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Onsoz

“2024 Tiirk-Macar Kiiltiir Y1l kapsaminda 18—19 Kasim 2024 tarihlerinde Istan-
bul Medeniyet Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi’nde, o zamanki Dekanimiz Sayin
Prof. Dr. Selim Karahasanoglu’nun destegiyle ve Macaristan’in Ankara Biiytikelcisi
Sayn Viktor Matis’in himayelerinde, “Orta Cag da Tiirk—Macar Iliskileri — Macar-
lasan Tiirk Halklarr” baslikli uluslararasi ve disiplinlerarasi bir sempozyum diizen-
lendi. Sempozyumun gerceklestirilmesine sagladiklar1 destek icin her ikisine de bu
vesileyle igtenlikle tesekkiir etmek isteriz.

Sempozyumun temel amaci, bin yili askin bir gegmise sahip Tiirk—Macar ilis-
kilerini incelemekti. Tiirkiye, Macaristan ve Almanya’dan katilan aragtirmacilar, 5.
ve 15. yiizyillar arasindaki donemde Macarlarin etnogenezinde ve tarihinde 6nemli
rol oynayan, daha sonra zamanla asimile olup Macarlasan Tiirk halklarinin (Hunlar,
Avarlar, Sekeller, Pegenekler, Uzlar ve Kumanlar) Macar tarihine, diline ve kiiltiirii-
ne etkileri ile bu konularda bugiine kadar yapilan arastirmalarin sonuglarini ele alip
degerlendirdiler. Daha 6nce ne Tiirkiye’de ne de Macaristan’da bu erken donemi
boylesine kapsamli bigimde ele alan ortak bir sempozyum, ¢alistay veya benzeri bir
bilimsel etkinlik diizenlenmisti. Bu kitap, s6z konusu sempozyumda sunulan bildiri-
lerin bilimsel kaynak ve agiklamalar ile gorsellerle gelistirilmis makale bigimlerini
igermektedir.

Tiirk—Macar iliskilerinin tarihi gerek genel algida gerekse tarih arastirmala-
rinda uzun siire biiyiik 6l¢iide Osmanli Imparatorlugu’nun Orta Avrupa’daki yayil-
masi, 16—17. yiizyillardaki savaslar ve Osmanlilarin Karpat Havzasi’ndaki yaklasik
bir buguk ylizyillik varligryla iliskilendirilmistir. Oysa iki halk arasindaki tarihsel
iligkiler bundan ¢ok daha eski donemlere uzanmaktadir.

Macarlar, Macar etnogenezinin, Dogu Avrupa’daki tarihinin ve Karpat Hav-
zas1’na yerlesmelerinin gergeklestigi ve sekillendigi yilizyillar boyunca, Tiirk¢e ko-
nusan veya Avrasya bozkirlarmin Tiirk kiiltiirel ve siyasal gevresi igerisinde yer alan
¢ok sayida toplulukla iligki kurmustur. Birlikte yasama, siyasal ve askeri ittifaklar,
catigmalar, niifus hareketleri ve asimilasyon siire¢lerinin yani sira kiiltiirel ve dilsel
etkilesimler bi¢ciminde ortaya ¢ikan bu iligkiler, Macar dilinde, maddi kiiltiiriinde,
toplumunda ve tarihsel geleneginde kalict izler birakmastir.

Bu nedenle Tiirk—Macar iliskilerinin bu erken doneminin incelenmesi, birbi-
rinden agik bigimde ayrilabilen iki etnik veya siyasal toplulugun karsilasma tarihine
indirgenemez. Erken Orta Cag Avrasya bozkir diinyasinin baglica 6zellikleri, siirekli
niifus hareketleri, degisen siyasal ittifaklar ve imparatorluk yapilar ile farkli dilsel
ve kiiltiirel topluluklar arasindaki yogun etkilesimlerdir. Bu tarihsel ortam igerisinde



“Macar” ve “Tiirk” kavramlar1 da her donemde ve her kaynak tiirtinde ayni1 anlamda
kullanilamaz. Kaynaklarda karsilasilan boy adlar1 ve siyasal adlandirmalar ile dilsel
kategoriler ve arkeolojik kiiltiirler arasindaki iliskilerin belirlenmesi bu nedenle basli
basina metodolojik bir dikkat ve titizlik gerektirmektedir.

Macarlarin erken tarihi ve Karpat Havzasi’na yerlesmelerinden 6nceki yiiz-
yillar s6z konusu oldugunda, Tiirkg¢e konusan topluluklarla kurduklar iliskiler 6zel
bir 6nem tasimaktadir. Hunlarin, Avarlarin, Onogurlarin, Bulgarlarin, Hazarlarin,
Pegeneklerin, Uzlarin ve Kumanlarin tarihi, farkli donemlerde ve farkli bigimlerde
Macarlarin tarihiyle kesigmistir. Bu iliskilerin bir bolimii Karpat Havzasi’na yer-
lesmeden 6nce Dogu Avrupa bozkirlarinda ortaya ¢ikmis, bir boliimii ise Orta Cag
Macar Krallig: sinirlari igerisinde devam etmistir. S6z konusu iliskiler yalnizca siya-
sal veya askeri nitelikte degildir; dilsel alintilar, teknolojik ve kiiltiirel aktarimlar, gi-
yim-kusam ve maddi kiiltiiriin ¢esitli unsurlari, gdmme gelenekleri, folklor ve tarih-
sel hafiza bu uzun ve karmasik siirecin farkli izlerini tagimaktadir.

Bu iligkilerin arastirilmasindaki baslica giicliklerden biri, mevcut kaynak-
larin birbirinden farkli nitelikler tagimasidir. Yazili kaynaklar parcalidir; cogu zaman
aktardiklar1 olaylardan zaman ve mekan bakimindan uzakta kaleme alinmis ve ya-
zarlar1 bozkir topluluklarini kendi siyasal, kiltiirel ve terminolojik sistemleri igeri-
sinde degerlendirmistir. Tarihsel dilbilim, erken donem Tiirk—Macar iliskilerinin ya-
z1l1 kaynaklarin sessiz kaldig1 katmanlarini ortaya gikarabilmekte; ancak dilsel alin-
tilarin tarihsel ve kronolojik olarak belirlenmesi de alintilarin kaynaklandigi Tiirk
toplulugunun kesin olarak teshis edilmesini her durumda miimkiin kilmamaktadir.
Arkeolojik buluntular iliskilerin maddi ve ritiiel boyutlarini aydinlatirken, maddi
kiiltlir unsurlari ile etnik kimlik arasinda kendiliginden ve zorunlu bir 6zdeslik varsa-
yilamaz. Son yillarda arkeogenetik arastirmalar da 6nceki bulgulara yeni bir veri tiirii
eklemis; ancak bu verilerin tarihsel olarak yorumlanmasi da arkeolojik, antropolojik
ve tarihsel baglamin dikkate alinmasini gerekli kilmistir.

Tam da bu nedenle, erken donem Tiirk—Macar iligkilerinin arastirilmasinda
disiplinleraras1 yaklasim 6zel bir 6nem tasimaktadir. Tarihsel dilbilim, tarih, kiiltiir
tarihi, arkeoloji ve arkeogenetik birbirleriyle rekabet eden agiklamalar sunan alanlar
degil, ayn1 karmasik tarihsel siirecin farkli boyutlarini erisilebilir kilan disiplinlerdir.
Tek bir kaynak tiiriiniin veya bilim alaninin verileri bu iliskilerin biitiiniinii tek bagina
yeniden kurgulamaya yeterli degildir. Farkli yontemlerle elde edilen verilerin karsi-
lastirilmast ise farkli bilim alanlariin sonuglarmin birbirini denetlemesini, tamamla-
masini ve gerektiginde yeniden degerlendirmesini olanakli kilmaktadir.

Bu genis tarihsel ve disiplinlerarasi ¢erceve, elinizdeki kitapta yer alan ¢alis-
malara da yansimaktadir. Istvan Zimonyi, Hazar—Macar iliskilerine dair tarihsel kay-
naklar1 ve bugiine kadar ileri siiriilen baglica goriisleri yeniden degerlendirerek bu
iligkinin niteligi ve kronolojisine iliskin sorunlari tartismaktadir. Szabolcs Polgar ay-
ni iliskiyi arkeolojik veriler 15181nda ele alarak Sarkel Kalesi, Hazar ve Macar maddi
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kiiltiirleri arasindaki paralellikler ve Kabarlarin arkeolojik olarak belirlenebilmesi
sorunlari tizerinde durmaktadir. Marcel Erdal, Hazarlarin kullandig1 Tiirk dili degis-
kesini tarihsel dilbilim ac¢isindan inceleyerek Hazar dil malzemesinin -Tiirkcesi ve
Genel Tiirkge igerisindeki konumuna iliskin dnceki goriisleri yeniden degerlendir-
mektedir.

Frigyes Sziicsi, 9. yiizyilda Avarlarin varliginin devam edip etmedigi sorunu-
nu tarihsel ve arkeolojik arastirmalarin bugiinkii durumu 15181nda ele alirken, Gyorgy
Szabados Macar etnogenezindeki Hun unsurlarini ve Hun—Macar tarihsel gelenegini
cok bilesenli bir etnogenez ¢ercevesinde degerlendirmektedir. Zoltan Kordé, Sekel-
ler ile Tiirkler arasindaki iliski ve Sekellerin kdkenine dair baglica goriisleri elestirel
bicimde karsilastirirken, Klara Sandor Sekel yazisinin kdkeni ve gelisimini inceleye-
rek bu yazi sisteminin Sekellerin erken tarihi ve etnik olusumu acisindan tagidigi 6-
nemi tartigmaktadir. Sandor, Sekel yazisinin Tiirk yazi sistemlerinin dogu degiskele-
riyle iligkili bir temel {izerinde gelistigi ve baslangictan itibaren Sekellere 6zgii ol-
dugu sonucuna ulasmaktadir.

Istvan Gergely Varga ve ¢alisma arkadaslari, 10—11. yilizy1l Karpat Havzasi
mezarliklarindan elde edilen genomlari genis bir Avrasya veri setiyle karsilagtirarak
yurt tutan Macar topluluklarinin kokeni ve niifus yapisini arkeogenetik yontemlerle
incelemektedir. Klara Agyagasi, Macarcadaki eski Tiirk¢e alintilarin aragtirma tari-
hini, kronolojisini ve dilsel katmanlarint degerlendirerek erken Macar—Tiirk dil ilig-
kilerine iliskin aragtirmalarin gelisimini ve gliniimiizde ulastig1 sonugclari ortaya koy-
maktadir. Hakan Aydemir ise Anonymus’taki Macarlarin arayurtlarindan birine isa-
ret eden Dentumoger adim tarihsel dilbilim ve onomastik agisindan yeniden ince-
leyerek adin yapisina yeni bir kokenbilgisel agiklama dnermekte ve bu agiklamanin
erken Macarlarin tarihi cografyasina iliskin sonuglarini tartismaktadir.

Fatih Durgun, Julianus’un Magna Hungaria yolculugunu 13. yiizy1l Hristi-
yan misyonerligi, donemin siyasal sartlari ve Avrupa—Asya iliskileri baglaminda ye-
niden degerlendirirken, Ali Tirali Bizans kaynaklarindan hareketle 10—13. yiizyil-
larda Bizans Imparatorlugu’na gelen Macar aristokratlarini ve bunlarin Macar—Bi-
zans siyasal ve kiiltiirel iliskilerindeki yerini incelemektedir.

Attila Katona-Kiss, tarihsel kaynaklar ve arkeolojik buluntular1 birlikte de-
gerlendirerek Macaristan’a yerlesen Pegeneklerin maddi kiiltiiriine iliskin mevcut ar-
keolojik verilerin genel bir degerlendirmesini sunmaktadir. Mualla Uydu Yiicel ise
Tirkiye’de Pegenekler {izerine yayimlanmig veya Tiirk¢eye cevrilmis ¢aligmalari bir
araya getirerek bu alandaki arastirma alanyazinina iliskin bibliyografik bir degerlen-
dirme sunmaktadir.

Csilla Balogh, Karpat Havzasi’ndaki Kuman elitlerine iligkin arkeolojik mal-
zemenin genel bir degerlendirmesini ve sistematik simiflandirmasini yapmaktadir.
David Somfai Kara, erken Macar etnik tarihi ile glinliimiiz Kipgak-Tiirk toplulukla-
rinin etnik tarihi arasinda kurulabilecek iliskileri etnolojik, folklorik ve etnomiiziko-
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lojik veriler ¢ercevesinde tartigmaktadir. Zoltan Magyar ise Orta Cag Macar yazili
kaynaklar1 ve halk edebiyatindan hareketle Pegenek, Uz, Kuman ve Tatar gibi Tiirk
topluluklariin Macar tarihsel hafizasi ve efsane geleneginde biraktiklari izleri ince-
lemektedir.

Emine Yilmaz, 21. ylizyilin ilk ¢eyreginde Cuvasca lizerine yiiriitiilen arastir-
malari, kullanilan giincel veri kaynaklarini ve farkli arastirma ekollerinin katkilarini
degerlendirerek Cuvasca arastirmalarinin giinlimiizdeki durumuna iligkin bir pano-
rama sunmaktadir. Eva Csaki, yazili kaynaklarin siirli oldugu dénemlerin arastiril-
masinda dil, onomastik ve sozlii kiiltiir verilerinin tarihin aydmlatilmasina nasil katki
saglayabilecegini Tiirk—Macar iligkilerine ait 6rnekler tizerinden gostermektedir.

Bu ¢aligmalarin bir boliimii belirli konularda simdiye kadar yiiriitiilen aragtir-
malarin sonuglarimi elestirel bicimde degerlendirirken, bir béliimii yeni veriler veya
yeni yorumlar sunmakta, bazilari ise uzun siiredir tartisilmakta olan bilimsel sorun-
lara yeni ¢6zlim Onerileri getirmektedir. Bu ¢alismalar, tarihsel kaynaklarin yani sira
arkeoloji, tarihsel dilbilim, filoloji, onomastik, folklor, etnoloji ve arkeogenetik gibi
farkli alanlarin verilerinden yararlanmaktadir. Erken donem Tiirk—Macar iliskileri-
nin kapsamli bigimde anlasilmasi, bu farkl: disiplinlerin bulgularinin birlikte deger-
lendirilmesini gerektirmektedir. Ancak bu degerlendirmede her disiplinin yontemsel
imkan ve smirlarinin mutlaka gozetilmesi gerekir.

Bu kitapta yer alan ¢alismalar, yazarlarin kendi bilimsel goriis ve degerlendir-
melerini yansitmaktadir; ¢aligmalarda ileri siiriilen goriis, yorum ve sonuglarin bi-
limsel sorumlulugu ilgili yazarlara aittir. Bir calismanin bu kitapta yayimlanmis ol-
masl, editorlerin o ¢alismada ileri siiriilen biitiin goriisleri paylastig1 veya bunlarin
bilimsel gegerliligini onayladigi anlamina gelmemektedir. Kitapta ele alinan bazi ko-
nularda editorlerin degerlendirmeleri ile yazarlarin goriigleri arasinda 6nemli bilim-
sel ve yontemsel farkliliklar da bulunmaktadir.

Bu hususun 6zellikle tarihsel topluluklarin dilsel ve etnik aidiyetlerinin belir-
lenmesi konusunda vurgulanmasi gerekmektedir. Son yillarda Tiirkiye’de yayimla-
nan bazi ¢alismalarda, tarihsel, dilsel ve etnik bakimdan birbirinden farkli Kimmer,
Iskit, Sarmat, Alan ve Ugorlarin — yani Macarlarin, Mansilerin, Hantilerin — Tiirk
kokenli olduklari veya Tiirk¢e konustuklar: yoniinde iddialara rastlanmaktadir. An-
cak bu tiir iddialarm varligi, bunlarin ilgili uzmanlik alanlarinda kabul gdren veya
giderek gii¢ kazanan bilimsel bir aragtirma egilimini temsil ettigi seklinde yorumlan-
mamalidir. Ozellikle Ugor halklar1 ile Alanlarin Tiirkce konustuklar: yoniindeki id-
dialarin tarihsel dilbilim yontemleriyle yapilan arastirmalar sonucunda ortaya kon-
mus oldugu izlenimi, bilimsel alanyazinin mevcut durumunu dogru bigimde yansit-
mamaktadir. Nitekim bu iddialar, konunun uzmani olmayan, genellikle Tiirkiye’deki
bazi genel Tiirk tarihgileri tarafindan ileri siiriilmektedir.

Bu baglamda Ugor teriminin kullaniminda herhangi bir kavramsal belirsiz-
lige yer birakilmamalidir. Ugor, Tiirkolojiye ait etnik veya dilsel bir adlandirma de-
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gil, Ural dilbiliminde kullanilan yerlesik bir smiflandirma terimidir ve geleneksel
tarihsel dilbilim siniflandirmasinda Macarca, Hantice ve Mansiceyi kapsar. Dolay1-
styla Ugorlarin Tiirk oldugu iddiasi, terminolojik ve dilbilimsel icerigi bakimmdan
yalnizca tarihsel bir toplulugun etnik kokenine iliskin alternatif bir goriis ileri siirmek
anlamina gelmez; Macarca, Hantice ve Mansiceyi kapsayan yerlesik bir dilbilimsel
kategorinin Tiirk dili ve Tiirk halklariyla 6zdeslestirilmesi anlamina da gelir. Boyle
bir siniflandirmanin tarihsel dilbilim alanyazininda bilimsel bir temeli bulunmamak-
tadir ve higbir dilbilimci tarafindan da bdyle bir sey ortaya konmus degildir. Bu ne-
denle Ugorlarin Tiirk oldugu seklindeki bir iddianin Tiirkiye’de bazi tarihgiler tara-
findan dile getirilmesi, onu bilimsel alanyazinda tartisilan alternatif goriiglerden biri
veya son donemlerde gii¢ kazanan bir arastirma egilimi haline getirmez. Burada s6z
konusu olan, birbirleriyle rekabet eden bilimsel goriislerin bulundugu bir siniflan-
dirma problemi degil, yerlesik dilbilim terminolojisinin ve bu terminolojinin ifade
ettigi dilsel siniflandirmanin dogru kullanilmasi1 meselesidir. Tarihsel topluluklarin
etnogenezinde farkli unsurlarin rol oynamis olmasi veya bu topluluklarin Tiirk halk-
lariyla tarih boyunca g¢esitli temaslar kurmus bulunmasi da bu dilbilimsel siniflan-
dirmay1 degistirmez ve onlar1 Tiirk yapmaz.

Ayn1 hususun Macarlar ve Macarca agisindan da agik bicimde ifade edilmesi
gerekir. Tirkiye’de konunun uzmant olmayan aragtirmacilar, cogunlukla bazi genel
Tiirk tarihgileri tarafindan zaman zaman aksi yonde iddialar dile getirilse de Macar-
lar Tiirk degildir ve Macarca da bir Tiirk dili degildir. Macarca Ural dil ailesine men-
suptur ve tarihsel dilbilim agisindan bunun tartisilacak bir tarafi yoktur. Bu tespit,
erken Macar etnogenezinde Tiirk unsurlarin bulunmadigi veya Tiirk topluluklarinin
Macar tarihinde 6nemli roller oynamadig1 anlamina gelmez. Tam tersine, tarihsel ve
dilsel veriler Macar toplumunun olusum siirecinde ¢esitli Tiirk unsurlarini biinyesine
kattigini ve bu unsurlarin zamanla Macar toplumu i¢inde asimile oldugunu goster-
mektedir. Ancak bir toplumun etnogenezinde farkli etnik unsurlarin yer almasi, orta-
ya ¢ikan toplulugun bu unsurlardan herhangi biriyle 6zdeslestirilmesini gerektirmez.
Macar toplumunun tarih boyunca ¢esitli Tiirk unsurlarini biinyesine katmis ve asimi-
le etmis olmasi, Macarlarin Macar, dillerinin de Macarca oldugu gercegini degistir-
mez. Etnogeneze katilan unsurlarla etnogenez sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan tarihsel toplu-
lugun kimligini birbirine karigtirmak, etnogenez kavramini da anlamsiz hale getirir.

Benzer bigimde, mevcut dilsel veriler Alan (As) dilinin Dogu irani bir dil ol-
dugunu gosterdiginden, Tiirkiye’de Alanlarin Tiirk¢e konustuklari veya Tiirk koken-
li olduklar1 yoniindeki iddialarin genel Tiirk tarihi alanyazininda giderek gii¢ kaza-
nan bilimsel bir goriis veya yeni arastirmalarla desteklenmis bir sonug gibi goste-
rilmeye calisilmast ne mevcut dilsel verileri ne de bilimsel alanyazinin bugtinkii
durumunu dogru bi¢imde yansitmaktadir.



Bu noktada daha genel bir yontem sorununa da kisaca dikkat ¢cekmek gerekir.
Arkeolojik buluntular, maddi kiiltiir unsurlari, folklorik veya miiziksel paralellikler
ve diger kiiltiirel benzerlikler tarihsel iliskilerin arastirilmasinda son derece degerli
veriler olmakla birlikte, tek baslarina bir toplulugun hangi dili konustugunu veya
hangi dil ailesine mensup oldugunu belirleyemezler. Dolayisiyla bir verinin bilimsel
degeri yalnizca kendi niteligine degil, hangi sorunun cevaplandirilmasinda kullanil-
digina da baghdir.

Bilimsel aragtirma, mevcut goriisler arasindan arastirmacinin kendi tarih ta-
savvuruna uygun olani tercih etmek veya onceden benimsenmis bir goriisii destek-
leyen verileri bir araya getirmekten ibaret degildir. Arastirmacinin kendi varsayimi-
n1 destekleyen veriler kadar onunla celisen verileri de dikkate almasi; ileri siiriilen
iddianin hangi uzmanlik alanina ait oldugunu, hangi yontemlerle sinanabilecegini,
hangi verilere dayandigini ve ilgili uzmanlik alanyazininda nasil degerlendirildigini
belirlemesi gerekir. Her iddia, yalnizca ileri stiriilmiis veya belirli ¢evrelerce savunu-
luyor olmasi nedeniyle bilimsel bir tartigma konusu veya bilimsel bir alternatif héline
gelmez. Ayni sekilde, bir iddianin farkli yayinlarda tekrarlanmasi veya birbirine atif
yapan ¢aligmalar yoluyla genisleyen bir alanyazin goriiniimii kazanmasi da bagimsiz
kanitlarin gogaldigi anlamina gelmez. Bir goriisiin bilimsel agirligini belirleyen, onu
tekrarlayan yaynlarin sayisi degil, dayandigi verilerin niteligi, kullanilan yontemin
gecerliligi ve birbirinden bagimsiz kanitlarla ne l¢iide desteklendigidir.

Burada vurgulanan yontemsel sinirlar disiplinlerarasi arastirmaya kars1 bir tu-
tum olarak anlagilmamalidir. Aksine, gerek bu kitabin kapsami ve baslig1 gerekse
burada bir araya getirilen galigmalar, farkli bilim alanlariin verilerinin birlikte de-
gerlendirilmesine verdigimiz 6nemi agikga gostermektedir. Disiplinlerarasilik, bilim
alanlarmin yontemsel sinirlarmin ortadan kaldirilmasi veya bir disipline ait verilerin
bagka bir disiplinin sorularini onun yontemlerinden bagimsiz bigimde cevaplayabile-
ceginin varsayilmasi anlamina gelmez. Saglikli bir disiplinlerarasi yaklasim, farkli
veri tlirlerinin hangi sorular1 cevaplayabileceginin ve hangi noktada baska bir uz-
manlik alaninin yontem ve uzmanligina ihtiyag duyuldugunun bilinmesini gerektirir.
Bir disiplinin sonuglarindan yararlanmak ile o disiplinin uzmanlik alanina giren so-
runlar hakkinda bagimsiz bilimsel hiikiimler tiretmek ayn1 sey degildir.

Bu kitap, farkl1 bilim alanlarindan aragtirmacilarin goriislerini bir araya ge-
tirmeyi amagladigindan, editorler olarak yazarlarin bilimsel yorumlarina miimkiin
oldugunca genis bir diisiince ve tartigma alani birakmay1 tercih ettik. Bununla birlik-
te bilimsel ¢ogulculuk ile bilimsel iddialarin kanit degeri arasinda ayrim yapilmast
gerektigini diisiiniiyoruz. Ozellikle tarihsel sorunlar iizerinde ¢alisan arastirmacilarin
bilimsel alanyazinda karsilastiklar1 her iddiay esit kanit degerine sahip goriisler ola-
rak degerlendirmemeleri ve farkli disiplinlerden gelen verileri ilgili bilimsel soru-
nun gerektirdigi yontemler ¢ergevesinde degerlendirmeleri, saglikli bir aragtirma ge-
leneginin gelismesi agisindan bilyilik nem tagimaktadir.

vi



Bu diisiincelerden hareketle bu kitabin, erken donem Tiirk—Macar iligkileri-
nin tarihine iliskin mevcut bilgilerimize katki saglamasini, farkli bilim alanlar: ara-
sindaki diyalogu giiclendirmesini ve ele aldig1 sorunlar {izerine yeni arastirma ve tar-
tigsmalara zemin hazirlamasimi diliyoruz. Kitapta bir araya getirilen farkli veri, yon-
tem ve yaklagimlarin yalnizca konu iizerinde ¢alisan bilim insanlari i¢in degil, Tiirk—
Macar iligkilerinin erken donemlerine ilgi duyan biitiin okuyucular igin yararli olma-
sini; 6zellikle geng arastirmacilari yeni sorular sormaya, mevecut goriisleri elestirel
bi¢cimde degerlendirmeye ve bu karmasik tarihsel iliskileri bilimsel yontemlerin ge-
rektirdigi titizlikle incelemeye tesvik etmesini umuyoruz.

Son olarak, hem 18-19 Kasim 2024 tarihinde diizenlenen “Orta Cag’da
Tiirk—Macar Iliskileri — Macarlasan Tiirk Halklart” bashkli uluslararasi sempozyu-
mun gerceklestirilmesine hem de o sempozyumda sunulan ¢alismalarin bir araya ge-
tirildigi bu kitabin basili olarak yayimlanmasina sagladigi maddi destekten dolay1
Yurtdig1 Tiirkler ve Akraba Topluluklar Baskanligi’na tesekkiirii bir borg biliriz.

Kitabin Tiirk—Macar iligkileri alanindaki aragtirmalara ve bilim diinyasina ya-
rarli ve kalici bir katki sunmasini diliyoruz.
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Preface

As part of the “2024 Turkish—Hungarian Cultural Year,” an international and inter-
disciplinary symposium entitled “Turkic—Hungarian Relations in the Middle Ages —
Turkic Peoples Who Became Hungarian” was held at the Faculty of Letters of Istan-
bul Medeniyet University on 18—19 November 2024, with the support of our then
Dean, Prof. Selim Karahasanoglu, and under the patronage of Viktor Matis, Ambas-
sador of Hungary to Ankara. We would like to take this opportunity to express our
sincere gratitude to both of them for their support in making the symposium possible.

The main aim of the symposium was to examine Turkic—Hungarian relations,
which have a history extending back more than a thousand years. Researchers from
Tiirkiye, Hungary, and Germany examined the Turkic peoples — Huns, Avars, Szé-
kelys, Pechenegs, Oghuzes, and Cumans — who played an important role in Hunga-
rian ethnogenesis and history between the fifth and fifteenth centuries and were sub-
sequently assimilated and became Hungarian. They examined the influence of these
peoples on Hungarian history, language, and culture and evaluated the results of re-
search conducted on these subjects to date. Until then, neither Tiirkiye nor Hungary
had hosted a joint symposium, workshop, or similar academic event that addressed
this early period in such a comprehensive manner. This volume contains the article
versions of the papers presented at the symposium, expanded with scholarly referen-
ces and explanations as well as illustrations.

