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AbstraCt

This paper deals with the retelling of a family’s history in applications for ennoblement and en-
noblement acts in the folders of the Bohemian Court Chancellery, chiefly during the reign of 
Emperor Leopold I (1658–1705). These documents allow us to directly analyse the applicants’ 
own words about their family history supplemented by a list of ancestors or even family trees. In 
some cases, we can see how the family history and applicant’s and relatives’ occupations are re-
flected in the proposed or bestowed coat of arms. 
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Introduction

How does one perceive their family history, and how does one wish others to re-
member it? How much did petitioners for ennoblement say about themselves, their 
immediate family, and their ancestors? How long does this family history tend to 
be? What was fact among what the applicants wrote, what was family tradition, and 
what was fabricated for the sole purpose of greater glory? In order to better under-
stand the reasons behind the exact formulations in Grants of Arms or Letters of 
Nobility, this paper will focus only on what the petitioners wrote in the applica-
tions for ennoblement because that is how they chose to represent themselves and 
how they wanted to be remembered by future generations.
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This paper is based on extensive research of all ennoblement files in the fonds of 
the Bohemian Court Chancellery (Česká dvorská kancelář) in the National Ar-
chives in Prague. The focus was on documents from the era of Emperor Leopold I 
with additional files about other members of the same ennobled families from both 
before and after the reign of Leopold I. Altogether, a  total of 1,103 files with 
1,170 ennobled persons from 737 families served as a base for this study, but other 
files were taken into consideration as well. This research is intended as a brief ex-
cursion and analysis of the primary sources and therefore every statement is based 
on the aforementioned files unless stated otherwise. 

The intention of this study is to examine the ennoblement documents them-
selves without the ambition of tracking the ennobled persons through history as 
later events had no impact on any of the documents unless a new ennoblement 
process was opened.1) 

General Observations about the Primary Resources

To understand what led the petitioners to include (or omit) something in their ap-
plications, we must at least briefly look at what the ennoblement process looked 
like in general at the Bohemian Court Chancellery.2) The first step was the appli-
cant who after accumulating sufficient merits to his name addressed an ennoble-

1)	F or more about the ennoblement processes in the era of Leopold I see Markéta HRDLIČKO-
VÁ, Nobilitace a nobilitační politika v habsburské monarchii za vlády Leopolda I., master thesis, 
Charles University, Praha 2022. For other eras see Ivana AUSTOVÁ, Býti šlechticem: šlechtické 
nobilitace v letech 1627–1657 v českých a rakouských dědičných zemích, České Budějovice 2016; 
Adam POLÁŠEK, Nobilitace vydané Českou dvorskou kanceláří za vlády Josefa I. (1705–1711), 
master thesis, University of Ostrava, Ostrava 2010; Jiří BRŇOVJÁK, Šlechticem z moci úřední: 
udělování šlechtických titulů v českých zemích 1705–1780, Ostrava 2015; Jiří BRŇOVJÁK, České 
nobilitace podnikatelů v období vlády císaře Karla VI. (1712–1740). Nobilitace – stavovství – mer-
kantilismus, in: Jiří Brňovják – Aleš Zářický (edd.), Šlechtic podnikatelem – podnikatel šlech-
ticem. Šlechta a podnikání v českých zemích v 18.–19. století, Ostrava 2008, pp. 219–238. For 
more about nobility in Czech lands see also Zbyněk ŽOUŽELKA, Nobilitace úředníků správ-
ních institucí českých zemí za zásluhy v hospodářské sféře v letech 1740–1780 (stručný nástin pro-
blému), in: J. Brňovják – A. Zářický (edd.), Šlechtic podnikatelem, pp. 239–252; Petr MAŤA, 
Svět české aristokracie (1500–1700), Praha 2004. For more about ennoblement acts and Pa-
tents of Nobility see Ivana AUSTOVÁ, Nobilitační listiny. Možnosti a limity životopisného (genea
logického) výzkumu na příkladu škrétovských privilegií, in: Lenka Stolárová – Kateřina Holečko-
vá (edd.), Karel Škréta (1610–1674): dílo a doba. Studie, dokumenty, prameny, Praha 2013, 
pp. 87–94; Karel MÜLLER, Erbovní listiny v archivech Slezska a severní Moravy, Opava 2001.

