the development of  the medieval church 
organization as well as the question of  its direction and transformation are 
inseparable from the general tendencies of  ecclesiastical development in the West. 
On the other hand, it must be acknowledged that our ability to examine early 
Hungarian and East Central European history is quite seriously limited by the 
quantity and quality of  the available sources, which virtually obliges us to examine 
every disputed question by placing it in a wider context, following European 
analogies. The consistent application of  the comparative method is especially 
important with respect to the main issues treated in Koszta’s monograph, for 
example, in assessing whether two archbishoprics could have been established 
in Hungary at the start of  ecclesiastical organization. Concerning this it must be 
pointed out that our knowledge of  Kalocsa becoming an archbishopric derives 
in the first place from the Life of  Saint Stephen, dating from the late eleventh 

2 E.g. Gábor Thoroczkay, “Szent István egyházmegyéi – Szent István püspökei” [Saint Stephen’s 
Dioceses – Saint Stephen’s Bishops], in idem, Írások az Árpád-korról [Writings on the Árpád Era] (Budapest: 
L’Harmattan, 2009), 67–87. 
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century, which was authored by Bishop Hartvic and commissioned by the king 
of  Hungary, Coloman the Learned (Könyves Kálmán, 1095–1116). It was already 
established previously that those parts of  Hartvic’s work that do not follow the 
text of  the two earlier Stephen legends reflect first and foremost the political 
interests of  Coloman the Learned, thus their interpretation, too, is possible only 
within the framework of  politics during his reign. This in itself  justifies including 
other sources originating from beyond the bounds of  Hungarian dynastic 
historiography and hagiography in examining the question. In addition to all this, 
the importance of  the comparative method is also illustrated by the example of  
Hungary’s neighbor, the Polish monarchy: the first historian of  the Piast dynasty 
recorded in the early twelfth century that during the reign of  Bolesław I the 
Brave (992–1025) Poland had consisted of  two archbishoprics. 

In summary it may be stated that László Koszta’s work represents an important 
milestone both in the debate surrounding the formation of  the archbishopric of  
Kalocsa and in the investigation of  the earliest phases of  Hungarian ecclesiastical 
organization. The book’s main strength is that it familiarizes the reader with the 
entire specialist literature on the topic: in addition to advancing the author’s own 
conception, it also presents all the scholarly opinions relating to Kalocsa, both 
authoritative and less authoritative. Because it contains a detailed bibliography, 
which incorporates the international specialist literature produced on the topic, 
it also provides the inquiring audience a kind of  overview of  older and newer 
scholarly results achieved in connection with the problems discussed in the 
book. We can therefore only hope that the work will serve as a starting point 
for further debates among historians and have a fruitful effect on the work of  
subsequent generations. 

Translated by Matthew Caples
Dániel Bagi