For a long time, both in general perceptions and in historical research, the
history of Turkic—Hungarian relations was associated largely with the expansion of
the Ottoman Empire into Central Europe, the wars of the 16th and 17th centuries,
and the approximately century-and-a-half-long Ottoman presence in the Carpathian
Basin. Yet the historical relations between the two peoples reach back to much ear-
lier periods.

Throughout the centuries in which Hungarian ethnogenesis, Hungarian his-
tory in Eastern Europe, and the settlement of the Hungarians in the Carpathian Basin
took place and developed, the Hungarians came into contact with numerous commu-
nities that spoke Turkic languages or belonged to the Turkic cultural and political
milieu of the Eurasian steppe. These relations, which took the form of coexistence,
political and military alliances, conflicts, population movements and processes of
assimilation, as well as cultural and linguistic interactions, left lasting traces in the
Hungarian language, material culture, society, and historical tradition.

For this reason, the study of this early period of Turkic—Hungarian relations
cannot be reduced to the history of encounters between two clearly distinguishable
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ethnic or political communities. The principal features of the Eurasian steppe world
of the Early Middle Ages included continuous population movements, shifting poli-
tical alliances and imperial structures, and intensive interaction among different lin-
guistic and cultural communities. Within this historical environment, the concepts
“Hungarian” and “Turkic” cannot be used in the same sense for every period and
every type of source. Determining the relationships between tribal names and politi-
cal designations encountered in the sources, on the one hand, and linguistic catego-
ries and archaeological cultures, on the other, therefore requires particular methodo-
logical care and rigor.

With regard to the early history of the Hungarians and the centuries preceding
their settlement in the Carpathian Basin, their relations with Turkic-speaking com-
munities are of particular importance. The histories of the Huns, Avars, Onogurs,
Bulgars, Khazars, Pechenegs, Oghuzes, and Cumans intersected with Hungarian his-
tory at different times and in different ways. Some of these relations emerged on the
Eastern European steppes before the settlement in the Carpathian Basin, while others
continued within the borders of the medieval Kingdom of Hungary. These relations
were not solely political or military in nature; linguistic borrowings, technological
and cultural transfers, various elements of dress and material culture, burial tradi-
tions, folklore, and historical memory all bear different traces of this long and com-
plex process.

One of the principal difficulties in researching these relations is the differing
nature of the available sources. Written sources are fragmentary; they were often
composed at a considerable temporal and geographical distance from the events they
describe, and their authors interpreted steppe communities within their own political,
cultural, and terminological systems. Historical linguistics can reveal layers of early
Turkic—Hungarian relations on which the written sources remain silent; however, the
historical and chronological identification of linguistic borrowings does not always
make it possible to identify with certainty the Turkic community from which they
originated. While archaeological finds can shed light on the material and ritual di-
mensions of these relations, no automatic or necessary identity can be assumed bet-
ween elements of material culture and ethnic identity. In recent years, archaeogenetic
research has added a new type of data to earlier findings; however, the historical in-
terpretation of these data likewise requires consideration of their archaeological,
anthropological, and historical contexts.

It is precisely for this reason that an interdisciplinary approach is of particular
importance in the study of early Turkic—-Hungarian relations. Historical linguistics,
history, cultural history, archaeology, and archaeogenetics are not disciplines offer-
ing competing explanations, but fields that make different dimensions of the same
complex historical process accessible. Data from a single type of source or academic
discipline are not sufficient on their own to reconstruct the entirety of these relations.



Comparing data obtained through different methods, however, makes it possible for
the findings of different disciplines to verify and complement one another and, where
necessary, to be reassessed.

This broad historical and interdisciplinary framework is also reflected in the
studies included in the present volume. Istvan Zimonyi re-evaluates the historical
sources concerning Khazar—Hungarian relations and the principal views advanced
to date, discussing questions concerning the nature and chronology of these relations.
Szabolcs Polgar examines the same relationship in the light of archaeological evi-
dence, focusing on the fortress of Sarkel, parallels between Khazar and Hungarian
material culture, and the problems involved in identifying the Kabars archaeologi-
cally. Marcel Erdal examines the Turkic language variety used by the Khazars from
the perspective of historical linguistics and re-evaluates earlier views concerning the
position of Khazar linguistic material within »-Turkic and Common Turkic.

Frigyes Sziicsi addresses the question of whether the Avars continued to exist
in the 9th century in the light of the current state of historical and archaeological
research, while Gyorgy Szabados evaluates the Hunnic elements in Hungarian eth-
nogenesis and the Hunnic—Hungarian historical tradition within the framework of
multi-component ethnogenesis. Zoltan Kord¢ critically compares the principal views
concerning the relationship between the Székelys and Turkic peoples and the origin
of the Székelys, while Klara Sandor examines the origin and development of the
Székely script and discusses the significance of this writing system for the early his-
tory and ethnic formation of the Székelys. Sandor concludes that the Székely script
developed on a basis related to the eastern varieties of Turkic writing systems and
was specifically Székely from the outset.

Istvan Gergely Varga and his colleagues compare genomes obtained from
10th- and 11th-century cemeteries in the Carpathian Basin with a broad Eurasian
dataset and use archaeogenetic methods to investigate the origins and population
structure of the Hungarian communities of the Conquest period. Klara Agyagési
evaluates the history of research, chronology, and linguistic layers of the early Tur-
kic loanwords in Hungarian, tracing the development of research on early Hunga-
rian—Turkic linguistic relations and the conclusions reached today. Hakan Aydemir
re-examines, from the perspectives of historical linguistics and onomastics, the name
Dentumoger in Anonymus, which refers to one of the intermediate settlement areas
of the Hungarians, proposes a new etymological explanation for the structure of the
name, and discusses the implications of this explanation for early Hungarian histo-
rical geography.

Fatih Durgun re-evaluates Julianus’s journey to Magna Hungaria in the
context of 13th-century Christian missionary activity, the political conditions of the
period, and relations between Europe and Asia, while Ali Tirali examines, on the ba-
sis of Byzantine sources, the Hungarian aristocrats who came to the Byzantine Em-
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pire between the tenth and thirteenth centuries and their place in Hungarian—
Byzantine political and cultural relations.

Attila Katona-Kiss provides an overview of the available archaeological
evidence concerning the material culture of the Pechenegs who settled in Hungary
by considering historical sources and archaeological finds together. Mualla Uydu
Yiicel brings together studies on the Pechenegs published in Tiirkiye or translated
into Turkish and provides a bibliographical overview of the research literature in this
field.

Csilla Balogh provides an overview and systematic classification of the ar-
chaeological material relating to the Cuman elite in the Carpathian Basin. David
Somfai Kara discusses possible connections between early Hungarian ethnic history
and the ethnic history of present-day Kipchak-Turkic communities on the basis of
ethnological, folkloric, and ethnomusicological data. Zoltdin Magyar examines the
traces left by Turkic communities such as the Pechenegs, Oghuzes, Cumans, and
Tatars in Hungarian historical memory and legendary tradition, drawing on medieval
Hungarian written sources and folk literature.

Emine Yilmaz evaluates research conducted on Chuvash in the first quarter
of the 21st century, current data sources, and the contributions of different schools
of research, providing an overview of the present state of Chuvash studies. Eva Csaki
demonstrates, through examples from Turkic—Hungarian relations, how linguistic,
onomastic, and oral-cultural data can contribute to illuminating history in the study
of periods for which written sources are limited.

Some of these studies critically evaluate the results of research conducted to
date on particular subjects; others offer new data or new interpretations, while still
others propose new solutions to scholarly problems that have long been debated. In
addition to historical sources, these studies draw on data from such fields as archa-
eology, historical linguistics, philology, onomastics, folklore, ethnology, and archae-
ogenetics. A comprehensive understanding of early Turkic—Hungarian relations re-
quires the findings of these different disciplines to be considered together. In doing
so, however, the methodological possibilities and limitations of each discipline must
always be taken into account.

The studies included in this volume reflect the authors’ own scholarly views
and assessments; scientific responsibility for the views, interpretations, and conclu-
sions advanced in them rests with the respective authors. The publication of a study
in this volume does not mean that the editors share all the views expressed in it or
endorse their scientific validity. On some of the issues addressed in the volume, there
are also significant scholarly and methodological differences between the editors’
assessments and the views of the authors.

This point needs to be emphasized particularly with regard to determining the
linguistic and ethnic affiliations of historical communities. Some studies published
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in Tirkiye in recent years contain claims that the Cimmerians, Scythians, Sarma-
tians, Alans, and Ugrians — that is, Hungarians, Mansi, and Khanty — although
historically, linguistically, and ethnically distinct from one another, were of Turkic
origin or spoke Turkic languages. The existence of such claims, however, should not
be interpreted as meaning that they represent an accepted or increasingly influential
line of scholarly research in the relevant fields of expertise. In particular, the impres-
sion that claims concerning the Turkic-speaking character of the Ugrian peoples and
the Alans have emerged as a result of research conducted using the methods of his-
torical linguistics does not accurately reflect the current state of the scholarly lite-
rature. Indeed, these claims are generally advanced by some historians of General
Turkic history in Tiirkiye who are not specialists in the subject.

In this context, no conceptual ambiguity should be allowed in the use of the
term Ugrian. Ugrian is not an ethnic or linguistic designation belonging to Turko-
logy, but an established classificatory term used in Uralic linguistics and, in the tradi-
tional classification of historical linguistics, encompasses Hungarian, Khanty, and
Mansi. Consequently, the claim that the Ugrians are Turkic does not, in its termino-
logical and linguistic content, merely amount to advancing an alternative view con-
cerning the ethnic origin of a historical community; it also amounts to identifying an
established linguistic category encompassing Hungarian, Khanty, and Mansi with
Turkic languages and Turkic peoples. Such a classification has no scientific basis in
the literature of historical linguistics, nor has any linguist ever proposed such a clas-
sification. The fact that a claim that the Ugrians are Turkic is voiced by some histo-
rians of General Turkic history in Tiirkiye therefore does not make it one of the alter-
native views debated in the scholarly literature or a research trend that has gained
strength in recent years. What is at issue here is not a classificatory problem invol-
ving competing scholarly positions, but the correct use of established linguistic ter-
minology and of the linguistic classification expressed by that terminology. The fact
that different elements may have played a role in the ethnogenesis of historical com-
munities, or that these communities may have had various contacts with Turkic peo-
ples throughout history, does not alter this linguistic classification and does not make
them Turkic.

The same point must also be stated clearly with regard to the Hungarians and
the Hungarian language. Although researchers in Tiirkiye who are not specialists in
the subject, mostly some historians of General Turkic history, occasionally make
claims to the contrary, the Hungarians are not Turkic, nor is Hungarian a Turkic lan-
guage. Hungarian belongs to the Uralic language family, and from the perspective
of historical linguistics there is nothing to debate on this point. This observation does
not mean that there were no Turkic elements in early Hungarian ethnogenesis or that
Turkic communities did not play important roles in Hungarian history. On the con-
trary, historical and linguistic evidence shows that Hungarian society incorporated
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various Turkic elements during the course of its formation and that these elements
were gradually assimilated into Hungarian society. The presence of different ethnic
elements in the ethnogenesis of a society, however, does not require the resulting
community to be identified with any one of those elements. The fact that Hungarian
society incorporated and assimilated various Turkic elements throughout its history
does not change the fact that the Hungarians are Hungarian and that their language
is Hungarian. To confuse the elements participating in ethnogenesis with the identity
of the historical community that emerges as a result of ethnogenesis renders the very
concept of ethnogenesis meaningless.

Similarly, since the available linguistic evidence shows that the Alan (As)
language was an Eastern Iranian language, attempts in Tiirkiye to present claims that
the Alans spoke Turkic or were of Turkic origin as a scholarly view gaining increas-
ing acceptance in the general literature on Turkic history or as a conclusion suppor-
ted by recent research do not accurately reflect either the available linguistic eviden-
ce or the current state of the scholarly literature.

At this point, a more general methodological problem should also be briefly
noted. Archaeological finds, elements of material culture, folkloric or musical paral-
lels, and other cultural similarities are extremely valuable data for the study of his-
torical relations, but they cannot by themselves determine which language a commu-
nity spoke or to which language family its language belonged. The scholarly value
of a given piece of evidence therefore depends not only on its own nature, but also
on the question it is being used to answer.

Scholarly research does not consist simply of selecting, from among existing
views, the one that accords with the researcher’s own conception of history, or of as-
sembling data that support a previously adopted position. Researchers must consider
evidence that contradicts their hypothesis as well as evidence that supports it; they
must determine to which field of expertise a claim belongs, by which methods it can
be tested, on what data it is based, and how it is evaluated in the relevant specialist
literature. A claim does not become a subject of scholarly debate or a scholarly alter-
native merely because it has been put forward or is defended in certain circles. Like-
wise, the repetition of a claim in different publications, or its acquisition of the ap-
pearance of an expanding body of literature through studies that cite one another,
does not mean that the amount of independent evidence has increased. The scholarly
weight of a view is determined not by the number of publications that repeat it, but
by the quality of the data on which it is based, the validity of the method employed,
and the extent to which it is supported by independent evidence.

The methodological boundaries emphasized here should not be understood
as an objection to interdisciplinary research. On the contrary, both the scope and title
of this volume and the studies brought together here clearly demonstrate the impor-
tance we attach to evaluating data from different fields together. Interdisciplinarity
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does not mean eliminating the methodological boundaries between disciplines or as-
suming that data belonging to one discipline can answer the questions of another in-
dependently of its methods. A sound interdisciplinary approach requires an under-
standing of which questions different types of data can answer and at what point the
methods and expertise of another field are required. Drawing on the results of a dis-
cipline and independently formulating scholarly judgments on questions that fall
within the expertise of that discipline are not the same thing.

Since this volume aims to bring together the views of researchers from dif-
ferent academic fields, as editors we have chosen to allow as broad a space as possi-
ble for the authors’ scholarly interpretations and for discussion. At the same time,
we believe that a distinction must be made between scholarly pluralism and the evi-
dential value of scholarly claims. It is particularly important that researchers working
on historical problems should not treat every claim they encounter in the scholarly
literature as a view of equal evidential value, and that they should evaluate data from
different disciplines within the methodological framework required by the scholarly
question concerned. This is of great importance for the development of a sound re-
search tradition.

With these considerations in mind, we hope that this volume will contribute
to our existing knowledge of the history of early Turkic—Hungarian relations,
strengthen dialogue among different academic fields, and provide a basis for new re-
search and discussion on the issues it addresses. We hope that the different types of
data, methods, and approaches brought together in the volume will be useful not only
to scholars working on the subject but also to all readers interested in the early peri-
ods of Turkic—Hungarian relations; in particular, we hope that they will encourage
younger researchers to ask new questions, critically evaluate existing views, and in-
vestigate these complex historical relations with the rigor required by scholarly me-
thods.

Finally, we would like to express our gratitude to the Presidency for Turks
Abroad and Related Communities (YTB) for its financial support both for the inter-
national symposium “Turkic—Hungarian Relations in the Middle Ages — Turkic Peo-
ples Who Became Hungarian,” held on 18—19 November 2024, and for the publi-
cation of this volume in printed form, bringing together the studies presented at that
symposium.

We hope that this volume will make a useful and lasting contribution to re-
search on Turkic—Hungarian relations and to the scholarly community more broadly.
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*ARTSUREM

HAZAR-MACAR ILISKILERI
Istvan ZIMONYI*

Giris

Macar tarih yaziminda Hazar—Macar iligkileri konusunda 6nemli goriis fark-
lar1 vardir.! Yaygin bir gortise gore Macarlar 7. ylizyildan itibaren Hazar Ka-
ganlig1’nin bir pargasiydi ve Macar boylar birliginin bagimsizlig iki agama-
da gergeklesmisti: Ilki 9. yiizyilin baslarinda, 830 civarinda ve daha sonra
870’lerde.> Diger bir temel goriis ise Macarlarin 9. yiizyilin baglarinda Ha-
zarlara yaklastig1 ve 830°larda birbirlerine diisman olduklaridir. Hazarlar da-
ha sonra 840 ile 860 yillar1 arasinda Macar boylar birligini egemenlikleri alt1-
na almis, ancak 870’lerde Macarlar bagimsizliklarim1 kazanmay1 bagarmis-
lardir.? ki temel kavramin ortak dzelligi, yurt tutus (895) dncesinde Macar
boylar birliginin bagimsizlik statiistidiir. Ancak bu iki goriis birbiriyle uyum-
lu degildir.

Bu calisma, s6z konusu farkli goriislerin ortaya ¢ikmasina neden olan
celigkileri incelemeyi ve yeni bir yorum sunmay1 amaglamaktadir. Hazar—
Macar iligkisinin 7. ve 8. yiizyillardaki algilanisi temelde dilbilimsel-tarihsel
hususlardan etkilenmistir, ancak entelektiiel, ideolojik, politik egilimler ve
¢agin ruhu da bu sorunu etkilemistir. Hazar saraymin Yahudilige gegisi ve
bu konunun 20. yiizyilda tarih literatiiriine girmesinin de ciddi bir tesiri ol-
mustur. Ayrica, Hazar dilinin Tiirk dilleri arasinda siniflandirilmasi ve bunun
tarihsel sonuglar1 da 6nemli bir faktordiir. Ceyhani geleneginin yorumlanma-
s1 da 830 ve 870 yillar1 arasindaki iligskide belirleyici etkenlerden biridir.

* Szeged Universitesi, Tarih Enstitiisii, Orta Cag Arastirmalar1 Boliimii, Szeged, Macaristan;
ORCID ID: 0000-0002-4644-2969; istvan.zimonyi@gmail.com

! Macar-Hazar iliskilerine genel bir bakis igin bkz. Téth, 2000, 637-654; Rona-Tas, 2007,
269-278; Zimonyi, 2016, 344-354.

2 Gombocz, 1923; Németh, 1930, 125-126, 151, 154; Ligeti, 1986; Rona-Tas, 1996.

3 Gombocz, 1912, 194, 204; Németh, 1991, 182-183, 218-228. Czeglédy, 1985, 118-119;
Kristd, 1996; Kristo—Makk, 2001, 11, 21-22, 29, 38-39, 45-7, 52; Té6th, 2015; Tiirk, 2023.
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Gorsel 1. Macarlarin gogleri (Gombocz, 1923; Németh, 1930; Rona-Tas—Berta,
2011)
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Ibn Riiste’nin, Hazarlarin Macarlara kars1 savunmasini anlattigi pasaj
da ayrintili olarak analiz edilecektir. Bizans Imparatoru Konstantin Porphy-
rogennitus tarafindan derlenen De Administrando Imperio’nun (DAI) 38, 39
ve 40. boliimleri Hazar—Macar iliskisini ayrintili olarak ele almaktadir. Ha-
zarlarn tarihindeki ana olaylar ve Dogu Avrupa’daki rolleri de incelenmeyi
hak etmektedir. Son olarak, Hazar Kaganligi’nin Macar boylar birliginin olu-
sum siirecindeki rolii ele almacaktir.

Hazarlarin Yahudilige gecisi — 20. yiizy1ldaki algilamsi

Bu durum, Macar-Hazar iliskisinin algilanisini resmi olarak higbir zaman et-
kilememis, ancak tarih¢ilerin degerlendirmelerinde her zaman var olmus ve
hala da var olmaya devam eden 6nemli bir faktérdiir. Hazar kagan 9. yiiz-
yilda Yahudiligi kabul etmistir. Kaganin bu tercihini etkileyen nedenler yeni-
den kurgulanabilir. Cevresinde iki biiyiik gii¢ vardi: Bizans ve Halifelik. Ha-
zar kagani icin Hristiyanlig1 ya da Islam’1 benimsemek, bu iki biiyiik giicten
birinin hiikiimdarina resmen tabi olmak ve ayni zamanda bu durumun kagan-
lik lizerinde belirleyici bir kiiltiirel etkiye sahip olacagini kabul etmek anla-
mina geliyordu. Yahudiligin benimsenmesinin boyle bir sonucu olmayaca-
gindan ve ayn1 zamanda Yahudi tiiccarlarin Hazar Kaganligi iginde 6nemli
bir rol oynamasindan dolay1, Hazar kaganinin se¢imi makuldiir. Yahudiligin
ne Olciide yayildigr ise tartigmalidir, ancak her haliikdrda kagan ve gevresi
Yahudilige gegmistir.*

20. yiizy1l Macar tarih yazimi1 Yahudi sorununun gelisiminden agikca
etkilenmigtir. Birinci Diinya Savasi’ndan sonra Hazar adi, Macar kamu bilin-
cinde Yahudi ile esanlamliydi ve antisemitizm resmi Macar siyasetinde yer
bulmaktaydi. Ek olarak Holokost un ¢oziilememis travmasi da varligini siir-
diiriiyordu. Ayrica, ikinci Diinya Savasi’nin ardindan gelen komiinist dikta-
torliik, Yahudi sorununun yatistirilmasina herhangi bir katkida bulunmamus-
tir.

Yahudi sorununun 20. ylizyildaki gelisimi, ciddi tarih ¢alismalarinda
Hazar—Macar iliskisinin algilanisin1 dogrudan etkilememistir, ancak dolayli
olarak baska yonlere dayanan gorisleri giiglendirmis olabilir. Sunu agik¢a

4Golden, 2007, 123-162; Uhrman, 2020, 8—74.



belirtmek gerekir ki, 9. yiizy1l Hazar ve 20. ylizy1l Yahudi sorunu arasinda
tarihsel olarak higbir agidan baglant1 kurmak miimkiin degildir.

Hazarlarin dili

Macarlarin tarihine dair yazili kaynaklara yalnizca 9. yilizyildan itibaren rast-
lanmaktadir. Macar boy birliginin 5-8. yiizyillardaki go¢ yollarinin yeniden
insasi, esas olarak Macarcadaki Eski Tiirkce alint1 kelimelerden elde edilen
tarihsel sonuglara dayanmaktadir.’ Zoltin Gombocz, Macar dilinde 895’ten
once yer alan Eski Tiirkce kokenli alint1 s6zciiklerin ¢gogunlugunu Bulgar-
Tiirk lehgeleriyle agiklamistir.® Bu terimle, 5. yiizyildan 7. yiizyila kadar Ka-
radeniz’in kuzeyindeki Bulgarlarin, 7. ylizyilin sonunda Asagi Tuna’nin gii-
neyindeki Balkanlar1 isgal eden Tuna Bulgarlarinin ve Volga-Bulgarlarinin
dilini kastetmektedir. Cuvasga, Volga Bulgarlarinin ii¢ dil lehgesinden’ biri-
nin torunu olarak kabul edilebilir.

Hazar dili ayn1 zamanda, Gombocz tarafindan Hazar etnonimi ve Ha-
zar bagkentinin adlarindan biri olan Sariggin’a dayanarak Genel-Tiirkce ola-
rak tanimlanmigtir. Buna gore, Gombocz ilk olarak Macarcadaki Bulgar
Tiirkcesi alint1 kelimelerin Volga—Kama bdlgesinde, 600 ile 800 yillar1 ara-
sinda Volga Bulgarlarindan alindigim 6ne siirmiistiir. Ilk tarih, Volga Bul-
garlarinin Volga—Kama bolgesine gog ettikleri zaman, ikincisi ise Macarlarin
giineye dogru hareket ettikleri zamandi. Gombocz fikrini degistirdi ve Ma-
carlarin, Bulgar Tiirk¢esi konugan niifusla temaslarm yerini 463—600 yillart
arasinda Kuban boélgesine yerlestirdi. Macarlar, 463’ten kisa bir siire dnce
Onogur-Saragur-Ogur gogiiniin bir sonucu olarak Volga—Kama bolgesinden
Kafkasya eteklerine tasinmig ve 600 civarinda Volga Bulgarlarinin kuzeye
dogru goc etmesiyle bu temaslari kesilmistir. Bu teoriler, Hazar dilinin Ma-
carca ile temasa gegmedigi varsayimina dayaniyordu, ¢iinkii bu durumun dil-
sel malzemeye yansimasi gerekirdi.®

3 Son literatiir i¢in bkz. Ligeti, 1986; Rona-Tas—Berta, 2011.

6 Gombocz, 1912.

7 Agyagasi, 2019, 160-183.

8 Czeglédy, 1985, 156-63. Karoly Czeglédy, teorilerin gelisimini ayrintili olarak analiz etti.



Andras Rona-Tas, Hazar etnoniminin var olmayan bir *qaz- ‘dolas-
mak’ fiilinden tiiretildigini ve orijinal Tiirk¢e bi¢ciminin gasar oldugunu ve
belki de caesar unvanindan kopyalandigini gostermistir.’

Lajos Ligeti, yazili kaynaklardaki Hazar terimlerini ve Macar dilinde
korunan unvanlari, ayrica Kiev’deki Hazar mektubunun runik kimlik dogru-
lamasin1 gozden gecirerek, Hazar dilinin de Bulgar Tiirk¢esi/Cuvasca tipi
Tiirk¢e koluna ait oldugu sonucuna vardi.'® Bu da Macarcadaki Eski Tiirkce
kokenli sozvarliginin kaynagim1 Hazar Kaganlig1 disinda arama zorunlulu-
gunu ortadan kaldirmistir. Tarihsel olarak bu, Macar boylar birliginin Hazar
Kaganligi’nin yakininda veya iginde olusmus olabilecegi ve gog teorilerinin
klasik yaklagiminin artik gecerli olmadigi anlamina gelir.

Macar-Hazar iliskileri iizerine Ceyhéni

Ceyhani’nin'' metni bize Ibn Riiste,'? Gerdizi,'> Mervezi'* ve diger yazar-
larin eserlerinden ulagmistir. Macaristan boliimiinde, Macar—Hazar iligkisine
dair bu yorumu yalnizca ibn Riiste muhafaza eder: “Séylendigine gore, eski
zamanda Hazarlar, Macarlardan ve etraflarindaki diger komsu kavimlerden

9 Réna-Tas, 1982, 349-380; Rona-Tas—Berta, 2011, 6.

10 igeti, 1986, 475-493.

"' Macaristan bdliimiine iliskin son tartismalar i¢in bkz. Zimonyi, 2016.

12 Tbn Rusteh: BGA VII, 142-143; Lewicki, 1977, 32-35; Gockenjan—Zimonyi 2001, 64-75;
Zimonyi, 2016, 38-39; Sesen, 1998, 38: Macarlar: Etraflarindaki Slavlarin hepsine galip ge-
lirler. Onlara agir vergiler koyarlar. Slavlar Macarlarin elinde esir gibidirler. Macarlar atese
taparlar. Slavlar lizerine yagma akini yaparak aldiklar1 esirleri deniz sahiline gétiiriirler. Bu
esirleri Rum iilkesinin girisindeki Kerh (Cars1) denen yere gotiiriirler. Rivayet edildigine
[s6ylendigine, IZ] gore, eski zamanda Hazarlar, Macarlardan ve etraflarindaki diger komsu
kavimlerden korunabilmek i¢in onlarla aralarina hendek kazmislardi. Macarlar aldiklar esir-
leri Kerh denen yere getirince Rumlar denizden ¢ikar ve bahsedilen yerde ¢arsi kurarlar. Ma-
carlar onlara esir vererek Rum dibasi, zilliyyat (?) vs. [ylinli halilar, IZ] gibi rum esyalari alir-
lar.