2)	A bout the Bohemian Court Chancellery see Karel STLOUKAL, Česká dvorská kancelář 
1599–1608. Pokus z  moderní diplomatiky, Praha 1931. For the process of ennoblement see 
J. BRŇOVJÁK, Šlechticem z moci úřední, p. 132.
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ment application to the Emperor himself, submitting it via the Chancellery. This 
application was composed with the mandatory aid of the so-called “Court Agent”, 
who knew exactly how to proceed and whose signature we can find on some of the 
applications. The petitioner enclosed whatever documents they deemed important 
for the success of their application including older charters issued to them or their 
ancestors, as well as family trees, testimonies about their origins or deeds, etc. The 
submissions were then discussed during a meeting of the chancellery, in our case 
the Bohemian Court Chancellery (but the procedure was the same at Austrian 
Court Chancellery (Österreichische Hofkanzlei) and the Imperial Court Chancel-
lery (Reichshofkanzlei)). If the council members considered the wording in the 
application or the attachments to be insufficient, they requested additions either 
directly from relevant authorities such as city councils, or from the applicants 
themselves. The council also considered the proposed coats of arms and referred 
them to a special official who in earlier times was either a board member them-
selves or an official at the Chancellery.3) However, in 1707 Emperor Joseph I 
appointed a special official for this purpose known as the Heraldic Censor respon-
sible for ensuring the newly granted coats of arms complied with heraldic rules and 
was not too much like any existing coat of arms.4)

Once everything was discussed and found adequate, the application was ap-
proved: The council first deliberated and then wrote a brief report (in later years 
called a  votum cancellariae) for the Emperor, who commented on application 
(usually in the form of a single word, “placet”, if he agreed), and added his signature 
directly on the votum. A draft of the document was prepared where the specific 
reasons for granting nobility were repeated, in most cases word for word from the 
application (as was standard practice at the time). The same wording then appears 
again in the Patents of Nobility. Once the draft was approved, it was marked with 
the words “ad taxaturam”, which meant the Patent of Nobility would be issued 
once the applicant paid all the associated fees and taxes. 

Few Bohemian Court Chancellery Grants of Arms and Patents of Nobility have 
survived from the reigns of Rudolph II and Ferdinand II, while their numbers con-
tinually increase during the reigns of Ferdinand III, Leopold I, and Joseph I, cul-
minating in the reign of Emperor Charles VI and the early years of Empress Maria 
Theresa, who then abolished the Bohemian Court Chancellery in 1749. In total, 
there are 104 archives boxes regarding the Czech lands. Unfortunately, most of the 

3)	A s can be seen in the files of Johann Jacob de Blanc. Národní archiv, Česká dvorská kancelář 
(further NA, ČDK), sign. IV D 1, De Blanc (1699), box 416. Note: All the names of the en-
nobled persons are written in the form as they appear in the draft and therefor in the Patent of 
Nobility itself. 

4)	H anns JÄGER-SUNSTENAU, Erbovní cenzoři v  Dvorských kancelářích ve Vídni 1707–1918, 
Genealogické a heraldické informace 1988, nr. 2–3, pp. 115–132. 
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files contain just the drafts without attachments, which were mostly discarded 
during the 18th and 19th centuries.5) Therefore, only a handful of documents re-
main from before 1698 (10 applications and 5 files with additional attachments), 
even though we can assume that more existed based upon what has survived, what 
we know about the process, and the form of the documents.6) It should also be 
noted the preserved files exclusively pertain to approved applications as all rejected 
applications were discarded.

From what was preserved, we can see most of the applications had attachments, 
some of which were mandatory such as a picture accompanying the blazon of the 
proposed coat of arms (but not when the applicant was not to receive an entirely 
new coat of arms or an augmentation of coat of arms). The most common were 
older charters, usually copies, but there are some that were attached as originals. 
Older charters were usually from the previous two generations but could go back 
to the mid-15th century. For example, in 1701 Christoph Maximilian of Flamm 
attached a charter addressed to his ancestor Peter Flamm issued in 1491 by Em-
peror Maximilian I in its original form.7) Attachments could also have been vital 
records such as confirmations of births or marriages issued by local churches or 
other religious authorities.8) Other statements could have been from the Land Reg-
isters Office (Úřad desk zemských)9) or from town councils.10) 

Merits Listed by Petitioners

As we have seen, individuals needed to have amassed sufficient merits to their 
names. Let us thus examine what those merits entailed and what petitioners typi-
cally wrote about themselves. There were two main groups of people who applied 
to be elevated to the ranks of the nobility: The first were civil servants, and the 
second were soldiers. Other petitioners included e. g. the Emperor’s personal 
servants, purveyors of the court, high-ranking university officials, members of the 
clergy, and doctors of medicine. Most of the applicants for the higher nobility 
(unlike newly ennobled ones) stated no occupation whatsoever as their primary 
merits were stated as the family’s glory and not those of the individual.

 5)	 Josef KOLLMANN – Karel BERÁNEK, Česká dvorská kancelář (1293)1523–1749. Inventář 
k fondu, Praha 1966, p. 16–17.

 6)	 J. BRŇOVJÁK, Šlechticem z moci úřední, p. 132.
 7)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Flamm (1701), box 429.
 8)	I bidem.
 9)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Contreras (1713), box 422.
10)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Barthel (1703), box 412.
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The group with the highest percentage of applications were civil servants, offi-
cials, and clerks from local authorities (almost 43.5 % during the period in ques-
tion). These petitioners most commonly held the highest offices in Bohemia (Bo-
hemian Land Court, Bohemian Chamber, or Bohemian Court Chancellery), while 
clerks held basically any position from scribes to the highest-ranking posts. Many 
petitioners also cited the Silesian Oberamt. These clerks and officials also came 
from various town councils or the dominion-related offices of notable aristocrats. 
These officials commonly cited over 20 years of service, such as Andreas Kreczig 
of Stanwitz and Mockra who worked as an office worker and official for  
40 years.11) There are cases where some stayed in the same office throughout their 
entire careers, while others changed offices or positions several times.

The second largest group were soldiers (about 26.5 % during the observed peri-
od). This group also occasionally mentioned service of over 20 years, such as An-
dreas Burckhard of Löwenhoff who served for 33 years,12) or Mathias Franz Lu-
betisch of Capellet who served for 44 years.13) Most had ranks of Obrist, Cornet, or 
Rittmeister, but some rose as high as General-Feldwachtmeister. These individuals 
served in various campaigns the Habsburg monarchy led against its enemies, be it 
the French, the Ottomans, or against uprisings within its own territory, including 
various stages of the Hungarian-Ottoman Wars, the Great Turkish War, the Bocs
kai uprising, the Bohemian Revolt, and the Thirty Years’ War. Cases where a larger 
number of soldiers applied for ennoblement after victorious battles or successful 
(or successfully broken) sieges were not uncommon. Those mentioned most often 
include the battle of Saint Gotthard (1664), the battle of Zenta (1697), and the 
sieges of Prague (1648), Vienna (1529, 1683), and Belgrade (1688). There are also 
cases when the petitioner first served as a soldier and then as a civil official, for 
example Andreas Cetto of Kranstorff served as a soldier for 16 years and then 10 
years as an official in the Duchy of Legnica.14) Other petitioners included a per-
sonal valet to Emperor Leopold I,15) a fabric merchant (purveyor of the court),16) 
a university rector,17) a vicar general,18) an apothecary,19) etc.