13 Gerdizi: Habibi, 1963, 274; Martinez, 1982, 159-163; Géckenjan—Zimonyi, 2001, 172—
178; Zimonyi, 2016, 40-43; Sesen, 1998, 85. Macarlar: Bunlar daima Slavlara galip gelirler.
Devamli onlardan harag ve esir alirlar. Ve Macarlar atesperesttirler. Oguzlara, [etraflarindaki,
1Z] Slavlara, Ruslara giderek oralardan esir getirirler. Bu esirleri Rum’a gotiirriirler, satarlar.
14 Minorsky, 1942, 22, 35; Géckenjan—Zimonyi, 2001, 252; Zimonyi, 2016, 50-51.



korunabilmek icin onlarla aralarina hendek" kazmislardi.”'® Bu ciimle 6zel
bir ilgiyi hak etmektedir ¢iink{i Macarlarin fetihten 6nce Hazarlardan bagim-
siz olduklarina dair 6nemli bir arglimandir. Dahasi, Joseph Marquart bu pa-
saj1 Bizans kaynaklarinda kaydedilen Sarkel kalesinin insastyla iliskilendir-
migtir.!” 839 yilinda Hazar kaganinin istegi lizerine Bizanslilar Don Nehri
kiyisinda bir kale insa etmislerdir.'® Ibn Riiste’nin bu ifadesi ile desteklenen
Macarlarin yurt tutus 6ncesi bagimsizliklari; Macar tarih yaziminin temel bir
ilkesi haline gelmisti. Czeglédy, bu ifadenin ana metnin tarihi olan 870’lere
atifta bulunmadigini, ancak olay1 830’lara tarihlendiren en erken kronolojik
katmani temsil ettigini vurgulamigtir.'?

Mihaly Kmoskd, hendek kazmayla ilgili ayrintinin bir enterpolasyon/
ekleme oldugunu, ¢iinkii “deniyor ki seklindeki baslangi¢ ifadesinin Arap
yazarlar tarafindan genellikle baska bir yazardan alinti yaparken kullanil-
digin1 belirtmistir.?

Ibn Riiste, Gerdizi ve Mervezi'nin eserlerinde Ceyhani gelenegini ko-
ruyan paralel pasajlar karsilastirildiginda, Mervezi’nin Slavlarla ilgili Ma-

car boliimiinden yaptig1 alintinin dort birime ayrilabilecegi sonucuna varila-
bilir.

I ibn Riiste “hendek” (khandaga) terimini kullanarak Muhammed Peygamber’in biyografi-
sindeki meshur hendek savasi olayina atifta bulunmus olabilir. Bilindigi gibi, Hz. Muhammed
31 Mart 627°de Medine’de Mekkeliler tarafindan yaklasik 7-10.000 piyade ve 600 atl1 ile sal-
dirtya ugramugtir. Hz. Muhammed’in sadece 3.000 adamu ve yaklasik 12 atlist vardi, bu neden-
le Pers kokenli bir Miisliiman’1n tavsiyesi lizerine Medine’nin kuzey ovasini korumak igin bir
hendek kazildi, geri kalani ise lav akintilartyla iyi bir sekilde savunuldu. Saldirganlar hendege
kars1 etkili bir dnlem bulamadilar ve havanin sogumasiyla birlikte savas uzadi. Boylece, yak-
lagik iki hafta sonra Mekkeliler geri ¢ekildi (Kuran 33:9-27). Macartney bu hendegi Kirim
Yarimadasi’ni kuzeyden kapatan Perekop hendegi ile 6zdeslestirmistir (Polgar, 2001, 113).
Imparator Konstantin’in Kirim’a giden yolu tarif etmesi de bunu desteklemektedir: “Simdi
Meotis’in séz konusu kérfezi, Dinyeper Nehri'ne yakin olan Nekropyla'ya yaklasik dért mil
yaklagir ve eskilerin bir hendek kazarak Kerson'un tiim topraklarini ve iklim bolgelerini ve
yaklagik bin ya da biraz daha fazla mil boyunca uzanan Bosporus topraklarini ¢evreleyerek
denize girdikleri yerde onunla bulusur. Ancak uzun yillar icinde bu hendek doldu ve biiyiik
bir orman haline geldi ve Peceneklerin Kerson’a, Bogaz’a ve iklim bélgesine gegmeleri igin
sadece iki yol var.” (DAI 186-187).

16 BGA, VII, 142-143; Lewicki, 1977, 34-35; Gockenjan—Zimonyi, 2001, 73-75; Zimonyi,
2016, 38-39.

17 Marquart, 1903, 27-8.

18 DAI 182-5; Belke—Soustal, 1995, 199-201.

19 Czeglédy, 1985, 42, 119.

20 Kmosko, 1997, 209, not 834.



Mervezi

ibn Riiste

Gerdizi

1. Etraflarindaki Slavla-

ra, Ruslara galip gelirler.

1. Etraflarindaki Slavlarin
hepsine galip gelirler.

1. Bunlar daima Slavlara
galip gelirler.

Onlara agir vergiler koyar-
lar. Slavlar Macarlarmn e-
linde esir gibidirler.

Devamli onlardan harag
ve esir alirlar.

Macarlar atese taparlar.

Macarlar atesperesttirler.

2. ...onlardan esir alirlar

Slavlar {izerine yagma a-
kinlar1 yaparak aldiklari e-
sirleri deniz sahiline gotii-
riirler.

1. Etraflarindaki Slavlara,
Ruslara galip gelirler.
2. ...onlardan esir alirlar

3. Bu esirleri Rum’a
gotiirler.

Bu esirleri Rum iilkesinin
girisindeki Kerh (Cars1)
denen yere gotiiriirler.

3. Bu esirleri Rum’a go-
tiirler.

Soylendigine gore, eski za-
manda Hazarlar, Macarlar-
dan ve etraflarindaki di-
ger komsu kavimlerden
korunabilmek icin onlarla
aralarina hendek kazmig-
lard1.

4. ...ve orada satarlar.

Macarlar aldiklar1 esirleri
Kerh denen yere getirince
Rumlar denizden ¢ikar ve
bahsedilen yerde gars1 ku-
rarlar. Macarlar onlara e-
sir vererek Rum dibasi,
ylinlii halilar gibi Rum es-
yalart alirlar.

4. ...ve orada satarlar.

A

Ik birim, Ibn Riiste ve Gerdizi’nin metinlerinde aynidir. Neredeyse
kelimesi kelimesine ayni olan dort birim, Gerdizi’nin alintilanan metninin

sonunda yer alir ve onun temel metin olabilecegini acik¢a kanitlar. Buna ek
olarak, orijinal dort birimin izleri, Ibn Riiste’nin ¢ok sayidaki metinsel var-

yasyonlarinda da bulunur. Temel metnin daha sonraki gelisimi paralel metin-

ler araciligtyla yeniden kurgulanabilir. Ik birimden sonra, ibn Riiste ve Ger-



dizi, Macarlarin Slavlardan yiyecek talep ettigini ve onlar1 kole olarak tuttuk-
larint belirten ortak bir ekleme yapar ve ardindan baglami bozan bagka bir
konuya, Macarlarin dinine atifta bulunur. Gerdizi’nin daha sonra temel metni
tekrarlamasi da bunu gostermektedir.

Ancak Ibn Riiste orijinal diisiince ¢izgisine geri doner ve yeni ayrin-
tilar ekleyerek anlatiyi siirdiiriir. Bunlarin arasinda ticaretin gerceklestigi Bi-
zans limaninin ad1 ve kdle ticareti karsiliginda elde edilen mallarin listesi yer
alir. Bu son kisma, Hazar—-Macar baglantistyla ilgili bir climle eklenmistir.
Dolayisiyla, ibn Riiste’nin metni dort farkl: elin izini tasimaktadir.

Temel metin 870 ile 895 yillar1 arasinda yazilmis olmalidir. Daha son-
ra 910 ve 940 yillar1 arasinda Ceyhani tarafindan iki kez genisletilmis. Her
haliikarda, 10. yiizyilin sonunda Ceyhani’nin cografya eserinin daha kisa ve
daha uzun bir versiyonu oldugunu biliyoruz. ilk eklemeyi yesil, ikincisini
kirmizi yaptim. Dérdiincii el mavi renktir ve bu interpolasyon acikca ibn
Riiste’nin metninin son katmanidir. Dolayisiyla, 830’lu yillardaki olaylarla
ilgili gegerli bilgiler tasimasi neredeyse imkéansizdir.?!

Ibn Riiste’nin bu yorumu, 9. yiizy1lda Hazar Kaganlig1 i¢cinde yasanan
bir kriz dénemine, 6rnegin, Konstantin’in bahsettigi i¢ savas ve Kabarlarin
ayrilmasina ya da Hazar giiclinlin zayifladig1 10. yiizyila atifta bulunuyor
olabilir. Bu pasajda Hazarlarin 839’da Macarlara kars1 bir kale insa ettigine
ya da Macarlarin o donemde Hazar kaganindan bagimsiz olduklarina dair
hicbir kanit yoktur.

Bizans imparatoru Konstantin’in Hazar—Macar iliskileri
iizerine goriisleri

Imparator Konstantin De Administrando Imperio’nun 38. boliimiinde Macar
Hanedanligi’nin kaynaklarini kullanarak Macar—Hazar iligkisine dikkat ¢ek-
mistir:
“Tiirk milleti, Hazar in yaminda, Lebedias in adiyla anilan ve tipki on-
dan sonra gelenlerde oldugu gibi, riitbesi sayesinde voyvoda olarak
adlandirilan ilk voyvodalari nedeniyle Lebedia denilen yerde uzun yil-
lar yagamustir. Su an burada, yani bahsini ettigimiz Lebedia’da, Chin-

21 Zimonyi, 2016, 309-312.



gilous da denilen Chidmas Nehri gegmektedir. O donemlerde onlara
Tiirk ten ziyade, her nedense Sabartoi asphaloi denilmektedir. Tiirk-
lerin, yedi kavmi bulunmakla beraber, hi¢bir zaman — yerli ya da ya-
banct — beyleri/prensleri olmamistir, bunun yerine aralarinda voy-
vodalar bulunmaktadir, ki bunlarin ilki, bahsedilmis olan Lebedias -
tir. Ug yil boyunca Hazarlarla beraber yagamislar ve tiim savaslarda
onlarla ittifak halinde savasmiglardwr. Cesaret ve ittifaklar: nedeniyle
Hazar’in hakami, yigitliginin nami ve soyunun serefliligi nedeniyle
Tiirklerin ilk voyvodasi olan Lebedias’a, evlenip ¢cocuklarinin olmasi
icin, soylu bir Hazar hanimefendisi vermigstir, ancak bu Lebedias in,
Hazar hanimefendisinden hi¢ ¢ocugunun olmadigi ortaya ¢ikmistir.
Onceden kendilerine Kangar (bu Kangar kelimesi, onlar arasindaki
soyluluk ve cesareti belirtmektedir) denilen Pegenekler, simdi savas-
mak tizere Hazarlara karsi ayaklanmus ve yenilerek kendi topraklarini
terk etmeye ve Tiirklerin topraklarina yerlesmeye zorlanmiglardir. Sa-
vasa, Tiirkler ile o donem Kangar denilen Pecenekler katildiginda,
Tiirk ordusu yenilgiye ugratilip ikiye boliinmiistiir. Bir kisim, dogu ta-
rafina gidip Iran bélgesine yerlesmistir. Giiniimiizde antik Tiirk ismiy-
le onlara, Sabartoi asphaloi denilmektedir,; ancak diger kisim, voyvo-
da ve liderleri olan Lebedias esliginde, su an Pegeneklerin yasamakta
oldugu ve Atelkouzou denilen bati bolgesine yerlesmistir. Kisa bir siire
sonra, Hazar’in bu hakani, Tiirklere bir mesaj gondererek ilk voy-
vodalart Lebedias in, kendisine gonderilmesini talep etmistir. Bu ne-
denle de Lebedias, Hazar hakanina gidip, neden onun kendisine gel-
mesini istedigini sormustur. Hakan da ona soyle demigstir: “Tiirkler
icinde soylu, akilli ve cesaretli oldugunuzdan, sizi, milletinizin beyi/
prensi olarak tayin etmek iizere davet ettik; soz ve emirlerimize itaat
ediniz.” Ancak o, hakana séyle yanit vermigtir: “Bana karsi olan say-
ginliginiz ve amaciniza oldukga hiirmet ve tesekkiir ederim, fakat bu
yonetim i¢in yeterince giiclii olmadigimdan, size itaat edemem, buna
karsin, adi Almoutzis olan, benim haricimde baska bir voyvoda daha
var ve onun da Arpad isimli bir oglu var, bu ikisinden birini ya Al-
moutzis ya da Arpad’1, bey/prens yapin ve onlar, sézlerinize itaat et-
sin.” Hakan, bu durum karsisinda memnun olmus ve bazi adamlarin,
onunla gitmek iizere, Tiirklere gondermigtir ve onlar Tiirklerle mese-
leyi konugtuktan sonra Tiirkler, Almoutzis’den ziyade, iistiin nitelik-



lere sahip olup aklina, goriisiine ve cesaretine hayran olunan ve yo-
netme yetenegi bulunan Arpad’1 tercih etmiglerdir ve boylece, Hazar
geleneklerine ya da zakanona gére onu, beyleri/prenslieri ilan etmis-
lerdir. Arpad’dan énce Tiirklerin hi¢ baska bir beyi/prensi olmamug-
tir. Giiniimiizde bile Tiirkiye beyi/prensi, onun ailesinden gelmekte-
dir. Birka¢ sene sonra Pegenekler, Tiirklere saldirmis ve beyleri/
prensleri Arpad’la beraber, onlart iilkeden atmislardir. Kagmakta ve
yasamak tizere bir yer arayisinda olan Tiirkler, karsilik olarak gelip
biiyiik Moravia sakinlerini kovmuglar ve giiniimiizde dahi Tiirklerin
yasamakta oldugu topraklara yerlesmiglerdir. O giin bugiindiir Tiirk-

ler, Peceneklerin saldirisina hi¢ ugramamistir.”*

Alintilanan metin, Levedi yonetimindeki Macar boylar birliginin Ha-
zar Kaganlig1’nin bir pargasi oldugunu, onlara yardimei birliklerle hizmet et-
tigini2} ve Arpad Hanedanligi’nin iktidarinin mesruiyetinin Hazar Kagan ta-
rafindan atanmasindan kaynaklandigim agikga ortaya koymaktadir.?*

DAI’nin 39. ve 40. boliimleri Hazar kdkenli Kabarlarin hikayesidir,
ancak onlar bir i¢ savas sirasinda isyan etmisler ve yenilerek Macar boylar
federasyonuna katilmislardir. Béylece Kabar olarak bilinen Hazarlar, Macar
boylar federasyonunun bir pargasi oldular.®

Hazar Kaganh@i’min Dogu Avrupa’daki tarihsel rolii

Hazar Kaganligi, merkezi Kafkasya’nin kuzeyinde ve daha sonra asag1 Vol-
ga’da bulunan Bati Tiirk Kaganlig’ min ardili bir devletti.?® 626 yilinda Pers-
ler ve Avarlar Konstantinopolis’i kusatmaya basladilar. Bizans diplomasisi
tehlikeyi 6nlemek icin harekete gecti: Bizans Imparatoru Herakleios, teba-
alar1 olan Hazarlar1 628’de Kafkasya {lizerinden Perslere saldirmaya gonde-
ren Bati Tirkleriyle ittifak yapti. Avarlarin basarisiz Konstantinopolis ku-

22Kogak, 2017, 69; DAI, 170-3; Moravcsik, 1984, 42-5; Belke-Soustal, 1995, 187-91.

2 Zimonyi, 1997, 462-464.

24 Zimonyi, 1997, 467-468. DAI’nin 38. boliimiinde Hazarlarin roliine iliskin tartigmalar
tizerine inceleme: Toth, 2000, 637-654; 2019, 15-23; 2020, 155-169.

25 Téth, 2016, 3-22.

26 Hazarlarm tarihi hakkinda ¢ok sayida miikemmel 6zet mevcuttur. Arkeolojik bakis agist:
Artamonov, 2002; Pletnjowa, 1978; Tiirk, 2023; tarihsel ¢alismalar: Dunlop, 1954; Ludwig,
1982; Novosel'cev, 1990; Brook, 1999; Golden—-Ben-Shammai—Roéna-Tas, 2007; Zhivkov,
2015.
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satmasi, Kubrat’in Karadeniz’in kuzeyinde imparatorluk kurmasina yol a-
can ciddi karisikliklara neden oldu.

Cinliler 630 yilinda Dogu Tiirklerini yenerek boyun egdirdiler; aym
zamanda i¢ kriz Bat1 Tiirklerini zayiflatt1 ve bu da Hazarlarin Kafkaslarin
kuzeyinde 6zerk yonetim siirecini baslatmalar1 i¢in bir firsat sagladi.

630’larda Arabistan’daki yeni gii¢c olan Halifelik, Bizans ve Iran’a
saldird: ve Iran’1, Suriye’yi ve Misir’1 fethetti. Miisliiman birlikler 640’lar-
da Kafkasya’ya ulasti. Kafkasya’y1 652°de gectiler ve Hazarlara karsi ciddi
bir basar1 saglayamadilar; bu da Hazarlarin konumunu saglamlastirdi. Son-
raki elli y1l her iki taraf arasinda barig i¢inde bir arada yasama olarak nite-
lendirilebilir. Bat1 Tiirkleri 659°da Cinlilere boyun egdi ve bu durum Miis-
liimanlara karsi kazanilan zaferle birlikte Hazarlar i¢in bagimsiz bir Kagan-
l1gin kurulmasi i¢in bir kapi agti. Bati komgusu Kubrat’in imparatorluguy-
du. Hazarlar, Kubrat’in 670’lerde veraset krizi nedeniyle 6liimiinden sonra
onlara saldiracak kadar gii¢litydii. Halkin bir kismi1 Hazar kaganina boyun
egerek yasadiklar1 yerde kald1 ve diger boylar batiya gog etti. Bu sonuncu-
lardan Asparuk liderligindeki Onogundur-Bulgarlar Tuna Bulgar Devleti’ni
kurarken, biiyiik olasilikla Onogur olarak adlandirilan baska bir grup Kar-
pat Havzasi’na yerlesti. Hazarlar gii¢lerini Karadeniz’in kuzeyindeki top-
raklara kadar genislettiler. 680 yilina gelindiginde, Dogu Avrupa’nin tama-
m1 Hazar kontrolii altindaydi.

700 yilindan sonra Arap istilalar1 yeniden basladi. 722 yilina kadar,
stratejik neme sahip iki Kafkas gecidi olan Derbend ve Dariel gegitleri igin
savaslar devam etti. Ancak 722’de Araplar biiyiik bir kuvvetle Hazar bas-
kenti Balancar’a saldirdilar ve sehri ele gegirdiler. Bu, Hazar kaganini, ika-
metgahini agag1 Volga’daki Etil’e tasimaya zorladi. Hazarlar, en giiglii karsi
saldirllarin1 730 yilinda, biiyiik bir orduyu Daryal Gegidi’nden Azerbay-
can’a ilerleterek baslattilar. Yollarina devam ederlerken, Ermenistan’in
Arap valisinin ordusunu bozguna ugratarak Halifeligin merkezi bolgelerine
giden yolu actilar. Tehlikeyi goren halife, Hazarlara karsi biiyiik bir ordu
gondererek iggalcileri Kafkasya’nin gerisine siirdii. Hazar Kaganligi’n1 yok
etmek amaciyla en 6nemli ¢aba 737 yilinda geldi. Daha sonra halife de ola-
cak olan Mervan, ordusunu harekete gegirecek zamani olmayan kagani ya-
niltarak Kafkasya’nin her iki bogazina da sefer diizenledi. Mervan, asag
Volga’daki Hazar baskentine ulastiginda kaganin kactigini duydu, bu se-
beple sehri kusatmaya baslamadi, kagani Volga’nin sag kiyisindan kuzeye
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dogru takip etti. Ordusunun bir kismin1 Volga’nin karsisina génderdi ve o-
rada Hazar hiikiimdarinin kalan son ordusunu yok ettiler. Mervan daha son-
ra kagani islam’1 kabul etmeye zorlad1 ve geri gekildi. Ancak Araplar, Ha-
zar Kaganligi’na 6nemli bir gii¢ yerlestiremediler ve boylece askeri olarak
egemenliklerini giivence altina alamadilar. Hazar hanedanliginin daha son-
ra Yahudi inancini1 benimsemesinin gosterdigi gibi, Hazar hiikiimdarinin ve
cevresinin Islam’a gegisi gecici oldu. Araplarin Hazarlarla yaptig1 savaslar,
Kafkaslar boyunca uzanan sinir hattinda bir degisiklige yol agmamustir.
Dolayisiyla, Franklar ve Bizanslilarla birlikte Hazarlarin da Arap fetih-
lerini, daha sonra Hristiyan Avrupa’nin sekillenecegi topraklardan uzak tut-
tugu sonucuna varilabilir.?’

Halifelik ile Hazar Kaganlig1 arasindaki iliski Abbasilerin iktidara
gelmesiyle kokten degisti. Yaklagik 800 yilinda Miisliiman—Hazar ticareti
gelismeye baslad, ticaret yolu Kafkasya’'nin gegitleri lizerinden eski askeri
yollar takip ederek Volga ve Don boyunca kuzeye dogru ilerledi. Hazarlar
cogunlukla kiirk, balmumu ve kdle, Miisliimanlar ise giimiis dirhem 6dii-
yorlardi. Bu ticari mallar orman boélgesinde bulundugu i¢in Hazarlar giig-
lerini Fin-Ugor (Burtas) ve Slav (Polyan, Severan, Vyati¢) dillerini konusan
boylarin yasadigi ormana kadar genislettiler. Kiev’in aslen bir Hazar yerle-
simi oldugu da bilinmektedir. Boylece, gogebe Hazar Kaganligi yavas ya-
vas bir ticaret imparatorlugu haline geldi. Ayn1 zamanda, arkeolojik bulun-
tularla izlenebilen Miisliiman giimiis akis1, iskandinavya’da yasayan Rus-
larin ilgisini ¢ekmis ve onlar 9. yiizyilin baglarindan itibaren Ladoga’da Rus
Kaganligi adi verilen ilk Dogu Avrupa merkezlerini kurmuslar ve Volga
ticaretine de dahil olmuslardir.

Hazar Kaganligi’nin tarihinde belirleyici bir degisiklik, 895 yili civa-
rinda Pegeneklerin batiya dogru go¢ etmesiyle gerceklesti. Pegeneklerin
Kafkasya eteklerine yerlesmesini engelleyebilmis olsalar da artik Don’un
batisindaki topraklarini savunacak giice sahip degillerdi. Bu ylizden Macar
boylar birligi, topraklarimi terk etmek ve Karpat Havzasi’na tasinmak zo-
runda kaldi. Bu hareketle birlikte, Karadeniz ¢evresindeki bdlgenin Hazar
egemenligi altinda olmaktan ¢iktig1 agiktir. Dinyeper boyunca uzanan bu
bozkir kusaginin kuzeyinde yasayan Slav kabileleri {izerinde kontrol sagla-
mak da artik miimkiin degildi. Ruslar giineye dogru genisleyerek bu bolge-

27 Dunlop, 1967, 41-87.
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nin kontroliinii ele gecirdiler ve 10. yiizyilda merkezi Kiev olan biiyiik bir
imparatorluk kurdular. Diger faktér ise Islam diinyasiyla olan ticaret yolla-
rinin degismesiydi. Samanilerin Maveratinnehir’inden baslayarak Harezm,
Kazak bozkirlar1 ve Ural Nehri {izerinden Volga—Kama’nin birlestigi yere
uzanan ticaret yolu 6énem kazandi. Bu durum, Volga Bulgar devletinin yiik-
selisine de katkida bulundu. Boylece 9. ve 10. yiizyillarin basinda Hazar
Kaganlig1 ciddi bir kriz yasadi, Don’un batisindaki topraklarimi kaybetti ve
ticaretteki tekeli Volga Bulgarlar tarafindan tehdit edildi. Hazar Kaganlig
fiilen Kafkasya etekleri ve asag1 Volga ve Don ile sinirlandirildi ve Hazar
saray1 10. yilizyilda ticareti vergilendirmekten elde ettigi gelirin beste birini
kaybetti.?

Hazar Kaganlig1 7. yilizyilin ortalarindan 10. yiizyila kadar Dogu Av-
rupa’nin baskin biiyiik giicii olmustur.

Hazar Kaganhgi ile Macar etnogenezi arasindaki iliski

Jend Sziics’lin ¢calismasi, kabile bilincine sahip biiytik bir etnik topluluk hali-
ne gelen Macar boylar birliginin olusumunun incelenmesinde belirleyici-
dir.? Bu 6zel etnik kimlik bi¢imini {i¢ agidan tanimlamustr:

1) Ortak bir dil ve kiiltiire sahip, ortak bir atadan gelen, nispeten bii-
ylik, homojen, kan bag1 olan bir topluluk. Kan bag1 hayalidir, ortak koken i-
nanci koken efsaneleriyle kendini gdsterir (Hunor ve Magor).

2) Grup, gii¢lii bir monarsik yonetim altinda siyasi olarak orgiitlenmis-
tir. Yalnizca iki ya da ii¢ yiizy1l boyunca varligini siirdiiren istikrarli bir siyasi
yapt, dil ve kiiltiir birliginin olusmasi ile farkli alt gruplar arasinda ortak ko-
ken inancinin yayilmasi i¢in bir temel saglayabilir.

3) Sosyal agidan topluluk tabakalagsmistir; ancak bireylerin ¢ogu ayni1
gelenekleri ve yasalar1 paylasmaktadir. Zihinlerindeki belirleyici faktorler,
ortak kdken inancinin yani sira, ortak hukuk, gelenek, din ve tiim bunlar igin
bir ara¢ olan ortak dildir. Bu model, ortak kdken, gelenek ve dile dayali etnik
bilincin, siyasi iktidara sadakat ve dzgiirler i¢in ortak hukuk bilinciyle Ortiis-
tigli durumlarda gegerlidir.*

28 Noonan, 1997, 253-318; Kovalev, 2004, 97-129.
29 Szlics, 1992.
30 Sziics, 2022, 85-107.
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Macarlarin etnik bilincinin olugma siireci, 370’lerde Hunlarin, ardin-
dan 463’ten kisa bir siire 6nce Saragurlarin, Onogurlarin ve Ogurlarin, 500
civarinda Sabirlerin ve 550’lerde Avarlarin batiya dogru hareketini de igeren
370 ile 550’ler arasindaki diizenli gé¢ dalgalarindan sonra baglamis olabilir.
Sik sik yasanan go¢ dalgalarinin ardindan Hazarlar 300 yildan fazla siiren is-
tikrarli bir siyasi varlik kurdular, ve kaganliklar1 Dogu Avrupa’da hakim giic
oldu. Macarlar i¢in, etnik biitiinlesmenin onsuz ger¢eklesemeyecegi siyasi
yapinin istikrar1 Hazar Kaganlig1 tarafindan saglanmigtir.!