Referencing certain key points was nearly mandatory in these self-descriptions: 
the length of service, any titles or positions held, and having worked for any nota-

11)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Kreczig of Stanwitz and Mockra (1691), box 453.
12)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Löwenhoff (1673), box 420.
13)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Lubetisch-Capellet (1649), box 460.
14)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Cetto (1703), box 421.
15)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Bevier (1701), box 415.
16)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Arnoldt (1655), box 411.
17)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Franchimont (1677), box 430.
18)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Brunetti (1691), box 419.
19)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Becher (1684), box 413.



78 Markéta Hrdličková

ble figures. Soldiers’ applications also included their assignments, the battles where 
they fought, their commanders, the roles and positions they held, and their rank. 
For example, Gerhard Heinrich Butz (Buz) of Rohlsberg20) wrote that his ancestor 
Peter was a hetman in the service of the Archbishop of Cologne and died in his 
service. Gerhard’s father and grandfather also died while performing military 
service to the Holy Roman Empire, while Gerhard himself was a cuirassier and 
bodyguard to Pope Alexander VII. He served the emperor in the army fighting  
the Ottoman Empire from 1662, fought in the battle of Saint Gotthard, and was 
awarded the title of postmaster in Slavonice. 

The petitioners also usually explained that their upbringing was suitable for 
a  nobleman. Studying at the university for any amount of time (even just for 
a month), was worth inclusion, as was travelling throughout Europe,21) or in one 
case even around the world.22) In accordance with the Counter-Reformation in the 
Czech lands, some petitioners emphasised their families (or at least they them-
selves) stayed true to the Catholic Church. However, less than a handful of cases 
mentioned charitable acts because charity was viewed as a Catholic duty and not 
as a merit on its own.

The greater the number of positions, merits, and distinguished individuals the 
applicants could list, the better. They also wrote about their families, specifically 
their direct ancestors in both paternal and maternal lines, their brothers, uncles, 
and even their grandfathers’ brothers, the families of their wives, and any other 
notable associated families. The petitioners mentioned their family’s accomplish-
ments, noting what occupations they performed, for how long, what titles they 
held, their posts, what battles they fought in, and under whose command if they 
were in the army. For example, Count Wenzel Karl Czabeliczky of Sauticz23) wrote 
that his family had been in military and civil service from the reign of Charles IV 
as soldiers, officials, and clergymen, and they helped fight the Turks, Tatars, Cos-
sacks, and Moldovans.

The texts also usually mention the prior one to three generations, but there are 
cases when they describe the family history over several centuries. For example, 
Friedrich Bojislav and Ferdinand Adolf Dobřenský of Dobřenice24) wrote that 
their family came to the Czech lands along with the brothers Čech and Lech, the 
legendary founders of the Czech and Polish nations. Karl Ferdinand and Georg 
Gottfried Eben25) wrote that their family had lived in the Holy Roman Empire 

20)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Buz (1694), box 420.
21)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Leveneur (1682), box 457.
22)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Gutsmuthos (1671), box 436.
23)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Čabelický (1682), box 423.
24)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Dobřenský (1696), box 425.
25)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Eben (1677), box 427.
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since 1345, that both their fathers were in the army, and that Karl Ferdinand was 
a soldier that fought against the Turks and the French under Montecuccoli’s com-
mand. Albrecht Leopold and his cousins Adam Wenzl and Georg Heinrich Pa
czensky of Tenczin26) claimed their family came to Upper Silesia along with Lech. 
Georg Heinrich, Karl Moritz, and Dietrich Rödern auf Strolicz27) wrote that their 
family had been in the Empire since the time of Charlemagne. And Christoph Karl 
Woracziczky of Pabienicz28) stated that his family had been in the Czech lands 
since 797.

The family histories could take the form of a  written family history like in 
Christof of Breßler and Aschenburg’s29) case. He listed his ancestors and other 
notable family members from about 1430. It could also be in the form of graphic 
family tree like the one Ferdinand Scholtz30) attached (Fig. 1), or it could be a col-
lection of various documents speaking to the family’s history, such as in Barthel’s31) 
case where there are copies of older charters, testimonies of his father’s university 
studies, his father’s status as a burger, etc. 

A possible merit could be the individual’s expectations for their life in the Holy 
Roman Empire. Some listed their ancestor’s accomplishments, noting they have 
no merits of their own because of their youth, but their university studies meant 
they could be useful to the Emperor and the realm in the future. Or there was the 
case of Wilhelm of Wirtz32) (himself was a doctor of medicine), who wrote that two 
of his sons were soldiers and the other two were civil servants, and thus he contrib-
uted to the Empire’s bright future.

The general rule is that individuals who wanted to be ennobled listed multiple 
ancestors and family members, usually three generations (grandfather-father-appli-
cant, or father-applicant-son). There is the case of Bartholomeus of Eck33) whose 
great-grandfather’s brother served as a soldier under Buquoy’s command in Hun-
gary, his uncle served in the army during the Czech Rebellion, and he had been in 
the army in Flanders, La Cassel, Piedmont, and elsewhere since 1646, serving un-
der Montecuccoli, Souchez, and Strozzi, and participating in the siege of Kanizsa, 
and the Battle of Saint Gotthard.

On the other hand, nobles typically hailing from long-established and traditional 
noble families of the Czech lands who aspired to ascend to the higher ranks of the 

26)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Pacenský (1692), box 470.
27)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Rödern (1669), box 482.
28)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Voračický (1684), box 506.
29)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Bressler (1703), box 418.
30)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Scholz of Löwenkron (1706), box 459.
31)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Barthel (1703), box 412.
32)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Wirtz (1694), box 511.
33)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Eck (1696), box 427.
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nobility often did not extensively list their ancestry as it was not deemed necessary. 
This reluctance appears to stem from a sense of dignity as it is presumed their line-
age was already well-known. Consequently, they tended to highlight their personal 
achievements while underscoring the historical significance of their own houses, 
a possible explanation for the scarcity of references to chronicles or the works of 
annalists. For example, Wenzl Joseph and Theobald Czernin of Chudenitz34) list 
various personal accomplishments, but on top of that they noted that “the chroni-
cles bear witness to the glory of their house”.35)

In addition to items that were nearly obligatory in the application, there were 
also aspects that were to be explicitly avoided. This usually represented any refe
rence to professions that were not suitable for the nobility. On the other hand, 
money talks and having significant resources was essential for acquiring a noble 
title – not only because of the ennoblement tax and fees for the Patent of Nobility 
themselves – but to maintain a lifestyle befitting a noble. Therefore, it was appro-
priate to write that “my (great)(grand)father was a wealthy burgher and a member of 
the town council”, but it was also advisable to not mention his occupation. Any 
mention that the petitioner or his ancestors had served in an enemy army was also 
to be avoided. This was not in itself something entirely negative, however, as armies 
were still largely composed of hired mercenaries at the time and being paid for 
military service was considered an acceptable occupation. In those cases, the peti-
tioner simply stated they served as soldiers, usually without giving further details.

Not everything the applicants wrote in the applications was entirely true, nor 
was it completely deceitful either. They were rather carefully constructed narra-
tives the veracity of which was very difficult to verify both at the time and today. It 
is almost impossible to determine which of these were less-than-true or just embel-
lished stories preserved within a family tradition that the applicants truly believed, 
and which were carefully constructed narratives the petitioners wanted others to 
believe.