Ozetle, Hazar Kaganlig1 Macar boylar birliginin olusumunda ve sag-
lamlastirilmasinda énemli bir rol oynamustir. imparatorluk yapisinin istikra-
r1, Macar halkinin etnik birlesmesini, siyasi konsolidasyonunu ve askeri gii-
clinlin giiclenmesini sagladi. 9. ylizyila gelindiginde, Macar boylar birligi-
nin liderinin siyasi agirligi o kadar artmist1 ki, Hazar hiyerarsisinde ti¢lincii
unvani elde etmisti. Acikcasi, Macar boy ittifakinin manevra alan1 artmis ve
Hazar sarayinin politikalar lizerinde belirleyici bir etki yaratabilmisti. Her
haliikarda, Karpat Havzasi’nin fethiyle birlikte Macar boylar birligi nihayet
Hazar etki alanindan ¢ikt1, ancak Macar hanedanligi mesruiyetini Hazar ka-
ganinin atanmasina bagladi ve Hazar kdkenli Kabar boylar1 Macar boylar fe-
derasyonuna katildi.
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Khazar—-Hungarian relations
Extended summary

There are significant differences of opinion on the relation between the Khazars and
the Hungarians in Hungarian historiography. According to one dominant opinion,
the Hungarians were part of the Khazar Khaganate from the 7th century onwards,
and the independence of the Hungarian tribal alliance began in two stages: first in
the early 9th century around the 830s and later in the 870s. The other basic view is
that the Hungarians came close to the Khazars in the early 9th century and were hos-
tile to each other in the 830s. The Khazars then took the Hungarian tribal union under
their rule between 840 and 860, but by the 870s they had managed to gain inde-
pendence. The common feature of the two basic concepts is the status of indepen-
dence of the Hungarian tribal alliance before the conquest. However, the two views
are not compatible. In this paper I will attempt to explore the contradictions that have
led to the emergence of these different views and provide a new interpretation. The
classification of the Khazar language among the Turkic languages and its historical
consequences was a relevant factor. The interpretation of the Jayhant tradition is one
of the decisive factors in the relationship between the 830s and 870s. The 38th, 39th
and 40th chapters of De administrando imperio compiled by the Byzantine emperor
Constantinos Porphyrogennetos deal with the Khazar—Hungarian relationship in
detail. Finally, the role of the Khazar Khaganate in the process of the formation of
the Hungarian tribal federation will be considered.

The khagan of the Khazars converted to Judaism during the 9th century. The
motives for the khagan’s choice can be well reconstructed. There were two great
powers in the neighbourhood: Byzantium and the Caliphate. For the Khazar khagan,
embracing Christianity or Islam would have meant formally becoming a subject of
the ruler of one of the two great powers and at the same time having a decisive cultu-
ral influence on that empire. Since there were no such implications for the adoption
of Judaism and at the same time Jewish merchants played a prominent role within
the Khazar Khaganate, the Khazar khagan’s choice is reasonable. The extent of the
spread of Judaism is debatable, but in any case, the khagan and his entourage
converted to Judaism.
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There are written sources for the history of the Hungarians only from the 9th
century. The reconstruction of the migrations of the Hungarian federation in the 5th—
8th centuries is mainly dependent on historical conclusions from the Old Turkic
loanwords in Hungarian. Gombocz explained most of the Old Turkic loanwords (co-
pies) of the Hungarian language before 895 from the Bulgar-Turkic dialects. At the
same time, the Khazar language was defined by Gombocz as Common Turkic based
on the ethnonym Khazar and one of the names of the Khazar capital, Sarigsin. These
theories were based on the assumption that the Khazar language did not come into
contact with Hungarian as it would have to be reflected in the linguistic material.
Roéna-Tas has shown that the ethnonym of the Khazar was derived from a non-
existent verb *qaz- ‘to wander’, and that its original Turkic form was gasar, and
perhaps it was copied from the title Caesar. Ligeti reviewing the Khazar glosses in
written sources and the titles preserved in the Hungarian language, plus the runic
authentication of the Khazar letter in Kiev, concluded that the Khazar language also
belongs to the Bulgar-Turkic/Chuvash type Turkic branch. This removed the com-
pelling circumstance of looking for the source of Old Turkic vocabulary in Hunga-
rian outside the Khazar Khaganate. Historically, this means that the Hungarian tribal
federation may have formed in the vicinity or inside the Khazar Khaganate and the
classical approach of the migration theories is no longer valid.

The Jayhani tradition has come down to us in the works of Ibn Rusta, Gardizi,
al-Marwazi and other authors. In the Hungarian chapter, Ibn Rusta alone preserves
a comment on the Khazar—Hungarian relationship: “If is said that the Khazars en-
trenched themselves some time ago against the Magyars and other peoples border-
ing their country.” This sentence deserves special attention because it is the decisive
argument that the Hungarians were independent of the Khazars before the conquest.
Moreover, Marquart linked this passage with the construction of the fortress of Sar-
kel recorded in Byzantine sources. In 839, at the request of the Khazar khagan, the
Byzantines built the fortress on the bank of the Don. It became a basic tenet of
Hungarian historiography. Kmoské noted that the detail about entrenchment is an
interpolation, as the introductory phrase “it is said” is usually used by Arab authors
when quoting from another author. By comparing parallel passages preserving the
Jayhani-tradition in the works of Ibn Rusta, Gardizi and al-Marwazi, it can be con-
cluded that al-Marwaz1’s excerpt from the Hungarian chapter on Slavs can be di-
vided into four units. The further development of the basic text can be reconstructed
by means of the parallel texts. In this latter part, the sentence on the Khazar—Hun-
garian connection has been inserted. So Ibn Rusta’s text bears the imprint of four
different hands. The basic text must have been written sometime between 870 and
895. It was then supplemented twice by al-Jayhant between 910 and 940. So, it is
almost impossible that it carries valid information on the events of the 830s. There
is no evidence from this passage that the Khazars built a fortress against the Hun-
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garians in 839, nor that the Hungarians became independent of the Khazar khagan
in that period.

The Emperor Constantine comments on Hungarian-Khazar relations in chap-
ter 38 of the De Administrando Imperio using Hungarian dynastical sources: “7The
nation of the Turks had of old their dwelling next to Chazaria, in the place which
was called Lebedia after the name of its first voivode. ... They lived together with the
Chazars for three years and fought in alliance with the Chazars in all their wars. ...
That chagan was pleased at this saying, and gave some of his to go with him to the
Turks, and after they had talked the matter with the Turks, the Turks preferred that
Arpad should be prince rather than Almoutzes his father, for he was of superior parts
and greatly admired for wisdom and counsel and valour, and capable of this rule;
and so they made him prince according to the custom and ‘zakanon,’ of the Chazars,
by lifting him upon a shield. Before this Arpad the Turks had never at any time had
any other prince, and so even to this day the prince of ‘Turkey’ is from his family.”
The quoted text leaves no doubt that the Hungarian tribal confederation under Levedi
was a part of the Khazar Khaganate serving them with auxiliary troops and the legi-
timacy of the power of the House of Arpad was derived from the appointment of the
Khazar khagan. The 39th and 40th chapters of the DAI tell the story of the Qabars
who were of Khazar origin, but during a civil war they revolted and being defeated
they joined the Hungarian tribal federation. So Khazars known as Qabar became part
of the Hungarian tribal federation.

The Khazar Khaganate was a successor state of the Western Tiirk Khaganate
whose centre lay north of the Caucasus and then on the lower Volga. In 626 the Per-
sians and Avars undertook a siege of Constantinople. Byzantine diplomacy became
active to avert the danger: the Byzantine emperor, Heraclius made an alliance with
the Western Tiirks who sent their subjects, the Khazars to attack the Persians via the
Caucasus in 628. The unsuccessful Avar siege of Constantinople caused severe dis-
turbances which led to the formation of Kubrat’s empire north of the Black Sea. The
Chinese defeated and submitted the Eastern Turks in 630; at the same time, internal
crisis weakened the Western Tiirks, which provided an opportunity for the Khazars
to start the process of autonomous rule north of the Caucasus. In the 630s the new
power in Arabia, the Caliphate attacked Byzantium and Persia and conquered Persia,
Syria, and Egypt. The Muslim troops reached the Caucasus in the 640s. They crossed
the Caucasus in 652 and suffered a serious failure against the Khazars, which conso-
lidated the Khazar position. The western Tiirks submitted to the Chinese in 659,
which together with the victory over the Muslims opened new vistas for the Khazars,
the foundation of an independent Khaganate. The Khazars extended their power to
the territory north of the Black Sea. By 680 AD, the whole of Eastern Europe was
under Khazar control.
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The relationship between the Caliphate and the Khazar Khaganate changed
radically with the rise to power of the Abbasids. At about 800 the Muslim-Khazar
trade began to flourish, the trade route followed the former military roads via the
passes of the Caucasus, along the Volga and Don to the North. The Khazars paid
mainly in furs, wax and slaves, the Muslims in silver dirhams. As these commercial
goods were found in the forest zone the Khazars extended their power to the forest
where the Finno-Ugric (Burtas) and Slavic (Polyan, Severan, Vyatich) speaking
tribes lived. Thus, the nomadic Khazar Khaganate gradually became a trading empo-
rium. At the same time, the Muslim silver flow, which can be traced archaeologi-
cally, attracted the interest of the Rus living in Scandinavia, and from the early 9th
century they established their first Eastern European centre at Ladoga called Rus
Khaganate and became involved in the Volga trade.

A decisive change in the history of the Khazar Khaganate came with the
westward migration of the Pechenegs around 895. Although they were able to pre-
vent the Pechenegs from settling in the Caucasus foothills, they no longer had the
strength to defend their territory west of the Don, so the Hungarian tribal federation
was forced to abandon its territory and move to the Carpathian Basin. With this
move, it became clear that the area around the Black Sea had ceased to be under
Khazar rule. At the turn of the 9th and 10th centuries, the Khazar Khaganate thus
experienced a serious crisis, losing its territory west of the Don, and its monopoly
on trade was threatened by the Volga Bulgars. The Khazar Khaganate was effec-
tively limited to the Caucasus foothills and the lower Volga and Don and the Khazar
court lost a fifth of its revenue from taxing trade in the 10th century. The Khazar
Khaganate was the dominant great power of Eastern Europe from the middle of the
7th century until the 10th century.

The work of Jend Sziics is decisive in the study of the formation of the Hun-
garian tribal federation which became a large ethnic community with gentile con-
sciousness. He defined this special form of ethnic identity from three points of view:
1. A relatively large, homogeneous, blood-related community originating from a
common ancestor having a common language and culture. 2. The group is politi-
cally organised under strong monarchic rule and only a stable political framework
that has existed for two or three centuries can provide a basis for the formation of
linguistic and cultural unity and the spread of the belief in a common origin amongst
the different subgroups. 3. In social respects, the community is stratified, but most
of the individuals share the same customs and laws. This model applies when the
ethnic consciousness based on a common origin, tradition, and language coincides
with loyalty to the political power and with the consciousness of common law for
the free. Following frequent waves of migrations, the Khazars established a stable
political entity that lasted for more than 300 years and their Khaganate was the domi-
nant power in Eastern Europe. The durability of the political framework for the Hun-
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garians, without which ethnic unification could not take place, was ensured by the
Khazar Khaganate.

To sum up, the Khazar Khaganate played an unmistakable role in the forma-
tion and consolidation of the Hungarian tribal federation. The stability of the impe-
rial framework ensured the ethnic unification of the Hungarian people, their political
consolidation and the strengthening of their military power. By the 9th century, the
political weight of the leader of the Hungarian tribal federation had grown to such
an extent that he had acquired the third title in the Khazar hierarchy. Clearly, the
Hungarian tribal alliance’s room for manoeuvre increased and it was able to exert a
decisive influence on the policies of the Khazar court. In any case, it was with the
conquest of the Carpathian Basin that the Hungarian tribal federation finally left the
Khazar sphere of influence, but the Hungarian dynasty derived its legitimacy from
the appointment of the Khazar khagan and the Qabar tribe(s) of Khazar origin joined
the Hungarian tribal federation.
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ARKEOLOJIK BULGULAR ISIGINDA
HAZAR-MACAR ILISKILERI

Szaboles POLGAR*

Giris
Bu ¢alisma, Macar—Hazar iliskisini arkeolojik bir bakis agisiyla ele alip ii¢
ana soruna odaklamaktadir: 1) Hazar Kalesi Sarkel ve Macarlar; 2) 9. ve 10.

ylizyillarda Macarlarin ve Hazar Kaganligi’nin arkeolojik buluntulari arasin-
daki paralellikler; 3) Kabarlar ve arkeolojik izleri.

Sarkel Kalesi ve Macarlar

De Administrando Imperio’nun (DAI) 38. boliimiine gore Erken Macar boy-
lar1 “eskiden Hazar Kaganligi 'min yaninda yasamlarin siirdiirmekteydiler”.!
“Hazarlarin yaninda” ifadesi, Macarlarin 9. yiizyildaki cografi konumu hak-
kinda kesin bir bilgi vermemektedir. Ancak, DAI’deki kanitlar 1s1g1inda Ma-
carlarin Hazarlarin tebaasi oldugunu agik¢a gérmekteyiz. 8. yiizyilin son-
larinda ya da 9. yiizyilin baglarinda Macarlar batiya dogru go¢ ederek Don
ve Seret Nehirleri arasindaki Atelkouzou’ya (Mac. Etelkdz) yerlestiler.> Do-
gu sinirlart muhtemelen Don Nehri’ne kadar uzanmiyordu. Don bolgesi Kara
Bulgarlarin anayurduydu.

Hazar kalesi Sarkel, 840 civarinda Bizans Imparatorlugu’nun yardi-
miyla insa edildi. Bu konuda De Administrando Imperio’da detayli bir anla-
tim mevcuttur. Asil diplomatik belge, 10. yiizyilin ortalarinda DAI’nin 42.
boliimiine kopyalanmistir. Bu bahsedilen kaynaga gore, Hazar kagan ve be-

* Szeged Universitesi, Tarih Enstitiisii, Orta Cag Arastirmalar1 Boliimii, Szeged, Macaristan;
ORCID ID: 0000-0001-9559-630X; polgar@hist.u-szeged.hu.

! Jenkins—Moravcsik, 1967, 170—-171.

2 Atelkouzou’ya dogru gergeklesen gogiin tarihi tartigmalidir (bu konudaki goriisler 8. Yiizy1-
lin baglari ile 9. yiizyilin ortalar1 arasinda degismektedir), bkz. Rona-Tas, 2007, 273-274;
Fodor, 1982, 230; Kristo, 1996, 127-128.
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yi Bizans Imparatoru Theophilos’tan kendileri icin bir kale insa etmesini
istemistir. Imparator, Don bdlgesine bir heyet géndermis ve Bizansl isciler
kaleyi pigmis tuglalarla inga etmistir.?

Bizans kaynaginda, Hazarlarin diismani baglaminda Macarlardan ve-
ya Hazarlarm diger diismanlanyla ilgili bir bilgi gegmemektedir. Ancak,
Miisliiman yazar Ibn Riiste (yaklasik 900), Hazarlar hakkinda “bir siire énce
Macarlara ve sumirlarindaki diger topluluklara karsi tahkimat (hendek) yap-
tiklart” bilgisini aktarmaktadir.* 20. yiizyilin baslarinda, DAI ve Ibn Riiste’-
deki bilgiler 1s181nda, Sarkel’in Macarlara karsi insa edildigine dair bir hipo-
tez ortaya atild1.’

Bu hipotez problemlidir. Ibn Riiste ile ilgili yukarida bahsedilen ciimle
muhtemelen 10. yiizyihn baslarinda eklenmistir.® Ibn Riiste’nin Macarlar
hakkindaki raporu Samani veziri Ceyhani’nin (yaklasik 9. yilizyilin {igiincii
ceyregi) cografi eserine dayanmaktadir. DAI’ye goreyse, Hazar Kaganligi ve
Macarlar (Macarlar Kaganliga bagliydi) arasinda diismanca bir iliski s6z ko-
nusu degildi ve kale, 9. yiizyilda Kaganligin sinir bolgesinde yer almiyordu.

Diger goriislere gore, Sarkel Ruslara karsi ya da ticaret yollarini koru-
mak amaciyla insa edilmistir. Ayrica, Bizans Imparatorlugu’nun kuzey bol-
gesine bir kale insa etme isteginde oldugu ya da Hazar Kaganligi’nin politik
merkezinin bir siireligine Sarkel oldugu yo6niinde fikirler de mevcuttur.” Bu
cercevede, yazili kaynaklar temelinde bu sorunun ¢6ziimsiiz kaldig1 sonucu-
na varilmaktadir.

3 Jenkins—Moravesik, 1967, 182-185. Sarkel hakkinda baska bahisler de sdz konusudur.
DAT’yi temel alarak kalenin insas1 hakkindaki rapor hakkinda bkz. Theophanes Continuatus
(10. yiizy1l; Bekker, 1838, 1: 122); Sarkel’in, Hazarlarin bati sinirinda Pegeneklere karst bir
kale olarak rolii hakkinda bkz. Ioannes Skylitzes (11. yiizyil; Thurn, 1973, 73); Sarkel topo-
nimi hakkinda bkz. Yusuf’un mektubu (10. yiizyil; Kokovcova, 1932, 31) ve Sarkel hakkin-
daki geg bir kayit (14. yiizyil) i¢in bkz. Nikonovskaya letopis’ (PSRL XI, 95-96). Yazili kay-
naklar, tarihsel siireg lizerine bkz. Polgar, 2001; Karatay, 2010.

4 Zimonyi, 2016, 38-39.

5 Pauler, 1900, 14; Marquart, 1903, 27-28.

¢ Istvan Zimonyi, Ibn Riiste’nin hendek hakkindaki ciimlesinin Kur’an’dan alimus bir topos
oldugunu ve dolayisiyla Hazarlar ile Macarlar arasindaki diismanca iliskilere sembolik bir
gonderme yaptigmi, dogrudan Sarkel’in ingasina atifta bulunmadigini 6ne siirmektedir (Zimo-
nyi, 1996, 57; 2016, 340-344). Bu yorumun reddi i¢in bkz. Ormos, 2002, 282-283; 2017,
128.

7 Ruslara kars1 olduguyla ilgili olarak bkz. Karatay, 2010; bdlgenin genel kontroliyle ilgili:
bkz. Golden, 1980, I: 77; ticaret sav1 i¢in bkz. Pletneva, 1996; politik merkez savi1 i¢in bkz.
Afanas’ev, 2009; Tiirk, 2023, 263-264.
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Garsel 1. Tsimlyanskaya Stanitsa, Sarkel Kalesi'nin havadan ¢ekilmis fotografi ve
¢izimi (Artamonov, 1956)

Arkeoloji noktasinda Sarkel’in yeri belirlenmis, kimligi tespit edilmis
ve kazilar sonucunda giin yiiziine ¢ikartilmistir. Kale, Don nehrinin sol kiy1-
sinda, Rusya Federasyonu’na bagli Rostov bolgesinin Tsimlyansk yerleske-
sinde yer almaktadir. Iki kulesiyle birlikte simetrik dortgen bir yap1 kurgu-
suna sahip bir kaledir (Gér. 1). Eski Hazar topraklarinda benzersiz bir yap1
olarak karsimiza ¢ikar. Erken Bizans donemi kaleleri tipindedir.®

Kaganligin kuzeybat1 bolgesinde bircok kale bulunmaktadir, ancak bu
kaleler bir savunma hatt1 (/imes) olusturmamaktadir (Gor. 2). Bu kaleler
farkl1 malzemelerle, farkli teknolojilerle ve farkl kiiltiirel etkiler altinda insa
edilmistir (Gér. 3—4).° Sarkel ise bunlar i¢inde benzersiz bir konumdadir,
clinkii Bizans mimari tislubuyla dogrudan ve kesin paralellikler icermektedir.
Lakin, arkeoloji Sarkel’in ingasina sebep olan motivasyonu saptayamamak-
tadir. Bu noktada, Macar ve Hazar elitleri arasindaki iligkilere dair DAI’nin
verdigi bilgileri de goz oniinde bulundurarak, Sarkel ile ilgili olarak Macar
hipotezini benimsemiyorum. '

8 Bkz. Artamonov, 1956; Pletneva, 1996; Pletneva, 2000, 84—100; Akkan, 2023: 143—-156.

% Sarkel’in yakinlarinda: Tsimlyansk yakinindaki Sag Yaka kalesi, Kamisevskoe Kalesi; Don
bolgesi, Voronej oblasti (Rusya): Mayatskoe Kalesi; Don bdlgesi, Sal Nehri iizerinde: Semi-
karakorskoe; Oskol/Oskil bélgesi: Yutanovka, Podlysenki; Donets bolgesi, Rusya: Dmitriev-
ka; Ukrayna: Verkhniy Saltiv, Vovéansk, Mohnaé, Mayaki (Akkan, 2023, 122-143, 156—
164).

10 Polgar, 2001, 122.
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Gorsel 2. Don—Donets bolgesindeki 8—10. yiizyil Hazar kaleleri (Sudar, 2015)

9. ve 10. yiizyillarda Macarlar ile Hazarlar arasindaki
arkeolojik paralellikler

Ikinci nokta, arkeoloji baglaminda Hazarlar ve Macarlar arasindaki temastir.
Kaganlik dénemine ait arkeolojik izler iyi bilinmekte olup, arastirmalar, 19.
ylizyilin sonlarinda ve 20. yilizyilin baglarinda baglamistir. 20. yiizyilin orta-
larindaysa arkeologlar Don—Donets bolgesine (Verkhnij Saltiv, Tsimlyan-
skaia Stanitsa, Zlivki, vb.) odaklanmig ve 1960’11 ve 1970’11 yillardan itiba-
ren Kuzey Kafkasya, Dagistan ve Kirim bolgelerinde dnemli kesifler yap-
mistir. Ancak, arkeolojik goriisler degismis ve Hazar donemine (7-10. yiiz-
yillar) ait arkeolojik materyal artik arkeologlar tarafindan farkli kiiltiirlerin,
farkl kiiltiirel geleneklerin ya da bolgesel varyantlarin bir biitlinii olarak de-
gerlendirilmektedir.!!

1 Bkz. Pletneva, 2000; Afanas'ev, 2001; Tiirk, 2023.
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9. ve 10. yiizyillardaki Macarlara ait arkeolojik materyal, iki cografi
bolgeyi kapsar: Karpat Havzasi ve Kuzey Karadeniz bozkirlari (Etelk6z).

Hazar Kaganligina ait arkeolojik materyal agisindan en iyi bilinen yer,
Don—Donets bolgesidir (Saltovo-Mayatska kiiltiirii). Karpat Havzasi’ndaysa
Saltovo tipi buluntular, objeler ve cenaze ritlielleri yaygin degildir (Gor.5);
arkeolojik alanlarda az sayida rastlanmaktadir. Bu objeler farkli cografi bol-
gelerdeki, genellikle mezarliklarda veya yerlesim alanlarinda tek basina bu-
lunur. Kuzey Kafkasya bolgesiyle bazi paralellikler bulunsa da bu arkeolojik
olgu, Macar—Saltovo iligkilerine benzemeyen bir yapi sergilemektedir.

Macarlara ait arkeolojik materyalin en yakin paralelleri Orta Volga
bolgesinde bulunmaktadir. Siisleme sanati, Volga bolgesinin etkisi altinda
gelismis olup Orta Asya ve Iran unsurlarim da igermektedir.'?

Gorsel 3. 8.—10. yiizyil Hazar kalelerinin ¢izimleri: 1. Semikarakorskoe; 2. Sarkel;
3. Mayatskoe,; 4. Tsimlyansk sag kiyi kalesi; 5. Verhniy Saltiv (kose burcu) (1—4.
Pletneva, 1967, 5. I§cenko, 1980)

12 Yeni bulgular igin bkz. Komar, 2018; Tiirk, 2023.
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Etelk6z’den (Subotsi horizon) gelen materyal, Karpat Havzasi’ndaki
materyale benzemekle birlikte o kadar homojen degildir (Gor. 6). Bu durum,
yeni bir arkeolojik kiiltiiriin olusumunu yansitan daha erken bir evreye isaret
etmektedir. Yogun Orta Asya etkisinin yani1 sira, bu materyalin Saltovo kiil-
tiiriiyle de baglantilar1 vardir; ¢iinkii Saltovo, 9. ve 10. yiizyillarda Volga bol-
gesi ile etkilesim igindeydi.

Ozetle, Macar (Subotsi) tipi materyal Volga bolgesine ve Orta Asya’-
ya kadar takip edilebilir ancak Hazar tipi materyalle aynilik gdstermez.

Gérsel 4. Mayatskoye kalesi (havadan ¢ekilmis fotografi)

Kabarlar

Kabarlar hakkinda DAT’nin 39. boliimiinde bilgiler verilmektedir."* Yazar,
Hazar Kaganligi’nda ¢ikan bir isyandan bahseder. Buna gore, Kabarlar (Qa-
vars) bu isyanda maglup olur, Macarlara sigimarak onlarla birlikte yasamaya
baglar ve Macar boy (Macar boy birligi yedi boydan meydana gelmekteydi)

13 Jenkins—Moravcsik, 1967, 174-175.
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birligine sekizinci boy olarak dahil olur.'* Macarlarin yurt tutusu (895)
sonrasinda Kabarlar Karpat Havzasi’na yerlesmislerdir ve DAI’ye gore 10.
yiizy1lin ortalarinda kendi dillerini ve etnik kimliklerini hala koruduklari, dil-
lerinin Macarcadan farkli oldugu anlagilmaktadir.'

DATI’deki bilgilere ragmen, Kabarlarin arkeolojik izlerine heniiz rast-
lan1lamamustir. Arkeologlar ve tarihgiler, Kabarlarin yerlesim alanini tespit
etmeye ve onlara ait arkeolojik materyalleri ayirt etmeye c¢aligmis'é, ancak
bu ¢abalar1 bir sonug vermemistir.!” 10. yiizyila ait Karpat Havzasi’ndaki ar-
keolojik materyaller biiyiik 6l¢lide homojendir; yalnizca minimal farkliliklar
bulunmaktadir. Oncelikli olarak, yerli halkin buluntulari, yurt tutan Macarla-
rinkinden ayrilmaktadir. Goriintise gore, Kabarlar {ig-dort nesil i¢inde 6zgiin
maddi kiiltiirlerini degistirerek Karpat Havzasi’nda Macarlarla benzer bir ki-
yafet tarzi benimsemiglerdir (ve muhtemelen cenaze ritiielleri de benzerlik
gostermistir). Bu durum, Kabarlarin muhtemelen uzun zaman 6nce Macar-
lara katildigini, hatta 9. yiizyilin ilk yarisinda birlesmis olabileceklerini gos-
termektedir. Yeni bir hipoteze gore, Kabarlar Donets bolgesinden gelmis-
lerdir. Kuzeybat1 Hazar bolgesindeki birkag mezarligin kullaniminin sonlan-
masi, Kabarlarin gogiiyle baglantili olabilir.

Sonug¢

Ozetlemek gerekirse, 1) Sarkel Kalesi’nin insasiyla Macarlar arasindaki bir
baglanti, arkeolojik acidan net degildir. 2) 9. ve 10. yiizyillarda Macarlarin
maddi kiiltiirii, Orta Volga ve Giiney Ural bolgesiyle yakin iligkilere sahiptir.
Saltovo-Mayatsk kiiltiirii ya da Hazarlarin merkezi topraklarinin diger bol-
geleriyle kisith temaslar1 vardir. 3) Kabarlarin arkeolojik izleri heniiz bulu-

14 Bir Frank kronigine (4nnales Iuvavensis Maximi) gore, 9. yiizyilin sonunda Kabarlar ve
Macarlar, giinimiizdeki Avusturya topraklarinda (Dogu) Franklarla birlikte savasti. Daha 6n-
ce bu savagin 881 yilinda gerceklestigi kabul edilse de tarih revize edilerek 891 olarak belir-
lenmistir (Szantd, 2018).