It is also worth mentioning that repeating the story could have served its own 
purpose through a consistency in the retelling of the family history. As was already 
stated before, the same wording appears in the application, the draft, the votum, 
the charter, and in the Saalbuch. Furthermore, the reasoning is repeated when the 
same person applied for elevation to higher rank, usually word for word. Some of 
the petitioners in later generations also repeated the family history verbatim, which 
could serve to codify the family history (after all, the Patent of Nobility is a public 
document), and it helped shape the family’s collective memory.

34)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Czernin of Chudenitz (1699), box 423.
35)	 „[…] letopisové vydávají svědectví o zásluhách jejich rodu.“ Ibidem.
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Coats of Arms

There are cases where the proposed or granted coat of arms reflected either the 
origin, profession, or a notable life event of the newly ennobled or his ancestor.36) 
Soldiers quite often chose a charge to represent their military career that usually 
took the form of a weapon, some sort of military equipment, or even a wound they 
suffered during their service. The most common weapon was a sword, but others 
selected include a buzogáň (a special kind of bludgeon used in both Upper and 
Lower Hungary from the Middle Ages) found in the coat of arms of War Council 
Secretary Christian Ferdinand Ungar of Rittersburg (Fig. 2),37) or a Turkish sabre 
in Nikolaus Blankovský’s escutcheon and crest.38)

Both soldiers and ordinary citizens who participated in the defence of Prague 
against the Swedes during the Thirty Years’ War often had a reminder of the event 
in their coats of arms.39) This was represented by the city walls or gates as in Martin 
Alexander Doležek of Rogoznik’s coat of arms40); some sort of military equipment 
such as bombs or siege ladders; or even symbols of victory such as a dove or a lau-
rel wreath as in David Alber Eysler of Eysenfeldt’s coat of arms.41) Less common 
were charges representing wounds like a bloody shirt in the coat of arms of Ambro-
sius Pellizoni42) (who was not a soldier himself, but whose father was a soldier from 
Modena who died serving the Emperor).

Representations of the ennobled individual’s origin were less common. Civil 
officials usually chose a charge that resembled some part of the coat of arms of the 
land where they were born or where they settled. Such coats of arms were usually 
not approved by the Chancellery as proposed, but as amended such as when the 
silver Bohemian double-tailed lion would be changed into a single-tailed one, for 
example. Even civil officials sometimes wanted their coat of arms to represent their 
occupation, but it was by no means as common as among soldiers. For example, 

36)	Tomáš KREJČÍK, Coats of Arms and Grants of Arms as Part of the System for Preserving Family 
Memory and Reinforcing the Prestige of Noble Families, in: Jiří Brňovják – Jan Županič (edd.), 
Changes of the Noble Society, Aristocracy and New Nobility in the Habsburg Monarchy and 
Central Europe from the 16th to the 20th Century, Ostrava – Praha 2018, pp. 95–112.

37)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Ungar (1701), box 503.
38)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Blankovský (1644), box 416.
39)	For more about this topic, see Jan ŽUPANIČ – Marek LAŠŤOVKA – Michal FIALA – Jakub 

HRDLIČKA – Tomáš KREJČÍK (edd.), Erbovní listiny Archivu hlavního města Prahy a Archivu 
Národního muzea. Osobní privilegia a obléhání Prahy roku 1648: textově-obrazová elektronická 
edice s audio složkou, Praha 2001.

40)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Doležek (1700), box 426.
41)	 NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Eyser (1665), box 427. See also Jan ŽUPANIČ – Michal FIALA, Pra-

ha 1648: nobilitační listiny pro obránce pražských měst 1648, Praha 2001. 
42)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Pellizoni (1679), box 472.



82 Markéta Hrdličková

Johann Baptista Kaschnitz of Weinberg, a Salzamt official in Silesia,43) chose a lion 
holding a bucket of salt (Fig. 3). Kutná Hora Highest Mint Master Antonio von 
Janialli44) had a hammer and pick – a symbol of mining – in his crest.