15 Kabarlar hakkinda daha fazla bilgi igin bkz. Fodor, 1982, 237-238; Kristd, 1996, 149-154;
Téth, 2016.

16 Bkz. Gyorffy, 1959, 120-123; Mesterhazy, 1990; Vékony, 1996, 18.

17 Bkz. Fodor, 1986; Révész, 2020, 44-45. Celarevo’da (Sirbistan) bulunan bir Avar meza-
rindaki (8-9. yiizyillar) tuglada islenmis menora motifini (Bunardzi¢, 2005; Erdélyi 1979)
Hazarlarin Karpat Havzasi’ndaki varligiyla iliskilendirmek yalnizca cesur bir hipotezdir (Fo-
dor, 1984, 108, 109).
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namamistir. Karpat Havzasi’ndaki Macar boy birliginin arkeolojik materyali
oldukc¢a homojendir ve Kabarlarin maddi kiiltiirii kisa siirede degismistir.

Sonug olarak, yazili kaynaklardaki Hazar—Macar iliskilerine dair anla-
timlar, Macar ve Hazar elitleri arasindaki temaslar1 yansitmaktadir. Ancak
bu duruma ragmen, Macarlarin Kaganlik niifusu ile yogun iligki iginde ol-
duklarini veya birlikte yasadiklarin1 gésteren net arkeolojik bulgular buluna-
mamigtir. Bu durum, Macarca ile Eski Tiirk dilleri arasindaki iliskiyi agik-
layan dilbilimsel modelle ¢elismektedir. Macarcadaki biiyiik miktardaki Eski
Tiirkce kokenli alint1 sdzctikler, Macarlar ile Tiirk¢ce konusan topluluklar
arasinda ¢ok yogun temaslara igaret etmektedir.
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Khazar—Hungarian relations as reflected
in the archaeological records
Extended summary

The aim of this paper is to summarize Khazar—Hungarian relations in the 9th—10th
centuries from an archaeological perspective. I focus on three problems: (1) The
Khazar fortress Sarkel and the Hungarians, (2) parallels between the archaeological
material of the Hungarians and that of the Khazar Khaganate in the 9th and 10th
centuries, and (3) the Qabars and the archaeological evidence.

According to chapter 38 of the De Administrando Imperio (DAI) the Proto-
Hungarian tribes ‘had of old their dwelling next to Chazaria’. The statement “next
to Chazaria” does not give information about the exact geographical position of the
Hungarians in the 9th century. But on the basis of the DAI it is clear that the Hun-
garians became vassals of the Khazar Khaganate. Sometime at the end of the eighth
or the beginning of the ninth century they migrated westward and settled in Atelkuzu
(Hung. Etelkdz) between the Don and Seret rivers. But their eastern border probably
did not reach the Don River. The Don region was the homeland of the so-called
Black Bulgars.

The Khazar fortress of Sarkel was built around 840 AD with the help of the
Byzantine Empire. There is a detailed report in the De administrando imperio. Ac-
cording to this source the rulers of Khazaria asked the Byzantine emperor Theophi-
los to build a fortress for them.

In the Byzantine source there is no mention of the Hungarians or other ene-
mies of the Khazars. But the Muslim author Ibn Rusta (cca 900 AD) mentions that
the Khazars entrenched themselves some time ago against the Magyars and other
peoples bordering their country. At the beginning of the 20th century a hypothesis
emerged connecting the report of the DAI and Ibn Rusta’s record, namely that Sarkel
was built against the Hungarians.

The hypothesis is problematic. The above-mentioned sentence of Ibn Rusta
was inserted into the text perhaps at the beginning of the tenth century. Ibn Rusta’s
report on the Hungarians is based on the geographical work of the Samanid vizier
al-Gayhani (cca the last third of the 9th century). In the DAI there is no mention of
hostile relations between the Khazar Khaganate and the Hungarians (the Hungarians
were vassals of the Khaganate), and the fortress was not in the borderland of the
Khaganate (in the 9th century). Others say that Sarkel was built against the Rus, or
it was built for the control of a trade route, or that the Byzantine Empire had an in-
terest in establishing a fortress in the northern periphery, or that it was one of the
political centres of the Khaganate. Thus, the question remains unsolved on the basis
of written sources.
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As for the archaeology, Sarkel has been localized, identified and unearthed.
The fortress is situated on the left bank of the Don River, in the Tsimlyansk district,
Rostov region (oblast) of the Russian Federation.

In the northwestern part of the Khaganate there are many fortresses, but they
do not form a defensive line (limes). The fortresses were built from different mate-
rials, by different technologies, under different cultural influences. Sarkel is unique
among them and it has precise parallels in Byzantine architecture. Archaeology does
not answer the question of the reason for building Sarkel. Taking the information of
the DAI on the relations between the Hungarian and Khazar elites into consideration,
I do not prefer the Hungarian hypothesis in connection with Sarkel.

The second point is the contact between the Khazars and Hungarians on the
basis of archaeology. The archaeological traces of the Khaganate are well known.
Today archaeologists regard the archaeological material of the Khazar period (7th—
10th centuries) as a complex entirety of different cultures and different cultural tradi-
tions or territorial variants.

The archaeological material of the Hungarians from the 9th—10th centuries is
found in two geographical regions: the Carpathian Basin and the steppe north of the
Black Sea (Atelkouzou).

As for the archaeological material of the Khazar Khaganate, the best known
part of the Khaganate is the Don — Donets region (Saltovo — Mayatskaia/Saltiv —
Mayatska culture). In the Carpathian Basin the Saltovo-type finds, objects and fune-
ral rites are not typical, and they occur only in small quantities in the archaeological
sites of the Carpathian Basin. There are a few parallels with the North Caucasian
region, but there is no archaeological phenomenon comparable to the Hungarian—
Saltovo relations.

The archaeological material of the Hungarians has the best parallels in the
Middle Volga region. The ornament developed under the influence of the Volga re-
gion and also shows Central Asian or Iranian elements.

The material from Etelkdz (Atelkodlov, Atelkouzou; Subotsi horizon) is
similar to the material of the Carpathian Basin, but it is less homogeneous. It reflects
an earlier phase, the formation of a new archaeological culture. Apart from the inten-
sive Central Asian influence, it has connections with the Saltovo culture as well.

According to chapter 39 of the DAI there was a revolt in Khazaria and a group
called Qabars (Qavars) was defeated and joined the Hungarians and lived together
with them. The Qabars were integrated into the Hungarian tribal confederation as
the eighth tribe (the Hungarian confederation consisted of seven tribes) and migrated
with the Hungarians into the Carpathian Basin. In spite of the record of the DAI the
archaeological traces of the Qabars have not been found yet. Archaeologists and
historians have tried to localize the dwelling area of the Qabars and separate their
archaeological material, but all attempts have failed. The archaecological material of
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the Carpathian Basin of the 10th century is strongly homogeneous and there are only
minimal differences. It seems that the Qabars changed their original material culture
during three-four generations and in the Carpathian Basin their costume was similar
to that of the Hungarians (and maybe the funeral rites as well). This suggests that the
Qabars probably joined the Hungarians a long time ago, perhaps in the first half of
the 9th century.

We can conclude that the reports of the written sources on the Khazar—Hun-
garian relations reflect the contacts between the Hungarian and Khazar elites and
there are no clear archaeological traces of intensive relations or coexistence with the
population of the Khaganate. This contradicts the linguistic model of the interactions
between Hungarian and Old Turkic languages. The large number of Old Turkic loan-
words in Hungarian points to very intensive contacts between Hungarian and Turkic-
speaking populations.
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*ARTSUREM

THE TURKIC VARIETY USED BY THE KHAZARS
Marcel ERDAL*

Two millennia ago, most of the population on the Eastern edge of Europe
consisted of Iranians in the South and Finno-Ugrians in the North. Then, for
more than a millennium, there was a continuous westward movement of eth-
nic groups across the Ural Mountains, which appears to have been mostly
Turkic — and involving also the Uralic Hungarians. The most important state
formed in South-Eastern Europe by Turks was that of the Khazars.

The sources tell us that the Hungarians changed from a tribal to a na-
tional entity in the framework of the Khazar empire — indeed, the 10th cen-
tury Byzantine emperor and author Constantinos Porphyrogennetos con-
sistently calls them “Turks”,' and Hungary is, in the 10th—11th centuries,
called “Tourkia”.? The Khazar-Hungarian relationship had serious conse-
quences in the administrative, military and ideological domains. Concerning
the lexicon, where we see the results to this day, the Hungarians had contact
with many peoples, most of them Turkic, both before their arrival in the Car-
pathian Basin — where they replaced the Avars as well as Germanic and
Slavic groups — and after their conquest. Andras Rona-Tas and the late Arpad
Berta brought together the results of their wide-ranging research in the do-
main of Hungarian loans from what they called “West Old-Turkic” in Rona-
Tas—Berta 2011.

We have no direct knowledge about the speech of the quite numerous,
apparently Turkic tribes whom the Hungarians met before and during their
establishment in the Carpathian Basin; these peoples appear not to have de-
veloped written languages. The speech of most of them is likely to have be-
longed to r-Turkic, as I call it, not the z-Turkic group, but we are not sure

* Goethe University Frankfurt a. M., Department of Turcology, Frankfurt, Germany; ORCID
ID: 0000-0002-1604-4193; merdal4@gmail.com

I Moravcsik, 1983, 321-322.
2 Moravcsik, 1983, 320.
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about the language of the Khazars. Proto-Turkic can be reconstructed to have
had two dialects: an r-dialect, which had /r/ where z-dialect varieties had /z/,
and /I/ or /1d3/ where z-Turkic showed /§/. The only r-Turkic language sur-
viving to this day is Chuvash; Atil Turkic (see below), the language of the
Volga Bulgars, is an earlier variety of Chuvash. The »-Turkic speakers ap-
pear to have been prominent in the Yenisey river region at an early stage, be-
cause Proto-Mongolic cognates of early Turkic words all have r-Turkic fea-
tures. But they all moved west around 1700 years ago, and in the Ob River
region lent some lexemes to the Samoyeds; they then crossed the Ural Moun-
tains and reached the region north of the Black Sea. Other features exclu-
sively shared between r-Turkic and Mongolic are the pre-palatalization of
Proto-Turkic long vowels, the change /si/ > /§i/, and the loss of stem-final
velars. Bulgar-Chuvash, some other Turkic languages and Mongolic show
onset /d3/ where z-Turkic including Old Turkic has /j/ (often transcribed as y)
in shared lexemes. However, some Proto-Mongolic words had onset /j/; this
means that there was, in Proto-Mongolic, a phonological opposition /j/ : /dz/
in this position. The shared lexemes therefore cannot be Proto-Altaic, as has
been claimed, but must be loans.

The Pecheneks, the Uz, the Kimeks and Kumans, who arrived in
Southeastern Europe after the Hungarian conquest, spoke z-Turkic; the 12th
century intellectual Greek princess Anna Komnene says that the Pecheneks
and Kumans spoke the same dialect, and we know more or less what the Uz,
i.e. the Oghuz, spoke.

Many of the early Turkic loans in Hungarian, which are discussed by
Roéna-Tas—Berta 2011, are clearly »-Turkic, which they call Oguric. It can
happen that Hungarian preserved a lexeme showing such features, when
Chuvash lost the original term: tenger ‘sea’ e.g., corresponds to z-Turkic
taniz. Chuvash tinés / tinis, on the other hand, must be a loan from z-Turkic
Tatar, and it was transferred to Uralic Mari in the more archaic form teyiz /
timiz. But many early Turkic loans in Hungarian show z-Turkic, not »-Turkic
features — though all of them are said by Rona-Tas & Berta to come from
“West Old Turkic”. The authors admit that they “cannot exclude the presence
of non-Oguric languages” for this period. There are thus contradictions in
the use of the label “West Old Turkic”, referring either to ‘Early Ogur Tur-

3 See Rona-Tas—Berta, 2011, 893—-895 and 1113.
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kic’ or to ‘any Turkic dialect which was in contact with Hungarian before
the Mongolic invasion’. The onset ¢ > x feature, which appears in Volga-
Bolgarian and leads to onset /h/ in Hungarian, e.g., is found also in Middle
Qipchaq and in modern Qipchaq languages, and is also an inner-Finno-
Ugrian feature; it therefore appears to be areal and not genetic.

I discussed the nature of the Khazar Turkic variety in Erdal 2007,
based on the material collected mainly by Peter Golden up to that year, trying
to answer the question whether the lexemes and suffixes surviving from
Khazar linguistic usage were of the Bulgar-Chuvash or of the Common Tur-
kic type. Rona-Tas—Berta, 2011, 1167—1176 took up the question with some
additional evidence,* formulated as an answer to Erdal 2007. On p. 1176 they
reach the conclusion that the Bulgars and the Khazars spoke one and the
same dialect. As correct general criticism of my paper they state that “with
the exception of dog, all the other items are abstracted from” titles, personal
and geographic names and ethnonyms. Agyagési, 2019, 19 has a section on
this topic, but does not add anything to the statements of Rona-Tas—Berta
2011.

I'will first discuss two of the instances in which Rona-Tas—Berta 2011
misleadingly made Khazar terms accord with Hungarian data, the name of a
Khazar region and a Khazar personal name, and then come to dog. The
Khazar name of the Volga River is on p. 345 stated to be Atil, on p. 1172 as
Etel, as it appears in Hungarian sources as Etel. Konstantinos and others tell
us that the Hungarians emerged from a Khazar region called Areixovlov,
with onset o, where, Konstantinos says, ‘now the Pecheneks live’. Both
Greek and Muslim evidence for the original name of the Kama—Volga sys-
tem clearly show an /a/ in its onset, and not an /4/; see examples in Morav-
csik 1983, 77, entry AwjA, and the text of Ibn Fadlan, who was a member of
the 921-922 AD mission to the Volga Bulgars.’ Atil kozi might then refer to
the source region of the Volga or the Kama.

4 See Erdal 2018 for some relevant topics which are not discussed here. Part 7 of the work is
called “Who spoke where and when West Old Turkic?’, part 7.4. “Who spoke West Old
Turkic?’. This is the section 7.4.3, which has the subtitle ‘Bulgars and Khazars’.

3> On pp. 208a, 209b and 210a of the manuscript (Ed. Togan, 1939), it is always written with
madda above the onset alif; §§ 71,72, 80, 83 and 101. According to Togan, the name is spelled
in this way also by 10th—11th century al-Birini and 13th—14th century al-Qazwini.
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The meaning of Hungarian bucsii (pronounced as [bu:ffu:]) ‘farewell,
indulgence, dedication festival’, discussed in Rona-Tas—Berta, 2011, 179—
182, accords with that of Old Turkic bosog, which signifies ‘fate, destiny,
prophecy, prediction, command, order, instruction, permission’, and comes
from boso- ‘to release, let go, permit to depart, forgive’. Their problem is
that Hungarian /¢/ cannot come from /§/; nor do they expect it to, as ‘Oguric’
Turkic, the source of Hungarian loans, is taken to have applied lambdacism.
Here is where the 10th century Khazar name which appears in the Hebrew
Schechter text as *¥w913, transliterated as BWLSCY, comes in, the Turkic
name of a general whose Hebrew name was Pesax. Golden convincingly
read this name as bolug¢i, taking it to come from bolus ‘help, helper’, from
the verb bolug- ‘to help’; bolus and bolus- are well attested in the Divan
Lughati ’t-Turk and in Middle Kipchak. Réna-Tas & Berta instead propose
connecting the Khazar name with Old Turkic bosog, which they take to
lambdacistically have become *bolsc¢ug and then *bolcug, which then lead
to the Hungarian word. They say “the Proto-Turkic -s- did not become -/-
immediately, but changed into a consonant cluster /s > [S¢.” They think “the
Khazar title was Proto-Turkic *Bosugci ‘the releaser, the commander’,
which changed to *Bolscuyci > *Bolscuci > Bolsc¢i.” The meaning which
they propose for *bosugci appears to come from (Mongolic) Buryat,
one of the languages which borrowed bosog. However, regular phonic
development of the Bulgar branch of Turkic would not need the ¢ —
would not create any ¢ — if the authors did not need to connect it to the
Hungarian term. The work’s aim is the etymology of Hungarian lexemes;
but this endeavour should not cause a bending of Turkic etymologies;
the etymological processes here proposed are clearly invalid.

Our scant Khazar linguistic evidence is much earlier than Bulgar ev-
idence, and this proves to be important. One feature which is relevant here is
the Proto-Turkic word-onset /d/, which had already become /y/ in the early
8th century Orkhon inscriptions, the earliest Turkic texts we have, but is
preserved as /d/ in at least a dozen Mongolic cognates: E.g. in Mo. dayin cor-
responding to Turkic yag: ‘enemy’, dom ~ yom ‘omen’, daari ~ yagir ‘saddle
gall’, delbi- ~ yelpi- ‘to wave, to fan’ or deresiin ~ yez ‘some type of reed’.®
The 6th century author Menandros documents the use of a term which, in the

6 See Olmez, 1991 for the whole evidence.
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manuscripts of his work, is spelled as doyia or doyio with reference to the
funeral of Istdmi, the gayan of the First Turk Empire. However, the same tra-
ditional funeral feast is called yoy in a number of 8th century runiform in-
scriptions from the Second Turk Empire, in the 11th century Muslim sources
Diwvan Lughati ’t-Turk and Qutadgu Bilig and in the 14th century work of
Ibnu ’1-Muhanna from Southern Azerbaijan.” The derived verb yoyla- ‘to
mourn for a deceased’ is also attested in Old Uyghur. According to the evi-
dence of the Greek ambassador to the Tiirk court, the Central Asian Turks in
the 6th century appear still to have used this term in the form doy; but it had
changed to yoy by the time of the Orkhon inscriptions. The 8th-9th century
author Theophanes tells us that the early 8th century Khazars held a doyn®
for the death of their tudun; so they also did not call the funeral feast yoy but
doy: This latter instance is discussed in Ludwig, 1982, 356-357. Both Greek
authors clearly documented the same Turkic term, adapted to serve Greek
inflexion. However, Rona-Tas—Berta, 2011, 1169 say that this reading “is
impossible”: According to them, the delta is meant to represent the sound
[d3], for which there is no letter in the Greek alphabet, because, they say,
East Old Turkic onset /y/ corresponded to /d3/ in West Old Turkic. Their
proof is the name of the Ural River, which appears as ddik-og (genitive form)
in the work of the 2nd century geographer Ptolemaios, while the late 6th
century Menandros gives it as Adafy. In the middle of the 10th century,
however, Constantinus knows the river by the name Ydix spelled, already in
Modern Greek manner, as /&7y. Russian Yaik is documented between 1140
and 1775; the Bashkirs and Noghays call the river Yayiq, regularly corre-
sponding to Zayig in Kazakh. The Greeks used the combination 7 for trans-
cribing the palatal affricate [d3];’ it seems unlikely that they should have used
0, their letter for the voiced alveolar, for this purpose. The sound change /d/
> /y/ is not known in any other language spoken in the area; it therefore must
have happened between the 6th and the 10th centuries in the Turkic language
of the region. In the Khazar dialect, at any rate, the phonetic change had not
yet taken place in the early 8th century. Retaining the onset /d/ and not chang-

7 See the entry in Boeschoten, 2023 for this latter.

8 In the accusative form in the source, doynv or dovynv in the manuscripts. The word appears
as doyn ‘banquet’ in a single manuscript, but that meaning does not suit the context.

 Most of the instances in Moravcesik, 1983, 307-315 transcribe foreign [{f] but some cor-
respond to [d3].
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ing it to /y/ or to /d3/, Khazar Turkic was then, in this res-pect, more archaic
than contemporary Orkhon Turkic — whether it belonged to the Chuvash-
Bolgar or to the Common Turkic dialect grouping.
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Hazar Tiirkcesi
Ozet

Hazarlar, Hazar Denizi’nin kuzeybatisinda 7. ve 10. ylizy1l arasinda 6nemli bir dev-
letleri olan bir Tiirk milletidir. Hazarlar bize dillerinden metinler birakmamustir; eli-
mizde sadece komsularinin, 6zellikle Bizanslilarin, Hazarca olarak kaydettikleri bazi
sozciikler vardir. Erdal (2007), Peter Golden’in topladigi Hazarca kaynakli s6zciik-
lere dayanarak bu devletin dili hakkinda sonuglar ¢ikarmaya galisir. Orta Cag’da
Hazarlarla siki iliskileri olan Macarlarin dilinde de birgok Hazarca unsur korun-
mustur; bunlarla son olarak ve en ciddi sekilde Andras Rona-Tas ve Arpad Berta
(2011, 1167-1176) mesgul olmuslardir.

Elimizdeki Hazarca malzeme genellikle 6zel adlardan ibaret olsa da bunlarda
Hazarca tabanlar ve ekler goriilmektedir. Rona-Tas ve Berta, bu malzemeye daya-
narak, Hazarcanin Bulgar-Cuvas tipinden bir Tiirk dili oldugu sonucuna varir. Biz,
bu sorunda bir sonuca varamtyoruz.

Bu makalede Yunanca kaynaklarda, bir 6rnegi I. Tiirk Kaganligi’na atfedilip
6. ylizyilda kaydedilen, diger 6rnegi Hazarlara atfedilen ve 8. yiizyilda kaydedilen
doy sozcligiinden bahsedilmektedir; Bizans yazarlar1 bu sozciige Yunanca tiirev ve
¢ekim ekleri eklemigse de, baglamlarindan Eski ve Orta Tiirkge yoy ‘cenaze mera-
simi’nin tam karsilig1 oldugu bellidir.

Eski Tiirkgeden beri Tiirk dillerinin tiimiinde sdzbas1 /y/ gosteren sozciiklerin
bazilari, Mogolcada da kargimiza ¢iktiklarinda, Mogolcada baslarinda /y/ degil /d/
vardir. Gosterdigimiz doy ornekleri, bu /d/’nin tarih 6ncesinde Genel Tiirkgede de
bulundugunu, en ge¢ Orhon Tiirk¢esinde /y/’ye doniistiiglinii, Hazarcada ise en azin-
dan 8. yiizyila kadar korundugunu gostermektedir. Hazarca ister Cuvasca-Bulgarca
tipinden olsun, ister Genel Tiirk¢e tipinden olsun, bu veri Hazarcanin s6z basi konu-
sunda elimizdeki Bulgarca ve Eski Tiirk¢e malzemeden daha eskicil oldugunu gos-
termektedir.
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AVARS IN THE 9TH CENTURY AD.
THE STATE OF THE HISTORICAL AND
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH

Frigyes SZUCSI*

Introduction

During the Early Middle Ages, after the fall of the Roman Empire in the
provinces of Pannonia there were three nomadic empires of steppe origin in
the Carpathian Basin. In chronological order: the Hun Empire, the Avar Kha-
ganate and the Principality of Hungary. In this study we look at what hap-
pened to the culture of the Avar period, after the fall of the Avar Khaganate
as a political organization, during the 9th century AD.

Historical background: Avaria during the 6—8th century

In 552 AD the Rouran Empire in Inner Asia was destroyed by the rebellious
Turks.! This political event started a westward migration, and around 557 a
new nomadic group appeared in the foreground of the Caucasus,? who called
themselves Avars. It was the fastest long-distance migration in world his-
tory.?

They settled in the Carpathian Basin in 567/568, and established a
multi-ethnic and multicultural nomadic empire. Their grave goods, the cloth-
ing items and the burial customs show different cultural influences. The cul-
tural elements from the East, i.e. from the steppe, can be linked to the Avars

* Szent Istvan Kirdly Museum, Székesfehérvar; Institute of Hungarian Research, Budapest,
Hungary; ORCID ID: 0009-0001-8331-7550; szucsi.frigyes@szikm.hu, szucsi.frigyes@
mki.gov.hu

! Pohl, 2018, 36, 45-47.
2 Nagy, 2011, 9.
3 Gnecchi-Ruscone et al., 2022.
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or other eastern peoples of nomadic origin.* The Merovingian-Germanic
cultural elements refer to a group of possibly Germanic origin that main-
tained close relations with the western Merovingian world.® The late antique
cultural elements are the legacy of the descendants of the local Roman pro-
vincial population or of the Romanised communities settled from the Eastern
Alps or Dalmatia.® Several artefacts with Byzantine origin are a sign of the
strong Eastern Mediterranean cultural influence or partially the legacy of
Balkanic immigrants.” Last but not least, the first Slavic groups arrived in the
Carpathian Basin in the early Avar period.®

Figure. 1. The settlement area of the Avars during the Late Avar Period and the sites
mentioned in this paper

By the 8th century, however, from this cultural diversity a unified late
Avar culture had emerged throughout the Carpathian Basin (Fig. 7). The
most important characteristics of the late Avar culture were horse burials, the

4 Gulyas, 2023, 701-756.

5 Vida, 2016, 258.

%Vida, 2016, 258; Bajnok et al., 2020, 8—10; Miiller, 2020, 89-90.
7 Garam, 2001; Miiller, 2020, 94.

8 Istvanovits, 2001, 178—179; Pintér Nagy—Wolf, 2017, 149-150.
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uniform Northwest—Southeast orientation of the graves, the cast bronze belt
sets, which were the rank markers of freemen, the uniform jewellery-fashion
of women, and the uniformization of ceramics.

The state of the historical research of the late 8th and 9th century

If we look at historical events, during the late 8th century, Charlemagne, the
king of the Franks, engaged in war against the Avars. The first Avar-Frankish
armed conflicts in 788 were followed by Charlemagne’s personally led cam-
paign against Avaria in 791. The campaign was a failure, and Charlemagne
did not achieve his goal of defeating the main forces of the Avar Khaganate.’
In 795, a civil war broke out within Avaria, and the khagan and the yugurrus
were killed. After that a Frankish-Lombard army under the command of Wo-
nomyr pillaged the khagan’s seat (hring) without resistance. In 796, Char-
lemagne sent his son Pippin with an army against the Avars, and the new
khagan was forced to submit.!® However, in 799 we already hear of a re-
bellion. In 803, a Carolingian army was sent to Pannonia to restore order,
and the fudun, the ‘prince of the Pannonians’ submitted to Charlemagne and
was baptized.!! In 805, the Avar khagan was also baptized and took the name
Abraham, therefore Charlemagne restored the former power of the khagan.
His dependence on the Carolingian Empire deepened even further. Till the
end of the Frankish—Avar wars the Avar Khaganate ceased to be a sovereign
state, and became a vassal of the Carolingian Empire.!?

It has been a recurring topos in historical and archaeological works
that Krum, khan of the Bulgars led at least one campaign of annihilation
against the Avars in the early 9th century.!> However, many researchers ar-
gue that either Krum had never led such a campaign against the Avars, or
even if he had, it could have been by no means annihilating.'* In 811, Avar
auxiliary troops (mercenaries) helped Khan Krum to defeat the Byzantine

° Bona, 1984, 338-339; Szdke, 2014, 10-12.

10 Bona, 1984, 341; Sz6ke, 2014, 12-14.

11 Béna, 1984, 342; Sz6ke, 2014, 16.

12 Sz8ke, 2014, 21, 53.

13 Zlatarski, 1918, 26; Fiilop, 1978, 88; Bona, 1984, 343; Dénes, 2012, 55.

14 Gjuzalev, 1966, 15-39; Makkay, 1994, 51-54; Mesterhazy, 1977, 160, 162, 167; Olajos,
2004, 111-112; Katona-Kiss, 2010, 170-171; Szalontai, 2000, 283; Szdke, 2014, 18-19.
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army." In the same year, Charlemagne split off the region between the Danu-
be and Sava Rivers from the Avar Khaganate, and formed a direct Caroling-
ian province by the name of Pannonia(e).'® Consequently, the khagan defin-
itively lost his authority over the former western territories of the Avar Kha-
ganate."”

We know the last mention of Avar delegation at the Frankish Imperial
Assembly from 822.!% After that, according to most historians, there is no
more mention of any Avar power organization.!” Recently, opinions emerg-
ed, that the ‘Avar Kingdom’ existed up to 843 in the Carpathian Basin.?
However, the cessation of Avar political organization in the second quarter
of the 9th century does not result in the cessation of Avar identity, as evi-
denced by the sources below.?!

The Legend of Cyril (Constantin) mentioned in connection with the
so-called Venice Dispute of 867 that he argued to the Latin bishops in defen-
se of preaching in the mother tongue, because the Avars, among others,
prayed and had liturgical books in their own language.?? Terézia Olajos con-
vincingly proved from the sources that the 9th-century Byzantines knew
about the contemporary Avars.”> She also emphasizes that in 870/871 a
Christian Avar population engaged in agriculture lived in Pannonia, in the
eastern border region of the Frankish Empire, according to the Conversio
Bagoariorum et Carantanorum.* In 889, Regino of Priim mentioned that the
Hungarians arrived to the deserts of the Pannons and Avars (Pannoniorum
et Avarorum solitudines) (Fig. 2). Samu Szadeczky-Kardoss convincingly
argued based on the context that the word desert (solitudo) does not mean an
uninhabited place, but a region inhabited by nomadic groups.?* The Byzan-
tine Emperor, Constantinos Porphyrogennetos wrote in his work De Admi-

15 Balogh, 2017, 231.

16 S78ke, 2014, 25-26; 2019, 166—171.
17 Balogh, 2017, 240.

18 Bona, 1984, 349; Széke, 2014, 43.
19 Pohl, 2018, 391-392.

2 Szanto, 2021, 55; 2022, 5; 2024.

21 Sz8ke, 2014, 44.

22 Balogh, 2022, 175; Szanto, 2022, 8.
23 Olajos, 2004, 112—-113.

24 Olajos, 2004, 113.

25 Szadeczky-Kardoss, 1993, 231-233.
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Figure 2. The Carpathian Basin after 828 AD (prepared by Teofil Rétfalvi after
Bona—Szentpéteri, 1996, 15; Szoke, 2014, Fig. 1, Takacs, 2016, Fig. I and based on
the plan of Frigyes Sziicsi)

nistrando Imperio (DAI) in the mid-10th century that Avars are living in
Croatia, whose Avar identity is still recognizable.?¢

Based on the historical sources, we can assume the survival of the A-
var ethnos after the fall of the Avar Khaganate (early 9th century) at least un-
til the Hungarian Conquest (late 9th century) and in some regions (e.g. in
Croatia) perhaps even afterwards. Consequently, the opinions based on lin-
guistic data (mainly toponyms) about the complete “slavisation” of the Avars
are certainly wrong.?” Szabolcs Felf6ldi drew attention to the methodological
fact that the lack of Avar toponyms may not affect the question of the sur-
vival of the Avars in the Carpathian Basin in the 9th century.?® Gyorgy Sza-
bados argued on the basis of DAI that if the Avar ethnos was still recogni-
zable in the Slav milieu of Croatia in the mid-10th century, then why would
they have become Slavs in the rest of the Carpathian Basin already during

26 Szabados, 2016, 632.

27 Krist6, 1995, 141-147; Rona-Tas, 1995, 425; Gyorffy, 1996, 968; Nagy, 2017, 364; Pohl,
2018, 390-392.

28 Felfoldi, 2017, 220-221.
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the 9th century.?> Moreover, Agnes Cs. Sos has already raised the possibility
that we cannot exclude even the “avarisation” of Slavs in certain areas in the
9th century.’® The process of “avarisation” is known from the late Avar pe-
riod, for example a good part of the population of Mddling-An der Golde-
nen Stiege (nowadays: Austria) may have had similar ancestry as Slavic
groups, but they shared Avar cultural habitus.’! From microregional archae-
ological and archacogenetic research we may expect more detailed results
about the 9th-century population of the former Avar Khaganate.

The late Avar culture in the 9th century: The state of the
archaeological research

In almost all archaeological chronologies, the last phase of the late Avar cul-
ture was adapted to the historical events of the Avar Khaganate as a political
organization.* This is methodologically incorrect, because it is a “mixed rea-
soning”, and on the other hand, the disappearing of Avar identity did not
follow the fall of the political organization, as mentioned above. Jozsef
Szentpéteri** also warned about the problems of the 8th-9th century chrono-
logy based on the diagrams and maps of ADAM.** Today we still do not
know exactly, in which region and for how long the latest phase of the Avar
culture lasted after the fall of the Avar Khaganate.

We only have relatively exact 9th-century chronology for the western
part of the former Avar Khaganate, for Western Transdanubia,* because this
is the distribution area of eastern Frankish finds.*® Probably only this area be-
came part of the Carolingian Empire as Pannonia provinciae,’” because we
do not find any eastern Frankish finds or any traces of the presence of Caro-
lingian culture in Eastern Transdanubia.’® From the other parts of the Car-

29 Szabados, 2016, 634; 2016a, 675.
30 Cs. Sés, 1973, 80.

3 Wang et al., 2025, 3-4.

32 Szenthe et al., 2024, Fig. 1.

33 Szentpéteri, 2006, 2017.

34 Szentpéteri, 2002.

35 Széke, 2019, 418-455.

36 Sz6ke, 2014, Fig. 1.

37 Széke, 2014, 44; 2019, 166—171.
38 Sziicsi, 2017, 183.
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pathian Basin we do not have well datable finds from the 9th century (Fig.
2).

The possibility of continuous use until the 10th century has been raised
for some cemeteries of the Avar Age, for example Tiszafiired-Majoros and
Vors-Papkert B.° So far, only one cemetery has been published outside of
Pannonia, where it was proven, that it was used continuously from the late
Avar period until the Hungarian Conquest period, i.e. from the 8th until the
10th century. It is the cemetery of an elite group in Hortobagy-Arkus pub-
lished by Gergely Szenthe and Erwin Gall.** The authors used radiocarbon
dating in addition to the archaeological chronology to prove continuity.
Based on the chronological model of the cemetery in Hortobagy-Arkus and
a large number of radiocarbon dates from other cemeteries, a new archaeo-
logical chronology of the Avar age was suggested.*' In this new chronolo-
gical model, the reconstructible lengths of the late Avar chronological phases
are longer than previously assumed in earlier archaeological chronologies.
According to the new model the last phase of the late Avar period ornate belt
sets can be dated to the first third or first half of the 9th century (Fig. 3).

The new chronological results related to the jewellery also indicate a
late Avar chronology that unfolds like an accordion. The horizontal stratig-
raphic observations and radiocarbon dating results indicate that some types
of wire jewellery, mainly the multiple S-ended pendants (multiple S-termin-
alled rings) and the spiral pendants, appeared in the Avar Khaganate much
earlier than the turn of the 8th and 9th centuries.*> We have to reckon with
their appearance at the latest during the early 8th century,* perhaps at the
carliest in the last quarter of the 7th century.* The earliest occurrences are in
Eastern Transdanubian region and around Lake Balaton, in a middle or late
Avar cultural milieu. So, they were in use for a longer time, than the first

39 Garam, 1995, 430; Kolt6—Szentpéteri, 2016, 161-162.

40 Szenthe—Gall, 2023.

41 Szenthe-Gall, 2023, Fig. 115; Szenthe et al., 2024, Fig. 1.
42 Sz8ke, 1990-1991, 152-153; 1992, 850-852.

43 Sziicsi, 2023, 208-221.

4 Mesterhazy, 2023, 191.
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Figure 3. The radiocarbon-based chronological model after Szenthe—Gall, 2023,
Fig. 115, and the radiocarbon sequence of four graves containing belt sets from the
early 9th century: Tiszafiired-Majoros grave 1187, 551 (Szenthe et al., 2024, Fig.
10); Csakberény—Arato-szérii grave 27 (unpublished, excavation of the author), Pi-
lismarot-Basaharc grave 6 (Szenthe et al., 2024, Fig. 7, 12). For location see Fig. 1

third or the first half of the 9th century.* They were probably in use for more
than 100 years by the Avar age population, so we should not automatically
date these two types of wire jewellery to the 9th century (Fig. 4). The ending
of the multiple S-ended pendants simplified into a simple S shape during the
latest period of the late Avar age. The fashion of these types of wire jewellery
was adopted first by Moravian Slavs around the turn of the 8th and 9th cen-
turies and later by Western Slavs.*

In the case of some other jewellery types traditionally classified in the
last phase of late Avar age, we can also suppose an earlier appearance and
longer use with great certainty (Fig. 5). Such are spiral finger rings, punched
plate finger rings with shield-like bezel and earrings with oval hoop and pris-
matic or elongated drop shaped bead pendant, that appeared as early as the
first half of the 8th century.*’

45 Sz8ke, 1992, 850—852.
46 Mesterhazy, 2023, 205.
47 Sziicsi, 2023, Fig. 14.

54



021); r-5 Atmospheric data from Reimer et al (2020)

)

R_Date(1264,16) DeA-48971 CsaA31 . — gj
] Vs
R_Date(1267,14) DeA-38180 UrhA103 + — | |
R_Date(1329,26) DeA-21071 BodH41 — e «{03
R_Date(1334,25) DeA-21072 BodH4 1 — e ﬁ
41

R 500 550 800 650 700 750 go0 850

The most probable dating based on the

Calibrated date (calAD)  m— horizontal stratigraphy

Figure 4. Radiocarbon sequence of three graves (Csakberény—Arato-szérii grave 31,
Urhida-Arany Janos utca grave 103, Bodajk—Homoki-diilé grave 41), which contain
spiral and multiple S-shaped pendants. For location see Fig. 1

675 700 725 750 775 800 825 850

(‘\)9/\?| | | | | | . ,
R T T

|
|

(‘J\ \ | | | | |__-| | |
LI\ | = = = | 5
% (3/ | | | [ | | | \
&éé\;; ' ' | —— ()
= oo —— ]

Figure 5. A timeline of some Late Avar artefact types in the light of recent research
results: 1. Spiral pendants; 2. Multiple S-shaped pendants; 3. Simple S-shaped pen-
dants; 4. Earrings with oval loops and long bead pendants; 5. Earrings with round
hoops and short bead pendants; 6. Punched plate finger rings with shield-like bezels;
7. Spiral finger rings
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The final phase of the late Avar period was followed by a post-Avar
period (in the second half or last third of the 9th century), when the Avar rep-
resentational culture disappeared. However, elements of the Avar deep cul-
ture, specifically, everyday objects of folk culture (needle cases with diago-
nal lattice pattern,* bone jars,* knives with antler handles,*® wooden buck-
ets with iron tyre’!), as well as workshop and craft traditions (such as iron-
working, pottery) and some types of jewellery survived the Hungarian Con-
quest at the end of the 9th century (S-terminalled rings,*? spiral pendants,>
earrings with one pulled up plate-sphere,>* some types of beads,* bracelets
with flaring terminals,*® finger rings with shield like bezel®’). Regarding iron-
working, the technological continuity of the bloomery furnaces suggests the
presence of a local population with stable craft skills preserving the late Avar
traditions during the 9th and 10th centuries.’® The survival can also be seen
in the pottery traditions.®® In the 10th century, baking bells,* hand-formed
cauldrons®! and slender pots, as well as internal rim decorations and incised
wavy line bundle decorations of vessels,® are seen as an archaic, surviving
late Avar tradition.

It can be shown in several regions that the number of graves in late A-
var period cemeteries exceeds the number of graves in the 10th- and even
11th-century cemeteries which provides additional evidence for the Avar
continuity, just like the similar settlement density of the two periods.® Nev-
ertheless, the lack of find-types that can be dated exclusively to the 9th cen-
tury makes it extremely difficult to identify individual 9th century graves in
the Carpathian Basin outside the Carolingian Pannonia.

48 Szenthe—Gall, 2023, 205-218; Fiildp et al., 2024, 118.
4 Fiilop et al., 2024.

30 Fiilop et al., 2024, 118-120.

! Fiilop et al., 2024, 120-121.

32 Mesterhazy, 2023, 205.

33 Fiilop et al., 2024, 122; Horvath, 2016, 123.
3 Fiilop et al., 2024, 107-109.

33 Fiilop et al., 2024, 109-111.

36 Fiilop et al., 2024, 113-114.

57 Fiilop et al., 2024, 114.

38 Mesterhazy, 2011; Gémori, 2018.

39 Széke, 1980, 188; Herold, 2004, 63.

60 Takacs, 1996, 170.

61 Takécs, 1986, 109—111.

62 Wolf, 2003, 96.

63 Cseh et al., 2016, 313-315.
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In this respect, we are looking for help from scientific dating methods.
However, I must also emphasize the limits of radiocarbon dating in the 9th-
century dating. In the mid-770s there is a large wave in the radiocarbon ca-
libration curve. Because of this, the highest value of the calibrated dating
results is often in the 770s (see Fig. 4). A gamma-ray burst dated to 774-775
causes the large wave in the radiocarbon calibration curve, when the propor-
tion of the carbon 14 isotope suddenly increased.* After the large wave there
is a plateau in the radiocarbon curve. Because of this the calibrated absolute
dates give us too wide time intervals. These wide time intervals do not help
us in the exact dating during the 9th century (see Figs. 3—4), many resear-
chers believe that those are only good for checking archaeological dating.®

The generally applied practice in archaeological scholarship of consi-
dering only the more probable time interval within the 2 ¢ (95.4% probabi-
lity) range is problematic. For the period spanning the last third (or quarter)
of the 8th century to the first quarter (or third) of the 9th century, archaeo-
logical and dendrochronological evidence suggests that the less probable
intervals within the 26 (95.4% probability) range may in fact be the more
plausible ones. (Table ). If these observations are valid, this may suggest
that the final conclusions of some publications — according to which the use
of certain Late Avar cemeteries ended by the late 8th century based on indi-
vidual radiocarbon results and/or their Bayesian analysis® — could be metho-
dologically reconsidered, as these cemeteries may have continued to be in
use into the 9th century.

From around 825/830 onwards, it is again primarily the more probable
time intervals within the 2 ¢ (95,4% probability) ranges that can be recon-
ciled with dendrochronological and archaeological chronology (Table 2).

Conclusions

The cessation of Avar political organization in the second quarter of the 9th
century does not result in the cessation of Avar identity, because based on
the historical sources between 867 and 889, we can assume the survival of

% Lérinczy-Siklosi, 2015, 713.
95 Szenthe—Gall, 2023, 279-283; for an overview, see Somogyi, 2025, 506.
% E.g. Siklosi-Lorinczy, 2015; Bajkai-—Kolozsi, 2017.
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the Avar ethnos after the fall of the Avar Khaganate at least until the Hunga-
rian Conquest (late 9th century) and in some regions (e.g. in Croatia based
on the De Administrando Imperio) perhaps even afterwards.

In almost all archaeological chronologies, the last phase of the late A-
var culture was adapted to the historical events of the Avar Khaganate as po-
litical organization. It is methodologically incorrect to base archaeological
chronology on historical data, because it is a mixed reasoning. What is more,
the historical sources prove that the Avar identity did not disappear at the
same time as the sovereign political organization. The archaeological record
testifies to the continuity of certain elements of the deep culture, crafts and
workshop traditions from the Avar Age until the 9th century and even until
the 10th century, despite the disappearance of the Avar representational cul-
ture during the first third/half of the 9th century.

The proposed new chronological model related to horizontal stratig-
raphy and radiocarbon dating indicates a late Avar chronology that unfolds
like an accordion. On the one hand, in some sites and regions, the appearance
of the late Avar culture can be dated earlier than the turn of the 7th and 8th
centuries, on the other hand, the last phase of the late Avar period ornate belt
sets can be dated to the first third or first half of the 9th century. We still do
not know exactly, in which region and for how long the latest phase of the
Avar culture lasted after the fall of the Avar Khaganate. The lack of find-
types that can be dated exclusively to the 9th century makes it extremely dif-
ficult to identify individual 9th century graves in the Carpathian Basin out-
side the Carolingian Pannonia. From microregional interdisciplinary re-
search we may expect more detailed results about the 9th-century population
and culture of the former Avar Khaganate.®’

7T am grateful to Démotor Kovécs for proofreading the English version of the paper.

58



Table 1. Examples in which the less probable time intervals within the 2 ¢ (95.4%
probability) ranges appear to be more consistent with dendrochronological and
archaeological chronologies for the period spanning the last third (or quarter) of
the 8th century to the first quarter (or third) of the 9th century

Grave/
AMS 14C Type of |Uncalibra Archaeolog |Dendrochrono
Site Object » 95,4% calAD X . 8 ) X References
code sample ted BP icaldating | logical dating
number
. ) unpublished
Csékberény- human 675 (94.6%) 777;
DeA-48971 i 31 1264,16 780-810 - i
Araté-széri bone 794(0.8%) 798 (excavation ofthe
author)
684 (53%) 744; .
Csakberény- human 771 ((3 1‘;)) 779; unpublished
DeA-48970 L y 27 1243,15 o, * | 790-830 - (excavation of the
Arato6-széri bone 786 (35.6%) 830; author)
854 (3.7%) 873
9 b
Székesfehérva SNR CRTRAES TS Morgés et al.,
DeA-20888 o wood 1259,28 |786 (17.2%) 830; - 798-801
r-Jokaiu.14 | 2017/28 2020
855 (2.8%) 872
o b
Pitvaros- human CERAERZE 777 Siklési & Lérinczy,
Deb-8041 Viztarozé 167 bone 1301,38 | 792(1.5%) 802; | 775-800 - 2015
810 (1.3%) 820
9 0
Pitvaros- human (@A) 77 Sikldsi & Lérinczy,
Deb-8024 . . 51 1258,36 |785(21.1%) 837;| 800-830 -
Viztarozo bone 2015
846 (7.2%) 877
. § 5 | e A
Deb-8057 P}tvfirosl 205 human 130947 645 (89.0%) 779; 800-830 . Siklési & Lérinczy,
Viztarozé bone 787 (6.4%) 828 2015
Debrecen-
5 | o .
DeA-3466 | Bellegels, | 444/444 human 1324,33 CED ) 7l 730-800 - Bajkai & Kolozsi,
. bone 721(42.3%) 775 2017
Bordas-tanya
Debrecen- human 665 (92.8%) 777, Baikai & Kolozsi
DeA-3947 Bellegels, | 353/353 bone 1276,25 | 792(1.4%) 800; [ 780-850 - ) 2017 ’
Bordas-tanya 811(1.2%) 819
<o B )
DeA-29534 Horltobagy 26 human 1333.32 647 (58.4%) 708; 770-830 . Szenthe et al.
Arkus bone 726 (37.1%) 775 2024
I o ) .
DeA-29559 Tlsza‘fured 1142 human 1266.25 670 (86.4%) 777; 260-830 B Faragé et al.,
Majoros bone 790 (9.1%) 822 2022
DeA-22609 Tiszafiired- 1189 human 1344.29 644 (68.4%) 704; 270-830 Faragé et al.,
Majoros bone > 738(27.1%) 774 2022
s . 680 (75.1%) 745;
Pilismarot- human Szentheetal.,
DeA-39834 é;sah;rc 6 ;one 1251,14 | 761(3.7%)779; | 760-840 - z od
788 (16.7%) 826
Pilismarét- human 658 (49.7%) 704; Szenthe et al.,
DeA-39801 22 1315,18 760-800 -
Basaharc bone 740 (45.7%) 774 2024
- . 680 (71.6%) 745;
Pil t- h Szenthe et al.,
DeA-39835 é';':ﬁ::c 68 ;(Tlae" 1250,15 | 760(3.9%)779; | 760-840 - Zenzozz a
787 (20.0%) 827
679 (66.1%) 746;
Pilismarét- human 759 (4.6%) 779; Szentheet al.,
DeA-39798 194 1249,17 760-840 -
Basaharc bone 787 (23.7%) 829; 2024
859 (1.0%) 866
681 (57.5%) 743;
Szarvas-Grexa human 769 (3.9%) 780; Gulyésetal.,
DeA-26578 266 1235,16 780-820 -
© téglagyér bone 785 (31.1%) 833; 2025
853 (2.9%) 872
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Table 2. Examples of more probable time intervals within the 2 ¢ (95.4% probability)
ranges reconciled with dendrochronological and archaeological chronology from
c. 825/830 onwards

G / Archaeol | Dendroch
AMS 14C , T8e | Type of | Uncalibra rehacot | benarochr
Site Object 95,4% calAD ogical onological References
code sample ted BP . N
number dating dating
Székesfehérva 782 (7.7%) 790; Morgodset al.,
DeA-4834 Szfv8/1 | wood | 1198,18 - 831-833
r-J6kai u. 20 822 (60.6%) 881 2020
774 (4.9%) 787;
? Zalavar- 8/2000 human 1140,30 | 828 :8 20/0; 820j 850-890 Gerberetal,
) Vérsziget bone ’ - ’ 2024, S1

870 (82.0%) 992
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9. yiizyillda Avarlar — Donemin tarihsel ve arkeolojik
arastirmalarina genel bir bakis
Genisletilmis 6zet

567/568 yilindan itibaren Karpat Havzasi’na yerlesen Avarlar, farkli kdken ve kiiltii-
rel arka planlara sahip ¢ok sayida toplulugu biinyesinde barindiran genis bir impara-
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torluk tizerinde hiikiim stirmiislerdir. 7. ylizyilin sonlarma dogru — 8. yiizyilin bagla-
rinda, bu kiiltiirel ¢esitlilikten, dogu gogebe geleneklerini muhafaza eden ve kaganlik
genelinde homojen bir karakter sergileyen Geg¢ Avar kiiltlirii tesekkiil etmistir. 8.
yilizyilin sonlarinda gergeklesen Frank-Avar savaglart neticesinde Avar Kaganligt
egemenligini kaybetmis ve Sarlman’in Karolenj Imparatorlugu’nun vasali haline
gelmistir. Aragtirmacilarin ¢ogu, 822 yilinda Frank imparatorluk meclisinde Avar
el¢iliginin anilmasint Avar siyasal teskilatina dair son veri olarak kabul etmektedir;
bununla birlikte, daha yeni tarihsel degerlendirmeler Avar siyasal yapisinin en azin-
dan 843 yilina kadar varligini siirdiirmiis olabilecegini de ileri siirmektedir.

Her haliikarda, siyasal formasyonun 9. yiizyilin ikinci ¢eyreginde ortadan
kalkmasi, Avar kimliginin de es zamanli olarak kayboldugu anlamina gelmemekte-
dir. Nitekim Avar toplulugunun varligimi siirdiirdiigiine dair 867 ile 889 yillar1 ara-
sina tarihlenen ¢esitli cagdas kaynaklar ile 10. yiizyilin ortalarina ait De Administ-
rando Imperio agik taniklik sunmaktadir. Dolayisiyla tarihsel kaynaklar, Avar toplu-
lugunun Karpat Havzasi’nda Macar yurt tutusunu tecriibe ettigini ve biiyiik olasilikla
10. yiizyilda da yer yer varligini siirdiiren, tanimlanabilir bir topluluk olarak mevcu-
diyetini korudugunu gostermektedir.

Bu durumdan hareketle, Avarlarin biitiiniiyle “Slavlagsmasi” yoniindeki ve
agirlikli olarak dilbilimsel argiimanlara dayanan goriiglerin, tarihsel verilerden ¢ika-
rilabilecek sonuglarla uyumlu olmadigi da anlagilmaktadir.

Arkeolojide kullanilan kronolojik sistemin son evresi genellikle Avar Kagan-
lig1’nin siyasal bir yapi1 olarak ortadan kalkmasiyla iliskilendirilen tarihsel olaylara
dayandirilmaktadir; bu durum metodolojik agidan sorunlu olan “karma argiimantas-
yon” pratigine isaret etmektedir. Tarihsel ve arkeolojik verilerin bu sekilde birlesti-
rilmesi, yalnizca tarihsel veriler temelinde dahi tartismalidir; zira yukarida da belir-
tildigi tizere, Avar kimligi egemen siyasal yapinin ortadan kalkmasiyla es zamanl
olarak kaybolmamis, aksine birkag¢ kusak boyunca varligini siirdiirebilmis olabilir.
9. yiizy1l i¢indeki gorece daha kesin arkeolojik kronoloji yalnizca eski Avar Kagan-
lig1’nin bat1 kesiminden, 6zellikle Tuna’nin batisinda elde edilebilmektedir; ¢iinkii
bu bolgede Dogu Frank buluntular1 ve Karolenj kiiltiiriine ait materyaller ortaya ¢ik-
maktadir. Muhtemelen yalmizca bu bélge Karolenj Imparatorlugu’nun bir pargasi
olarak Pannonia (superior) eyaleti haline gelmistir. Eski Avar Kaganligi’nin diger
bolgelerinde ise, yalnizca 9. yiizyila ya da bu yiizyil i¢inde daha dar bir zaman ara-
ligina kesin olarak tarihlenebilen buluntular genellikle mevcut degildir.

Son yillarda yayimlanan arkeolojik ve doga bilimlerine ait veriler (6zellikle
radyokarbon tarihlendirme), Ge¢ Avar déneminin kronolojisinin adeta “armonika
benzeri” bicimde genisledigini gostermektedir; yani bazi bolgelerde belirli Ge¢ Avar
donemi nesne tiplerinin daha erken bir tarihte, 7-8. yiizy1l doniimiinde ortaya ¢iktig1
ve ayni zamanda daha uzun siire kullanimda kaldig1 anlagilmaktadir. Bununla birlik-
te, Ge¢ Avar kiiltiirliniin son evresinin hangi bélgede ne zamana kadar tarihlendirile-
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bilecegi halen kesin olarak belirlenebilmis degildir; zira Karolenj Pannonya’s1 digin-
da, yalnizca 9. ylizyila ya da bu yiizyil icinde daha kesin olarak tarihlenebilen nesne
tiplerinin yoklugu nedeniyle, bireysel mezarlarin 9. yiizyil icindeki kesin tarihlendi-
rilmesi problemli olmaya devam etmektedir.

Arkeolojik veriler, Avar donemine ait temsili kiiltiiriin 9. yiizyilin ilk tigte bi-
rinde veya yarisinda ortadan kalkmasina ragmen, derin kiiltiirin bazi unsurlarinin
(6rnegin halk kiiltiiriine ait giindelik kullanim araglarinin bir kismi ve mutfak kiiltii-
rii), ayrica belirli zanaat ve atolye geleneklerinin (¢omlekgilik, demir isgiligi) ve bazi
taki tiplerinin 9. yiizy1ilin ikinci yarisinda, hatta kismen 10. yiizyilda da varligini siir-
diirdiigiint ortaya koymaktadir.