Unfortunately, explanations for the selected symbols are not provided for most 
requests and proposals for coats of arms. Therefore, our interpretations often re-
main nothing more than a  hypothetical construct unless we can rely on other 
sources such as those of a narrative nature or ego-documents. An exception is the 
case of Johann Jacob de Blanc45) who in a letter to the Bohemian Court Chancel-
lery clarified his selection of a heraldic charge in the form of two gold coins follow-
ing its initial rejection by the Chancellery during its preliminary examination. 

Conclusion

The process of ennoblement in the Czech lands and the Grants of Arms and Pa
tents of Nobility issued by the Bohemian Court Chancellery not only offered 
a mechanism for achieving the status of nobility by recognizing individual merit, 
but also served as a means for petitioners to craft and present their legacies to fu-
ture generations as their own words and stories were the crucial documents for 
their descendants and their family’s identities. The careful construction of family 
histories and personal achievements reveal the importance placed on establishing 
noble status, both through accomplishments and more-or-less embellished family 
history narratives. While soldiers emphasized their military contributions and 
civil servants highlighted their administrative roles, the common thread was a stra-
tegic presentation of merit, lineage, and honour. The resulting applications, accom-
panied by carefully chosen coats of arms and collections of important documents 
about the petitioners and their ancestors tell a broader story of the cultural and 
social values of the time where status, honour, loyalty, and long-term service were 
key to securing noble recognition. Ultimately, these applications offer a glimpse 
into how the status of nobility was not just earned, but also shaped and remem-
bered, often through carefully curated and chart-codified histories that ensured the 
ennobled family would be remembered with honour in perpetuity.

43)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Kaschnitz (1701), box 447.
44)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Janialli (1692), box 445.
45)	NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, De Blanc (1699), box 416.
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Fig. 1: Family tree of Scholz family
(NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Scholz of Löwenkron (1706), box 459)
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Fig. 2: Coat of arms of Christian Ferdinand Ungar of Rittersburg
(NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Ungar (1701), box 503)
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Fig. 3: Coat of arms of Johann Baptista Kaschnitz of Weinberg
(NA, ČDK, sign. IV D 1, Kaschnitz (1701), box 447)
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Markéta H r d l i č k o v á

Převyprávění a reflexe rodinné historie 
v žádostech a nobilitačních spisech české 
dvorské kanceláře v druhé polovině 
17. století

Shrnutí

Studie se zabývá způsobem, jakým žadatelé o povýšení do šlechtického stavu v čes-
kých zemích v raném novověku, hlavně pak v době vlády Leopolda I., konstruovali 
a prezentovali vlastní i rodinnou historii v žádostech o povýšení adresovaných císa-
ři skrze českou dvorskou kancelář. Tyto texty představují nikoli objektivní rodové 
dějiny, nýbrž více či méně pravdivý obraz minulosti, který sami žadatelé zvolili jako 
„závazné“ svědectví pro budoucí generace. Práce vychází z  rozsáhlého korpusu 
nobilitačních spisů české dvorské kanceláře uložených v Národním archivu a zabý-
vá se podrobně všemi nobilitačními spisy z  doby panování Leopolda I. a  spisy 
všech ostatních rodinných příslušníků Leopoldem povýšených rodin, tedy celkem 
1103 složkami, zahrnujícími 1170 osob ze 737 rodin. Tento soubor byl zpracován 
s ohledem na výpovědní hodnotu pramenů jako takových, a nebyly tak zohledňo-
vány další osudy zmíněných osob. 