Bilgilerimizin genislemesi, farklt disiplinleri bir araya getiren kapsamli mik-
ro-bolgesel aragtirmalar sayesinde miimkiin olacaktir. Bu tlir caligmalarin sentezi,
Avar Kaganligi’nin ortadan kalkisindan Karpat Havzasi’ndaki Macar Biiyiik Prens-
ligi’nin olusumuna kadar uzanan dénemin muhtemel niifus tarihi ve kiiltiirel donii-
stim siireclerine iligkin modellerin olusturulmasina imkan saglayacaktir.
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HUNNIC COMPONENTS IN THE HUNGARIAN
ETHNOGENESIS

Gyorgy SZABADOS*

Introduction

The Hungarians (according to their vernacular ethnonym: Magyars) are the
only surviving historical community whose first state-organisation and eth-
nogenesis took place concurrently in the steppe cultural environment. With
this Eastern heritage, the ancient Hungarians integrated into the medieval in-
tellectual and political Western European environment, and within it expres-
sing the legacy of its culture in the Carpathian Basin. Of course, the chro-
nicling of these events was preceded by the existence of a rich oral tradition,
of which we know only those that survived in our old historical records and
chronicles. As a result of the social change beginning around the turn of the
first millennium, foreign linguistic (Latin) and religious (Christian) official
scribes began recording the memory of the ancient past, and this we can
count on a foreign cultural filter which decided what and how much of the
pagan oral heritage were worthy of recording. However, there must have
been such strong traditional elements because some were able to penetrate
this filter, thus ensuring their survival in written form. Since folk memory of
historical events can often extend over several centuries,! the source value of
the Hungarian gestas and chronicles is greater than is sometimes believed to
be by the overly cautious philological critics.

We don’t know the exact dates of writing of the individual legends,
thus the period of the Arpad Dynasty (1000—1301) still presents numerous
enigmas. It has long been disputed as to the actual time the first Hungarian

* Hungarian Academy of Arts, Research Institute of Art Theory and Methodology, Budapest;
Siklési Gyula Research Centre for Urban History, Székesfehérvar; Szent Istvan Kiraly
Museum, Székesfehérvar, Hungary; dr.szabados.gyorgy@gmail.com

! Hoppal, 2014, 103-122.
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gesta was put in writing, yet the oldest chronicles from the 13th—14th centu-
ries preserve traces of earlier written works.

The first — but lost — Hungarian historical record, the so-called Anci-
ent Gesta can be dated to the time of King Andrew I (1046-1060).% In the
11th—13th centuries a number of clerics continued recording history. The
oldest surviving work from this creative process is Gesta Hungarorum writ-
ten and composed by Simon Kézai (ca. 1285). However, since Kézai’s work
survived only in excerpts, for complete data we must turn to the 14th-century
chronicle compositions, the most famous of them the so-called /lluminated
Chronicle.?

However, the work which stands out from this main line of the Hunga-
rian medieval historiography is the earliest independently surviving Hunga-
rian historical record, the Gesta Hungarorum (early 13th century) authored
by King Béla’s nameless scribe (for this reason called Anonymous), known
only as Master P. Yet his work presents but an elitist, hero-focused work
about the “origins of the kings and nobles of Hungary” and their deeds in the
9th—10th centuries.* Hungarian history-writing became scientific historiog-
raphy during the 17th—18th centuries. During this period, data from foreign
sources were also incorporated into Hungarian historical knowledge, and our
scholars were already practicing source criticism on the historical reconst-
ruction. The Hun-Hungarian tradition, one of the subfields of Hungarian pre-
history, fits into this process of historical reconstruction.’

The problem of the relationship between the Huns and the Hungarians
has long been the subject of heated debate. The present study intends to join
this debate by enumerating through what course of events could the Huns
have been included in the process of Hungarian ethnogenesis.

Hunnic components in the Hungarian chronicles —
Attila’s ,,usefulness”

First of all, the origin myth of the Hungarians, the Legend of the Miraculous
Deer, should be mentioned. The earliest account of this myth is known from

2 ifj. Horvath, 1954, 305-315; Szabados, 2020.
3 Héman, 1925; Kristd, 2002, 28—88.

4 Héman, 1938; Szabados, 2006.

5 Hoéman, 1925a.
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Simon Kézai, which — considering the above-mentioned characteristics of
Arpad-period historiography — means that it was recorded no later than 1285.
Yet, it may not be an exaggeration to attribute the first recording of it to the
author of the Ancient Gesta, which could be dated to the 11th century. In any
case, in Kézai we read: the giant Menrot living in the area of Persia, had two
sons by his wife Eneth called Hunor and Magor, who became the ancestors
of the Huns and Magyars:

“Now it happened one day when they had gone out hunting in the Meo-
tis marshes that they encountered a hind in the wilderness. As they
went in pursuit of it, it fled before them. Then it disappeared from their
sight altogether, and they could not find it no matter how long they
searched. But as they were wandering through these marshes, they
saw that the land was well suited for grazing cattle. They then returned
to their father, and after obtaining his permission they took all their
possessions and went to live in the Meotis marshes. The Meotis region
borders on their Persian homeland, and except from one very small
ford it is cut off on all sides by the sea, it has no rivers but abounds in
grass, trees, birds, fish, and animals; access and exit to this land is
difficult. So, they entered the Meotis marshes and remained there for
five years without leaving. Then in the sixth year they went out, and
when by chance they discovered that the wives and children of the sons
of Belar were camped in tents in a lonely place without their menfolk,
they carried them off with all their belongings as fast as they could
into the Meotis marshes. Two daughters of Dula, prince of the Alans,
happened to be among the children who were seized. Hunor took one
of them in marriage and Mogor the other, and to these women all the
Huns owe their origin. And as they stayed on in the marshes, they
gradually grew into a very powerful people, and the land was not large

enough to contain them or to feed them.”

It has been suggested that this myth is merely a literary topos, variant
of the ancient Greek myth, lo. Not only the Hungarians have the Legend of
the Miraculous Deer, but the Huns also had such a myth, and so the classi-
fication of it as a topos is untenable. Janos Berze Nagy convincingly refuted

6 Kézai, 15-17; cf. SRH I: 144-145.
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the notion that only the memory of the abduction of women had lived among
the Hungarians, and that Jordanes should be credited with having introduced
the Legend of the Miraculous Deer into his Hun chronicle of Kézai.” Motif
similarities do arise in such current linguistic environments as those found
among the oral tradition of certain Turkic peoples, yet the Hungarian Legend
of the Miraculous Deer, written in Latin, cannot possibly have had direct tex-
tual connection. New research confirms the conclusions of Janos Berze
Nagy.® Recently Gergely Agdcs, an ethnomusicologist, published the Bijno-
ger saga, which he collected among Balkars living in the Caucasus. The text
of the saga shows motifs which have close similarities with the Legend of the
Miraculous Deer.’ Since Kézai did not travel to Central Asia or the Caucasus
to conduct ethnographic fieldwork, nor did the “informants” from there
travel to Hungary to research Latin codices, then the similarities of the motif
must presume their derivation from an ancient common cultural community.

A continuous debate among historians has been the question of the au-
thenticity of the Hungarian Hun tradition.

Before 1945 the perception regarding this tradition was dominated by
the opinion of Balint Homan. Homan believed that the core of the Hungarian-
Hun tradition could be identified in the influence and dominance of the Ar-
pad Dynasty, meaning that this tradition initially applied only to the ruling
dynasty, and then in time it applied to the origin of all the Hungarian peo-
ple.!” Balint Homan’s reasoning proved to be the prototype of a highly in-
fluential theory regarding the spread of tradition. Reinhard Wenskus used the
same terms “Traditionskern” (‘core of tradition’) or “traditionstragender
Kern” (‘core carrying tradition’), when discussing the early historic records
of the Germanic peoples. The essence of the term is that a dominant group,
when forming a higher-level political unit, legitimized group membership
with an origin myth, and the dominant group’s group genesis was eventually
shared by the entire community."!

This view, however, changed in the second half of the 20th century,
and thence a negative attitude became dominant. E.g. Gyorgy Gyorffy put

7 Berze Nagy, 1927, 162-164.
8 Matéfty, 2012.

9 Agbcs, 2016.

10 Héman, 1925a, 88.

' Wenskus, 1961, 54-87.
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forth the idea that the Hun-Hungarian ethnic identity and the Hun story in
the chronicles is not the product of oral tradition, but developed in 10th-cen-
tury Europe as scholarly literary invention. This view eventually resulted in
self-contradiction because earlier he stated that the Hun-Hungarian tradition
developed through Onogur-Bulgarian mediation.!? So: is this tradition
Eastern or Western? Unfortunately, he never resolved this contradiction. No-
twithstanding, his views have had a powerful influence on medieval Hun-
garian scholarship. We only need to refer to the work of Gyula Kristo, ano-
ther influential scholar who rejected the antiquity of Hunnic tradition until
the end of his life. '*

Nevertheless, recently, a number of scholarly studies have emerged
that suggest this tradition, or at least some of its elements, to be credible.'*
The work of Gabriella M. Lezsak, followed by Izabella Horvath’s extensive
study of the myth of Attila’s burial deserve attention. The result of Horvath’s
analyses, substantiated by thorough interdisciplinary examples, is that the
burial ritual of the great Hun king has such far-reaching, ethnographically,
archaeologically and historically verifiable Central and Inner Asian parallels,
that it is impossible to consider this legend to be a modern fabrication or a
borrowing from medieval Western European chronicles.'” The two authors
also vindicate Arnold Ipolyi, author of Hungarian Mythology, concerning
the often-questioned authenticity of his entries on the Attila-tradition.'® Simi-
larly, the data published in the relevant volume of the Catalogue of Hunga-
rian Historical Legends testify to the strong presence of Attila and the Huns
in current oral tradition.!” The summary comment of Zoltin Magyar, the au-
thor of the extensive database of the Catalog, is fully justified: “The Cata-
log of Hungarian Historical Legends contains a multitude of local legends
that bear witness to an extremely virulent and extensive folklore tradition,
perpetuating, among other things, the special funeral of the legendary ruler

and his secret burial place.”"®

12 Gyorffy, 1948, 126.

13 Kristo, 1983; 2004, 40.

14 Diimmerth, 1971, 421-425; Hoppal, 2014, 103-122.
15 Lezsak, 2016; Horvath, 2022.

16 Ipolyi, 1854, 201.

17 Magyar, 2018, 13-45.

18 Magyar, 2018a, 198.
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For the purposes of this study, I will highlight only a few aspects
which validate the credibility of the Hungarian people’s awareness of their
Hun origins and the Attila tradition of the Arpad Dynasty. Two factors need
to be considered: first, whether this ancestral awareness has a source basis,
and second, what advantage could the Arpads have had by claiming Attila as
an ancestor. In other words: can it be true that the Arpad Dynasty purpo-
sefully chose Attila for political reasons, thereby increasing its own glory
and thus strengthening its right to rule the Carpathian Basin? Could this need
to legitimize the Arpad Dynasty have served as an ulterior motive for the
court clerics when recording history?

A brief answer can be given regarding the source base of this claim.
Two written records exist of the Legend of Turul, prophesying the birth of
Arpad’s father, Almos’s destiny as a great ruler.

The earlier version is the well-known account by the Anonymous no-
tary of King Béla III (1172—1196), but the later chronicled version is closer
to the lost original."

“In Scythia, Eléd, the son of Ugek, begot a son by the daughter Eunod-
bilia, who was called Almos because, when his mother was pregnant,
a bird, like a falcon, came to her in a dream, and revealed to her that
a stream would come from her womb but not multiply in her land. And
this was because from her loins came glorious kings. And because
sompnium is dream in our language, and his origin was foretold by a

dream, therefore he was named Almos..."°

Scholars often contrast this legend claiming Almos as descendent of
Attila, with the tradition of the Arpad Dynasty’s actual knowledge of Attila
as ancestor. To justify this seeming contradiction some scholars point out
that in the Legend of Turul it is the falcon-like raptor, the turul, who impreg-
nates the mother of Almos, therefore his descendants — the Arpads — cannot
claim Attila as ancestor, and it was the Christian clerics who tamed the ani-
mal-conception into a dream event.”! Beside the legendary birth of Er-Togrul
(13th century) and his son Osman, there are notable ancient parallels of

19 That of Anonymous is fraught with misunderstandings, and he even invented the name of
Almos’ mother Emese by mistake (Szentmartoni Szabo, 2002; Szabados, 2010).

20 SRH I: 284-285.

2 Horvath, 1931, 38-39; Gyorfty, 1948, 40-41.
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dream conception, namely that of the Persian king Cyrus (6th century BC),
and even that of Gautama Siddhartha (Buddha — 5th century BC). Perhaps |
don’t need to state the obvious, namely, that those who recorded the Legend
of Turul, the life of Cyrus and of Buddha did not use each other as sources,
and that the ancient writers of the two latter stories cannot be accused of
Christian modesty for neither chronological nor cultural reasons. Therefore
it is methodologically untenable to insist on an explanation claiming only the
dream as a conception possibility, while ignoring the fact that the same text
also mentions the mortal father and the pregnant mother!* Actually, accord-
ing to the text, the awareness of the Arpad Dynasty’s descent from Attila on
one hand, and the Legend of Turul on the other, were not mutually exclusive
origin stories, but rather can be considered as two elements of the same fa-
mily tradition.

The problem of the “usefulness of Attila” needs to be discussed at
greater length.

We cannot ignore the fact that among the historians of the Arpad-peri-
od there is indeed one who — in retrospect and of course figuratively speaking
— wants to turn the descent of the first Hungarian ruling house from Attila
into a medieval political issue. Anonymous introduces the Legend of the
Blood Contract with these lines:

“The Hungarian people, most valiant and most powerful in the tasks
of war thus originated, as we said above, from the Scythian people
that are called in their own language Dentumoger. And their land was
so full on account of the host of people born there that it was insuf-
ficient to sustain or keep them, as we said above. On account of this,
the seven leading persons, who right up to the present day are called
the Hetumoger, not tolerating the pressures of space, having taken
counsel among themselves to quit the soil of their birth, did not cease
seeking by arms and war to occupy lands that they might live in. Then
they chose to seek for themselves the land of Pannonia that they heard
from rumor had been the land of King Attila, from whose line Prince
Almos, father of Arpad, descended. Then these seven leading persons
realized from their common and true counsel that they could not com-
plete the journey begun unless they had a leader and the master above

22 Szabados, 2012; 2017.
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them. Thus, by the free will and common consent of the seven leading
persons, they chose as their leader and master, and of the sons of their
sons to the last generation, Almos, son of Ugek ... Then they said with
equal will to Prince Almos: ‘From today we choose you as leader and
master (ducem ac preceptorem) and where your fortune takes you,
there will we follow you.’ Then on behalf of Prince Almos the afore-
said men swore an oath, confirmed in pagan manner with their own

blood spilled in a single vessel. "

However, the rest of his Gesta reveals that Mester P. himself did not
consider the descent from Attila to be a strong enough basis for the conquest
by the Arpads, since his description of the armed struggle for the new home-
land (Pannonia) is much more vivid than it had actually been. The chroniclers
who actually worked on the portrayal of the historical Attila also cannot
really be accused of being lenient with the description of the great Hun king.
Simon Kézai describes both the negative and positive characteristics of
Attila: he was brave and cunning, well-groomed and lustful, generous to
strangers, and terrifyingly strict to his Huns.?* And indeed, Kézai does not
forget to mention even the darkest aspect of his character, that of the alle-
gation of fratricide. He concludes his presentation of this event with a pe-
culiar moral judgment, which he attributes to the Huns.

“After the court Attila left Eise-nach and went to Sicambria, where he
murdered his brother Buda with his own hands and had his body
thrown in the Danube. Attila’s reason was that while he was away
fighting in the West his brother had overstepped the boundaries of
authority he had established between the two of them and had had
Sicambria renamed after himself. Although Attila issued an order to
his Huns and his other followers that the city was to be referred to as
the City of Attila, and the Germans out of fear respected the order and
called the city Etzelburg, the Huns paid scant heed to it and continued
to call it Obuda, as they still do to this day.

Finally, he notes that Attila’s death occurred after a vigorous act of
lovemaking, when lying on his back, the king was choked to death by a nose-

23 Anonymus and Master Roger, 16-17; cf. SRH 1: 39-40.
24 SRH I: 150-151.
25 Kézai, 51-53; cf. SRH I: 156.
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bleed. However Kézai’s severe deheroization is not yet over. He empha-
sizes: Attila’s empire went to the grave with him, due to the ensuing struggle
for succession among his sons. Many people died in these bloody battles.
Csaba, one of Attila’s sons, returned to Scythia with the remnants of his army
(the Huns who remained in place hence have called themselves Székelys to
this day)?® Kézai’s narrative is consistent with the historical fact that after
Attila’s death (453), the Huns gave up their steppe statehood in the Carpa-
thian Basin.?” Kézai therefore acts correctly when he makes it clear that there
is no continuity between the presence and rule of the Huns and the Hunga-
rians in Central Europe.

Let’s return to the next question: did the Arpads choose Attila as their
glorious ancestor in order to enhance their own prestige and thereby their
right to rule in the Carpathian Basin? Were the Arpads politically dependent
on Attila as ancestor?

Given the cultural historical context of the 11th—13th centuries, this
accusation of usufruct proves untenable. Again, it should be emphasized that
one of the unique phenomena of Hungarian history is reflected in the social
change toward Christianity which took place at the beginning of the first
millennium: the Hungarians are unique in that they expressed the tradition
of their ethnic and ancient steppe-style statehood within the framework of
the Western Christian cultural sphere, shown through the records written in
Latin by Christian clerics. By the time the earliest surviving gestas were com-
pleted, Anonymous Notary’s Gesta Hungarorum from the early 13th century
and Simon Kézai’s Gesta Hungarorum before 1285, the first Hungarian
ruling house could already boast a political legitimacy that fit into the Chris-
tian world and gave it an extraordinary status: after the canonization of Ste-
phen I and his son, Emeric (1083), and consequently the canonization of their
canonizer, Ladislaus I (1192), the Christian descendants of the Great Prince
Almos condensed their political legitimacy into the term “lineage of holy
kings”.?® It is also an important factor that — as we have seen — Kézai does
not conceal the dark features of Attila’s character. If we add to this the neg-
ative image of Attila that is common in Western European historiography,
then the political “uselessness” of the great Hun ruler from a Hungarian per-

26 SRH I: 160-162.
27 On the term of “steppe-state” or “steppe-empire” see Pohl, 2003, 572-573.
28 Deér, 1938, 117-119; Teiszler, 2023.
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spective, becomes even more apparent. Therefore, it is more logical to con-
sider that the Arpad Dynasty “accepted an ancestor” rather than “chose an
ancestor”, because in the latter case a much more “useful” ancestor could
have been chosen.

If an ideal ancestor were needed, a truly ideal one of choice might have
been in the person of Khagan Bayan, who successfully led the Avar con-
quest of the Carpathian Basin (568) and set up the Avar Khaganate (568—
822), a steppe-empire that existed in Central Europe for a quarter of a millen-
nium. Moreover, no sin of fratricide casts a shadow on his memory.

Hunnic components in the foreign (and domestic) sources

Yet, strangely enough, our historians of yore did not include the Avar kha-
gans into the tradition of the Attila— Almos lineage. This seems correct, but
if we look beyond the dynastic line toward ethnogenesis, we feel a sense of
loss because the memory of the Avars (7th—9th centuries) was left out of our
medieval chronicles from the time period between the Huns and the Hun-
garians. To explain this, and invoking Wenskus’s “tradition core” theory, in
2014 I came to the conclusion that the Avars are not listed as “Avars” in our
chronicles, because there was no dominant “Avar” tradition core left that
could have made its way into the written records of the Arpad dynastic peri-
0d.?”’ The descendants of the Avar Khaganate appear under a different name
in Hungarian medieval historiography. In 1944 Gyula Laszl6 already noted:

“...the Avars’s history as it is recounted in the Hungarian chronicles
under the name ‘Hun’ is the strongest evidence that we could only
have obtained the (historical) data from the Huns (Avars) who re-
mained here and assimilated...[i.e. into the Hungarian population]. *°

To address this issue, it is now necessary to briefly digress and touch
on the theoretical issues surrounding group appellations, so that we can reach
more cautious conclusions. I see a double problem arising here: on the one
hand, the definability of forms of identity, and on the other, the functions of
individual personal names.*!

29 Szabados, 2014, 294.
30 Lasz16, 1944, 98; cf. Bendefy, 1945, 107.
31T discussed these topics in my two papers Szabados, 2014; 2022.
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Under the term forms of identity, I mean to point out that it is not im-
material what group marker the chroniclers apply to identify a state (political
unit?) or an ethnic group. Although these cannot always be distinguished,
and it would be frivolous to expect medieval historians to follow 21st century
conceptual categories, yet there are instances when the examination of iden-
tity forms is almost mandatory.

For clarification first of all, the remark of the 6th-century Byzantine
historian Menander Protector is relevant here. He notes that Emperor Justi-
nian I (527-565) encouraged the Utigurs to wage war against the Kutrigurs.
The Utigurs were reluctant to do so and said, “it is not fair and unseemly to
destroy our relatives [the Kutrigurs], who not only speak the same language
as we, are our neighbours, have the same customs and habits as we, but are
also our blood relatives, even if they are subjects of other princes.”* The
Utigurs therefore recognized the Kutrigurs as belonging to the same ethnic
group though they lived under a different political authority. Menandros pro-
vides a clear example of the “one ethnos — two states” formula — provided
we accept the organization of the Utigurs and Kutrigurs to be on state-level.
In this case, the group markers “Utrigur” and “Kutrigur” refer to two separate
political formations, not two ethnic groups. Menandros did not mention a
common ethnonym. Next, there is also a report by a 6th-century Byzantine
author, Agathias, who describes the process by which the Utigurs and Kutri-
gurs were eventually subsumed under other major powers:

“Then they carried out minor raids and robberies, and then they [the
Kutrigurs and Utigurs] engaged in open warfare, until their forces on
both sides dissolved and they themselves became completely stateless,
so that they even lost their ancient name. Such was the misfortune of
these Hunnic peoples that even if a part of them remained, they were
scattered and forced to serve others and had to change their name to
that of their overlord.

That is to say, from that time on they used the name of the new over-
lords and they ceased to exist under the former state appellation of Utigurs
and Kutrigurs. It is of significance that Agathias applies the group name
“Hun” to both as ethnic identifier or marker.

32 FHG 1V: 202-203; cf. Doblhofer, 1955, 88—89.
33 Szadeczky-Kardoss, 1998, 27 (Translated by Izabella Horvath).
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The question of the function of certain proper names leads us to one
of the aforementioned “Hun” groups, which is also of particular relevance to
Hungarian history. Hungarians in their own language call themselves “Ma-
gyar”, who in the first half of the 9th century separated from their earlier en-
vironment, yet the name “Magyar” had appeared in writing centuries earlier,
but not as an ethnonym or a denominating noun for a social or political group.
Three authors, not independent of each other (Johannes Malalas (tafter 570),
Saint Theophanes the Confessor (1817), and Georgios Kedrenos (mid-11th
century) report that internal strife erupted in the Black Sea Region among
the Huns at the beginning of the reign of Emperor Justinian 1.%*

“In the same year [527/528 AD), the king of the Huns near Bospho-
ros, called Gordas, joined the emperor, became Christian, and was
baptized. The emperor received him, provided him with many gifts,
and sent him back to his own country to guard Roman territory and
the city of Bosphoros... After the king of the Huns, who had become a
Christian, returned to his own country, he found his brother and told
him of the emperor’s love and liberality and that he had become a
Christian. He then took the statues that the Huns worshipped and mel-
ted them down, for they were made of silver and electrum. Enraged,
the Huns united with his brother, went away and killed Gordas and
made his brother Mouageris king in his place. Then, in the fear that
the Romans might seek him out, they fell suddenly on the city of Bos-
phoros and killed the tribune Dalmatius and his soldiers. At this news
the emperor sent out the ex-consul John the grandson of John the Scy-
thian and son of the patrician Rufinus, with a large Scythian force,
and at the same time directed against the Huns Godilas... and the ge-
neral Badourios. On hearing this, the Huns fled and disappeared. ™’

The texts apply the ethnonym Odvvor to the Huns, and the name of the
victorious Hun king occurs in the following variants: Modye/ (Johannes Ma-
lalas), Movayépnv (Theophanes) and Moayépa (Georgios Kedrenos).*® Gyula
Moravcsik convincingly demonstrated the connection between the Hungari-
an ethnonym and the personal name of a Kutrigur-Hun king, called Muage-

34 Moravesik, 1927, 261-265.
35 Theophanes, 267.
36 Moravcsik, 1983, 11: 192-193.
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ris, who ruled in the Black Sea Region around 528.%” In this study, he also
made a thought-provoking, though shown to be erroneous, statement about
the origin of the name “Hunor”:

“I consider it probable that the author of the 11th century Gesta, when
reading the history of the Huns in foreign chronicles, read the words
Hunor rex = Hunorum rex in the usual abbrevia-ted form after the
name of one of the Hun kings, perhaps in the margin of the manuscript,
and, thinking it to be ‘Hunor king’, he made it the ancestor of the

Huns. 8

Having examined the functions of the name “Magyar” (and its vari-
ants) one by one, I noticed that this Kutrigur-Hun data can fit into the ancient
Hungarian proper name system which has survived in the chronicles how-
ever much fragmentarily.

In the various chronicles, the appellations can be divided into four re-
lated groups: 1.) Personal name: Muageris (Kutrigur-Hun king), Magor (Hu-
nor’s brother, in the /lluminated Chronicle he also appears once as the father
of Hunor and Magor). 2.) Clan name: Megyer (ruling clan). 3.) ethnic name:
Hetumoger (‘Seven Hungarians’). 4.) Geographical name: Dentumoger, Ma-
gor (the whole of the ancient homeland of Scythia), Mogoria/Magoria (part
of the ancient homeland of Scythia). Furthermore, it should be remembered
that it is not at all uncommon in the Eurasian steppe cultures for communities
(nation, people, empire) to receive the name of a ruler: the Seljuk, Ottoman,
Nogai, and Chagatai — to name a few — all received the personal names of
their rulers.*

The supportive value of the person — group method of name-giving
analogies requires appreciation, because these examples all originate from
the same cultural sphere. Based on the afore-mentioned medieval written
sources considering the functions of the proper noun “Magyar”, I propose a
possible reconstruction of the process: a Kutrigur-Hun king named Magyar
(Muageris/Magor) had become the eponymous ancestor of a leading elite
(the Megyer) clan; centuries later, in the same Eastern European sphere, the
then head of this clan, Almos, organized a steppe state, and thus the “magyar”

37 Moravesik, 1927.
38 Moravcsik, 1927, 265; cf. Berze Nagy, 1927, 162-164; Matéffy, 2012, 944-945.
39 Golden, 1992, 6.
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tradition he inherited was applied to the entire “magyar” people of the Great
Principality of Hungary.*

This Hunnic thread running through the process of Hungarian ethno-
genesis is composed of domestic and foreign historical sources. However,
this is not a linear process, but, as Miklos Takacs aptly puts it: “it would be
more correct to speak of the possibility of a multi-branched, multi-channel
course of Hungarian ethnogenesis. !

To follow further clues, we need to return to the “Avar” thread. Who
are those Avars? Among the ethnonyms applied to them in the chronicles,
the name Hun emerges repeatedly.

According to the chronicle of Johannes Malalas, “at the same time [ca.
January 558] strange foreign Huns who were called Avars, entered Constan-
tinople. " Discussing the background of the Avar conquest of 568, Theo-
phylaktos Simokattes strives to exactly use group names to systematize the
ethnic relations of the steppe.