Nobilitační proces začal podáním české dvorské kanceláři, které obsahovalo 
různé přílohy dokládající historii a zásluhy jak žadatele, tak jeho rodu, jako byly 
rodokmeny nebo různá osvědčení o rodinné historii, původu nebo zásluhách čle-
nů, které kancelář posuzovala a v případě potřeby mohla žádat o doplnění. Obsah 
podání odráží dobově podmíněné představy o tom, co bylo nutné předložit k pro-
kázání oprávněnosti žádosti a  co mohlo sloužit jako pomyslná vstupenka mezi 
šlechtu. Základním kritériem byly zásluhy – jak osobní, tak rodové. Nejpočetnější 
skupinu žadatelů představovali úředníci (cca 43,5 %), kteří uváděli funkce, jež za-
stávali nejen v zemských úřadech, ale i v patrimoniálních či městských kancelá-
řích. Druhou nejvíce zastoupenou skupinou byli vojáci (cca 26,5 %), kteří popiso-
vali svou účast v klíčových válečných konfliktech habsburské monarchie, zejména 
v protitureckých taženích a v rámci třicetileté války; mezi nejčastěji uváděné patří 
účast v bitvě u Svatého Gotharda, u Zenty nebo při obléhání Prahy Švédy či Běle-
hradu vojsky protiturecké koalice. Obě skupiny často zmiňovaly délku své služby, 
což bývalo i více než 20 let, dosažené hodnosti či osoby, u kterých sloužily. Mezi 
další jmenované zásluhy patří věrnost dynastii, univerzitní vzdělání, zkušenosti 
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z cest, konfesní loajalita, úspěchy předků a dalších členů rodiny (obvykle tři gene-
race zpět do minulosti). 

Žadatelé o povýšení buď vypisovali přímo v žádostech, nebo k nim přikládali 
rodokmeny nebo shrnutí rodinné historie uvádějící povolání předků, jejich vojen-
skou službu, záslužné činy a různé vazby s jinými významnými rodinami. Zpravidla 
uváděli dvě až tři generace zpět, avšak některá podání rozvíjejí rodinnou historii až 
do středověku či ji dovádějí až k (polo)mytickým počátkům českého národa nebo 
do středověkých dějin Svaté říše římské. Tyto narativy často přejímají i  obtížně 
ověřitelné rodové tradice, které sloužily k legitimizaci společenského vzestupu. Na-
opak členové „tradičních“ starých šlechtických rodů, kteří se ucházeli o povýšení 
do vyššího stupně šlechtictví, obvykle vynechávali podrobná líčení rodinných his-
torií a nepředkládali ani rodokmeny. Místo toho pouze v obecné rovině zdůrazňo-
vali starobylost rodu a svůj šlechtický status, o němž předpokládali, že bude posu-
zovatelům známý.  

Navrhované erby, které byly povinnou součástí žádosti o povýšení do šlechtické-
ho stavu, mohly ve svých figurách reflektovat profesní dráhu či původ žadatele, což 
vidíme mnohem častěji u  vojáků, u  nichž převažovaly motivy zbraní, výzbroje 
a symboly konkrétních bitev či bojových operací, jako například obléhání Prahy 
Švédy. U úředníků jsou heraldické odkazy na jejich úřady méně časté, i když se 
u nich objevuje snaha zařadit do svého erbu nějakým způsobem (celou figurou 
nebo její částí) heraldickou figuru země původu. Většina žádostí však výslovné vy-
světlení symboliky neobsahuje, takže interpretace zůstává často jen pravděpodob-
ným konstruktem.

Celý nobilitační proces nebyl jen formální cestou k povýšení, ale i možností, jak 
vytvořit nebo upevnit vlastní rodovou paměť. Nobilitační spisy představují jedineč-
né svědectví o tom, jak jedinci a rodiny v raném novověku vnímali a formovali svou 
veřejnou identitu. Představují promyšlené, popřípadě až strategicky konstruované 
narativy, v nichž se prolínají skutečné zásluhy, rodové tradice i záměrné fabulace. 
Tímto způsobem se žádosti – a následně i samy povyšovací listiny – stávají klíčem 
k pochopení nejen administrativního procesu, ale i dobového chápání cti, služby, 
loajality a rodové paměti. Formulace, které žadatelé volili, se následně staly po ge-
nerace neměnným obrazem rodu, jenž měl být uchován „v paměti“ a legitimizovat 
šlechtický status i v budoucích generacích.