“Then the Chagan embarked on yet another enterprise, and subdued
all the Ogur, which is one of the strongest tribes on account of its large
population and its armed training for war. These make their habita-
tions in the east, by the course of the river Til, which Turks are accus-
tomed to call Melas. The earliest leaders of this nation were named
Var and Chunni; from them some parts of those nations were also ac-
corded their nomenclature, being called Var and Chunni. Then, while
the emperor Justinian was in possession of the royal power, a small
section of these Var and Chunni fled from that ancestral tribe and set-
tled in Europe. These named themselves Avars and glorified their lea-
der with the appellation of Chagan. Let us declare, without departing
in the least from the truth, how the means of changing their name came
to them. When the Barselt, Onogurs, Sabir, and other Hun nations in
addition to these, saw that a section of those who were still Var and
Chunni had fled to their regions, they plunged into extreme panic,
since they suspected that the settlers were Avars. For this reason they
honoured the fugitives with splendid gifts and supposed that they re-

40 Szabados, 2022; cf. Szabados, 2017a.
41 Takacs, 2006, 80.
42 Malalas, 296.
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ceived from them security in exchange. Then, after the Var and Chunni
saw the well-omened beginning to their flight, they appropriated the
ambassadors’ error, and named themselves Avars: for among the Scy-
thian nations that of the Avars is said to be the most adept tribe. In
point of fact even up to our present times the pseudo-Avars (for it is
more correct to refer to them thus) are divided in their ancestry, some
bearing the time-honoured name of Var while others are called
Chunni.”™®

Theophylactos Simokattes, writing before the year 630, reports the
first population growth in the established Avar Kaganate in the Carpathian
Basin which occurred through immigration, too:

“At that time the Tamiach and Kotzager, who are also from the Var
and Chunni, fled from the Turks and, on reaching Europe, united with
the followers of the Avar Chagan. It is said that the Zabender also
originated from the race of the Var and Chunni. The additional force

that came to the Avars was accurately estimated at ten thousand.

The event can be dated to ca. 595. If we take this statement literally
and count only the ten thousand immigrant warriors, it is logical to assume
that they settled and established families in their new homeland, but it is even
more plausible that their wives and children migrated with them. Even legi-
timate criticism of the rounded figure of ten thousand does not diminish the
significance of the Avar steppe empire in Central Europe having been aug-
mented by a community of several thousand people sharing a related cultural
tradition.

The next immigration wave can be dated to the last third of the 7th
century. This time, the fourth son of the Onogur-Bulgarian Khagan Kuvrat
arrived with his army in Pannonia, where he came under Avar rule. Since the
Onogur-Bulgarians were also the successor population of the Hun empire, it
is possible to trace the fate of one of their fragments in the Carpathian Basin.
This is how Nicephorus Patriarch writing in the beginning of the 9th century
narrated it.

43 Theophylaktos, 189—190.
4 Theophylaktos, 191.
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“It is now time to speak of the dominion of the Huns (as they are
called) and the Bulgarians and their affairs. In the area of the Maeotic
lake, by the river Kophis, lies Great Bulgaria (as it was called in olden
times) and (here lived) the so-called Kotragoi, who are also of the
same stock (as the Bulgarians). In the days of Constantine who died
in the West, a certain man by the name of Kobratos became master of
these tribes. On his death he left five sons, upon whom he enjoined not
to part company under any circumstances, so that their dominion
might be preserved thanks to their mutual friendship. But they took
little account of the paternal injunction and a short time thereafter
they divided, each one of them taking his own share of their people.

The eldest son, called Baianos, in accordance with his father’s com-
mand, has remained until this day in his ancestral land. The second,

called Kotragos, crossed the river Tanais and dwelt opposite the first;

the fourth went over the river Istros and settled in Pannonia, which is
now under the Avars, becoming an ally of the local nation. The fifth

established himself'in the Pentapolis of Ravenna and became tributary
to the Romans. The remaining third brother, called Asparuch, cros-
sed the rivers Danapris and Danastris and settled near the Istros,

where he found a suitable place for habitation (called Onglos in their
language), which happened to be difficult (of access) and impregnable
by the foe: for it is secure in front because it is impassable and marshy,

while at the back it is fenced by inaccessible cliffs. When this nation

had thus divided and scattered, the tribe of the Khazars, (issuing) from
the interior of the country called Bersilia, where they had lived next to
the Sarmatians, invaded with complete impunity all the places that are
beyond the Euxine Sea. Among others, they subjected Baianos to pay-
ing tribute to them.”*

This fourth son of Kuvrat has been identified by researchers as Ku-
ber.*® He later left the Avar Khaganate with his “warriors” and settled in the
Byzantine Empire, around Thessaloniki. It is a point of scholarly dispute as
to whom Kuber had led when he left the khaganate: whether the Onogurs

4 Nikephoros, 87-89; cf. Moravcsik, 1930, 89-97.
46 Szadeczky-Kardoss, 1968, 84-87.
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who moved in with him followed him, or whether they remained in the Car-
pathian Basin. 4’ In this case with whom did Kuber leave Pannonia?

A hagiographic work compiled in the 680s, the Miracula Sancti De-
metrii reports that Kuber left the territory of the Avar Kaganate with descen-
dants of Byzantine prisoners of war.*® According to the historical reconstruc-
tion of Samu Szadeczky-Kardoss and Teréz Olajos, the khagan first sepa-
rated Kubert from his people and placed him in the southern territory as
governor of non-Avar inhabitants (primarily Byzantine prisoners of war and
their descendants); after this, a rift between the Avar ruler and the Bulgarian
prince occurred, which led to the exodus.* This, however, implies that Kuber
did not leave at the head of those with whom he arrived. This necessitates
taking into account another “Hun” thread, namely, Kuber’s 7th century Ono-
gur-Bulgarian immigrating community, a population growth factor at the lat-
ter period of the Avar Khaganate. The presence of this population is likely,
since the charter issued in 860 by the East Frankish king Louis the German
(843-876) uses the term “Border of the Wangars” (Uuangariorum mar-
cha).”® Citing this source, Olajos, specialist of the Avar period, presented
convincing arguments that the term Wangars in the charter refers to the Ono-
gur immigrants. Etymologically, the name “Wangar” is best derived from
Onogur and not Avar; moreover, from a geographical point of view, the Ono-
gurs’ migration to Pannonia — that is, to the western part of the Carpathian
Basin — coincides with the fact that barely two centuries later, the “Wangar
border” was the name of a mountain in western Pannonia.’!

Previously, the Huns also appeared in the toponyms of the Carolingian
era. Richard Szant6 pointed out that “...at the end of the 8th and in the 9th
century, another name for the Avars, ‘chuni’, appeared as place names;
here, the geographic objects were not named after Attila’s Huns, but rather
the name of the ‘chuni’ branch of the Avar population entered the geogra-
phical nomenclature.”)* Unfortunately, it is not known whether this geog-
raphical name referred to a local living community in 860, or just to their
memory.

47 Szadeczky-Kardoss, 1983, 169; Balint, 2004, 46.

48 Szadeczky-Kardoss, 1998, 219-220.

4 Szadeczky-Kardoss, 1998, 218-220; Olajos, 2013, 530-531.

50 MGH DRG I: 146, No. 101.

31 Olajos, 1969; 2013, 524-532; Szddeczky-Kardoss, 1971, 13; cf. Kiraly, 1987.
52 Szanto, 2022, 95.
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However, despite the proverbially meager source base, it can now be
stated that the steppe-derived survivors of the Avar Khaganate did not die
out after 822, but resurfaced under different names in the 9th—10th centuries.
A brief survey illustrates this: for 863 we read in the Swabian Annals, “The
Hun people are approaching the community of Christians...,” and in similar
context an Einsiedeln annalist also places the conversion of the “Huns” in
the year 863.> The same event was recorded in the Annals of Altaich to the
year 865, “The people of the Huns were baptized.”* There are hardly any
other Christian “Hun” groups to be reckoned with in the 9th century Panno-
nia, so the next mention, just a few years later, is probably also about them:
The church document on the conversion of the Bavarians and Carantani
(870/871) recounts:

“...how the Huns expelled the Romans, Goths and Gepids from Lower
Pannonia and took possession of the territory, until the Franks and
Bavarians, together with the Carantani, harassed them in constant
wars and defeated them. And those who embraced their faith and ac-
cepted baptism, they made taxpayers of the kings, and the land on
which they remained and lived, they possess to this day in return for
taxes paid to the king.

The chronicle of Abbot Regino of Priim, completed in 908, mentions
magyars wandering in the “Pannonian and Avar grasslands” (Pannoniorum
et Avarum solitudines). This was recorded for the year 889.5° Based on the
thorough philological arguments of Szadeczky-Kardoss, the “Avar steppes”
should not be considered uninhabited wastelands, but rather grassland inha-
bited by Avars.*’

A didactic work compiled in the mid-10th century by Byzantine Em-
peror Constantine VII (913-959) and later titled De Administrando Imperio,
describes the consequences of an Avar-Croatian war and speaks with mid-
10th-century validity about Avars living among Croats, whose “Avar nature

33 MGH SS I: 50, 66, 76; MGH SS II1: 140; cf. CFHH I: 91; Szadeczky-Kardoss, 1986, 138;
Olajos, 2012, 176; Szabados, 2015.

3 Annales Altahenses Maiores 60.

35 CBC 40 (Translated by Izabella Horvath).

36 Regino,132.

37 Szadeczky-Kardoss, 1983a; 1993.
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is recognizable.”*® Therefore it seems the local inhabitants were able to sur-
vive the collapse of the Avar khaganate and the subsequent establishment of
the magyar grand duchy yet preserving their original steppe identity. If we
encounter a “Hun” ethnonym among their groups, it is meaningless to con-
sider the term as an antiqueization; after all, Byzantine historians and Fran-
kish annalists were not likely to have been in direct contact with each other
in order to conspire.

Instead, it is worth paying attention to Richard Szant6’s excellent in-
sight. As it can be seen, the two groups of texts of the 14th-century Hungarian
chronicle compilations differ in the dating of the Hungarian conquest: the so-
called Buda Chronicle dates it to 888, while in the [lluminated Chronicle we
find the year 677.°° However, there is one clause that is the same in both, and
this concerns the name of the incoming people: “vulgariter Magori sive
Huns, Latine vero Vngari.” Szant6d argues convincingly that the correct
translation of this passage is, “the Hungarians or Huns in the vernacular —
who are called Ungarus in Latin...” ,, vulgariter” means ‘in the language of
the people,” and the second word means ‘in Latin...".* So the meaning of the
pair of terms is not ‘in a vulgar manner’ and ‘in Latin,” but ‘in the language
of the people’ and ‘in Latin.”” We also agree with his conclusion: “The de-
scription of the vernacular name of the Hungarians (Magori sive Huni) in-
dicates that the writer knew Hungarian, knew the name of the people and the
tradition from which he adopted the folk names. The 11th or 12th century
scribe would hear that certain people had called themselves Magyars and
perhaps even Huns in the vernacular. But it is more likely that the name Hun
was no longer heard in everyday life, yet they still remembered that the Hun
self-appellation had previously existed among part of the people, and thus
the writers of the early sources recorded it. "'

I have yet to mention another population that survived and joined the
Hungarians, which the tradition considers not to be survivors of the Avar,
but of the 5th century Hunnic Empire. These are the Székelys, people who
became visible to the historian again when a larger political unit broke up.

S8 DAI 142-143.

39 SRH I: 284-286.

% SRH I: 286.

61 Szanto, 2022, 84-85, 88 (Translated by Izabella Horvath).
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This is how Simon Kézai describes them:

“Another group of the Huns survived, three thousand men who saved
their lives by fleeing from the battle of Krimhild. Out of fear of the
Western nations they remained on the field of Csigla until Arpad’s
time, referring to themselves not as Huns but as Székely. These Székely
are in fact remnants of the Huns, and when they found out that the
Hungarians were returning to Pannonia, they came to meet them on
the borders of Ruthenia, and then joined with them in the conquest of
Pannonia and acquired part of the country.”*

Balint Homan expressed partial criticism of this tradition as follows:
“Historiography does not confirm the ancient tradition of the Székelys mo-
ving to Transylvania after the death of Attila and the collapse of his empire,
living there in seclusion among the mountains for five hundred and fifty
years, until the arrival of the Hun-Hungarians. However, scholarship con-

firms and elevates the Hunnic tradition of the Székelys to a historical fact,
their origin from one of the Hunnic-Turkic tribes that once belonged to
Attila's empire and then to the vast Avar empire, their independent and conti-
nuous possession of Transylvania for over eleven centuries, independent of
the Hungarian conquest, the close ethnic kinship of the Hungarian people
with the Hunnic-Turkic (Bulgarian) elements, and the cultural kinship with
the entire Hungarian people, and in consequence their rapid and complete
‘Magyarization’. " 1t is worth to bringing Héman’s thought back into the
scientific discussion, as it is becoming increasingly clear to contemporary re-
search that the Magyars did not arrive in a vacuum when they took posses-
sion of the Carpathian Basin at the end of the 9th century. Fortunately, Hakan
Aydemir recently addressed the issue of the Székelys from a linguistic pers-
pective and, in opposition to Homan’s view, took a bolder stance, arguing
for the validity of the tradition preserved by Kézai using the tools of modern
science. “The group of Székely fleeing west — the ancestors of today’s Székely
people — broke away from the ancestors of the later Szekel (sjji¢ #7#3) tribe

and around 370 joining the westward fleeing Huns arrived in the Carpathian
Basin. This is where their Hun and Attila traditions originate. They survived

62 Kézai, 71; cf. SRH I: 162.
93 Homan, 1921, 107 (Translated by Izabella Horvath).
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the Gepid and Avar periods, eventually joining the Hungarians, and due to
the prestige of the Hungarian language and culture, they eventually shifted
from Székely-Turkic to Hungarian (Székely-Turkic — Hungarian).”** In-
deed, we cannot rule out the possibility that a smaller community remained
invisible to chroniclers for several centuries. Aydemir’s arguments are strong
enough so that “traditionalist” scholars’ interpretation can also be included
in the scientific debate on the question of Székely origins.

Summary

If I refer back to the analogy chosen in the title, I must admit that the Hunnic
— and of course non-Hunnic — strands in the Hungarian ethnogenesis present
a highly fragmented frame. There is nothing surprising in this for those who
approach the scarce sources with abundant uncertainties. In addition to the
written sources, there are other additional data, relics of intellectual and ma-
terial culture, and the evidence of human remains, but the overall picture still
remains incomplete and debatable. At the current level of our knowledge, no
researcher can say whether the late owner of the skeleton of a steppe warrior,
for example, identified himself as a Kutrigur or an Utigur, and in what lan-
guage he expressed this, and in what version may he have heard the Legend
of the Miraculous Deer from his ancestors. But in light of the paucity of data,
it is particularly surprising to see that in many places, after the end of the
Hunnic Empire, the “Hun” factor is apparent for centuries. Of course, if we
pay attention to when, where, and in what sense someone can be called a
“Hun”, we can think more flexibly, accepting that early medieval ethnoge-
nesis was a network of actions running on several channels, and the ancient
past of the Hungarians is no exception.®’

% Aydemir, 2023, 26.

9 1t is worth remembering that the ideological antecedents of the multi-stranded Hungarian
ethnogenesis date back to the 18th century, to the Jesuit historian Gydrgy Pray. Although this
was not formulated so openly in his work, he already followed the lives of the Huns, Avars
and Hungarians separately, as far as the records at his disposal allowed. The folk histories that
fit together were replaced by a system of actions taking place in multiple locations with tem-
poral overlap. Pray traces the history of the Huns from 210 BC, from their Asian ruler who
appeared under the name “Tevmanvs”, to 469 AD, until the death of Dengizik; he notices the
appearance of the Avars on the scene in 310, and loses track of their history in 827; finally,
he starts his annals of Hungarian prehistory, which he kept until 997, from 551 (Pray, 1761).
The separation of the Huns, Avars and Magyars does not mean isolation. Pray did not deny
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According to all the aforementioned aspects the “Hun” traces in the
Hungarian ethnogenesis are the following. The king of the Kutrigur-Huns
called “Muagyerisz” (~ Magyar) appeared in 528 beside the Black Sea. The
Avar Khaganate based on “Var and Chunni” people integrated the Carpa-
thian Basin (568-822). Other “Var and Chunni” groups (e.g. Sabirs, Kut-
rigurs) joined them (ca. 595). After the fall of the Avar Khaganate the
Hungarians conquered the Carpathian Basin (862—895) led by Almos and his
son Arpad, descendants of Attila. They integrated the “Avar” survivors (e.g.
Christian “Huns” mentioned in 871). Consequently, Hungarian ethnogenesis
was not a linear process but involved multiple strands and stages, a pheno-
menon that we today call multilineal ethnogenesis. Thus, it can be described
as an early medieval Turkic—Hungarian network.
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Macar etnik olusumunda Hun unsurlari
Genisletilmis 6zet

Macarlar, giiniimiizde varligini siirdiiren tarihsel topluluklar arasinda hem ilk devlet
orgiitlenmesi hem de etnogenez siireci bozkir kiiltlir ¢evresinde gergeklesmis olan
nadir 6rneklerden biridir. Bu dogu kékenli mirasla Orta Cag Bat1 Avrupa’sinin zihin-
sel ve siyasal diinyasina entegre olmuslar ve kiiltiirel birikimlerini bu ¢ergeve iginde,
onun Olgiitlerine uygun bi¢imde ifade etmislerdir. Yazili kiiltiire aktarim siirecini el-
bette sozlii gelenekte yasayan anlatilarin olusumu 6ncelemistir; ancak bunlardan yal-
nizca eski gestalarimiza ve kroniklerimize kaydedilenleri bilebilmekteyiz. Bilindigi
iizere, Macarlarin ilk biny1l doniimiinden itibaren gergeklesen kiiltiir degisimi sonu-
cunda, eski gegmisin hatiralar1 yabanci dilde (Latince) ve yabanci bir dini (Hristiyan)
yazin ¢evresinde kayda gegirilmistir. Bu durum, pagan déneme ait hangi anlatilarin
yaziya gecirilmesinin uygun goriildiigiinii belirleyen bir tiir kiiltiirel stizgecin var-
ligina isaret eder. Bununla birlikte, baz1 giiclii gelenek unsurlarinin bu silizgeci asarak
yazili kiiltiirde varligini siirdiirebildigi de agiktir.

Hunlar ile Macarlar arasindaki iliski meselesi, nihai bir ¢6ziime kavusturula-
mamis tartismalar alanini olusturmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma, s6z konusu probleme yalniz-
ca su acidan katkida bulunmay1 amaglamaktadir: Hun unsurlarinin Macarlarin etnik
olusumuna hangi yollarla niifuz etmis olabilecegini incelemek.

Bu baglamda ilk olarak Macarlarin etnik koken sdylencesi olan Mucizevi
geyik (Csodaszarvas) anlatisi ele alinmalidir. Bu anlati en erken Simon Kézai tara-
findan kaydedilmistir; bu da Arpad Hanedanligi dénemi (1000-1301) tarih yazici-
liginin 6zellikleri dikkate alindiginda, 1285 yili itibartyla yaziya gegirilmis oldugu
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anlamina gelir. Anlatinin 6ziine gére Hunor ve Magor adl1 iki kardes bir geyigi kova-
lar; onu yakalayamazlar, ancak yeni bir yurt bulurlar ve daha sonra es olarak bazi
kadinlar1 kagirirlar. Béylece Hunlar ve Macarlar onlarin soyundan tiiremigtir. SOy-
lencenin kesin bir tarihlendirmesi miimkiin degildir, ancak sdylencenin gectigi cog-
rafya belirgindir: Karadeniz’in kuzey bozkirlari. Tiirk halklari arasinda tespit edilen
motif paralellikleri, bu etnik kdken sdylencesinin tarihsel-kiiltiirel mesruiyetini des-
teklemektedir.

Arpad Hanedanligi’nin Hun koken bilinci ve Attila gelenegi incelenirken iki
temel husus g6z onlinde bulundurulmalidir: Birincisi, bu koken bilincinin tarihsel
bir temele dayanip dayanmadigi; ikincisi ise Attila figiiriiniin ne tiir bir “islev”
gordiigidiir. Arpad Hanedanligi'nin Attila’y1, kendi ihtisamini artirmak ve Karpat
Havzas1 tizerindeki egemenlik hakkini mesrulagtirmak amaciyla mi sectigi sorusu
bu baglamda 6nem tasir. Bu yaklasimin, hanedanligin saray ¢evresindeki din adam-
lar1 tarafindan ne 6l¢iide yonlendirildigi de tartismalidir. Ancak mevcut veriler, Ar-
padlar s6z konusu oldugunda faydaci bir “ata segimi”’nden ziyade, ¢ikar gdzetmeyen
bir “ata listlenimi”nin gergeklestigini gdstermektedir. Zira artik Hristiyan olan hane-
danlik, Hristiyan tarih yazicilig1 i¢inde son derece olumsuz degerlendirilen bir figiirii
— Attila’y1 — atasi1 olarak benimsemis ve onun olumsuz 6zelliklerini de kroniklerinde
gizlememistir. Ayrica Attila’nin hatirasi, Macar gestalarinin ve kroniklerinin kaleme
alindig1 déonemde artik siyasal mesruiyet saglamak icin elverigli bir ara¢ olmaktan
uzakt; zira Biiyiik Diik Almos’un soyundan gelen Hristiyan hiikiimdarlar, mesrui-
yetlerini “kutsal krallarin soyu” kavrami lizerinden tanimlamaktaydilar.

Hanedanlik baglarinin 6tesinde, halkin erken tarihsel gelisiminde de Hun bi-
lesenlerinin varlig1 gézlemlenebilir. Bununla birlikte, Hun ve Hun olmayan unsurla-
rin bir arada bulundugu bu yap1, Macar etnik olusumunu pargali ve kesintili bir yap1
olarak ortaya koymaktadir. Siirlt kaynaklar ve yiiksek derecede belirsizlikler iginde
ilerleyen arastirmalar agisindan bu durum sasirtict degildir.

Yazili kaynaklarin yani sira zihinsel ve maddi kiiltiir kalintilar1 ile insan iske-
letlerinin sundugu veriler de bu tabloya katkida bulunsa da genel goriiniim hala eksik
ve tartigmalidir. Mevcut bilgi diizeyimizde hicbir arastirmaci, bir bozkir savas¢isinin
kendisini Kutrigur mu yoksa Utigur mu olarak tanimladigini ya da bunu hangi dilde
ifade ettigini kesin olarak sdyleyemez; ayni sekilde, atalarindan Mucizevi geyik an-
latisin1 hangi varyantta isittigini de bilemeyiz. Bununla birlikte, veri eksikligine rag-
men dikkat ¢ekici olan husus, Hun devletinin yikilisindan sonra da “Hun” unsuru-
nun ¢esitli bolgelerde yiizyillar boyunca varligini stirdiirmiis olmasidir. “Hun” kimli-
ginin hangi baglamda, ne zaman ve nerede kullanilabilecegini dikkate aldigimizda,
erken Orta Cag etnik olusumunun ¢ok katmanli ve ¢cok yonlii bir siire¢ oldugu daha
acik hale gelir.

Erken Macar tarihine Hun unsurlarinin bu sekilde eklemlenmis olmasi miim-
kiindiir. Hun Imparatorlugu’nun ¢ékiisiinden (453) sonra niifus doguya gekilmis, ar-
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dindan degisken siyasi ve etnik formasyonlar icinde varligin siirdiirmiistiir. Yakla-
stk 528 yilinda Karadeniz ¢evresinde Muageris adli bir Kutrigur Hun hiikiimdari or-
taya ¢ikmigtir. 568 yilinda ise Var ve Hunni olarak anilan topluluklar arasindan ¢ikan
Avarlar, Karpat Havzasi’n1 egemenlikleri altina almigtir. Onlarin arasina dnce (yak-
lasik 595 civarinda) yine Var ve Hunni olarak tanimlanan Tarniahlar, Sabirler ve
Kutrigurlar, ardindan Hun kdkenli Onogurlar (yaklasik 670 civarinda) katilmistir.
Avar Kaganligi’nin sona ermesi (yaklasik 822) halkin ortadan kalkmasi anlamina
gelmenmistir; zira 871 civarinda Frank egemenligi altinda yasayan Hristiyan “Hun-
lar” kendi topraklarini ellerinde tutmaya devam etmislerdir. Bu sirada, Mucizevi
geyik anlatisinin gegtigi bolgede ve bir zamanlar Muageris’in hitkiim stirdiigii sahada
Almos (yaklasik 820) dogmus ve Etelkoz’deki Macarlari bir bozkir devleti altinda
orgiitlemistir. Karpat Havzasi’n1 biitiinlestiren (862—895) Macar Biiyiik Prensli-
§i’nin burada karsilastig1 yerli topluluklar, olugsmakta olan Macar devletinin halk ta-
bakasini olugturmustur.

Bu karmasik siireg, ayri bir kol olan Sekellerle (Székelyek) daha da cesitlen-
mektedir. Fetih donemindeki Macarlarin kdken anlatisint Mucizevi geyik sylencesi
temsil ederken — yani bu anlati baskin etnik kdken gelenegini olustururken — Sekel-
lerin ayr1 kdken anlatisi, Macar kronik gelenegine ikincil bir unsur olarak dahil ol-
mus ve bu baglamda Avar (hatta Hun) mirasinin olasi tek historiografik “devami”
olarak yorumlanmistir. Bu iki — Macar ve Sekel — topluluk olusturucu unsurun Arpad
donemi yazili kiiltiiriinde korunmus olmasi, erken tarihgilerimizin, etnik olusum sii-
recinin dogrusal olmayan, ¢ok katmanli dogasinin farkinda olduklarini géstermekte-
dir. Giiniimiizde ¢ok yonlii etnik olugum olarak adlandirilan bu siire¢, Macarlarin
olusumunda da belirleyici olmustur. Nitekim Macarlar tarih sahnesine kiiltiirel ve ta-
rihsel agidan belirgin bigimde Tiirk 6zellikleri tasiyan bir topluluk olarak ¢ikmiglar-
dir; bu nedenle onlarin etnik olusum siireci, bir Tiirk—Macar etkilesim ag1 gerceve-
sinde tanimlanabilir.
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SZEKELYS AND TURKS
Zoltan KORDE*

Introduction

The topic of my study is closely related to the question of Székely origins.
Its details and history have been extensively addressed in the scholarly litera-
ture, which enables the interested reader to engage with the topic in greater
depth.! The main question of my topic can be formulated in a somewhat sim-
plified form as follows: are the Székelys of Turkic origin or not? The frame-
work of this study does not allow me to give a detailed answer to this ques-
tion. There is no need for this, since the historiographical background is con-
tained in the above-mentioned works, so in the following we will only ad-
dress aspects closely related to the explanation of what we have to say.

For easier navigation, I have divided the theories discussing the origin
of the Székelys into four groups: 1) Hungarian origin (theories that consider
the Székelys to be an artificially created group recruited from among the
Hungarians for military tasks). 2) Military auxiliary origin. The theories that
can be classified here consider the Székelys to be a different (mostly some
kind of Turkic) ethnic group from the Magyar people, which joined the Hun-
garian tribes before the conquest. 3) Double conquest. This theory can also
be considered a special version of the Hungarian origin, and mainly empha-
sizes the migration to the Carpathian Basin and its timing. 4) Hun origin
theory. This can be considered the oldest view, as its roots go back to the
Middle Ages. We will return to this in more detail later. [ would like to point
out that the latter two theories are currently experiencing a renaissance, and
some researchers are turning to them with increased interest. It would be be-
yond the scope of my study to examine this phenomenon, so I will not discuss
this aspect.

* University of Szeged, Institute of History, Department of Medieval Studies, Szeged, Hun-
gary; ORCID ID: 0000-0002-4578-7949; korde@hist.u-szeged.hu

' Kordé, 1991; 2006; 2016, 91-117; Aydemir, 2021, 99-324.
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Occupational name and Hungarian origin

As I mentioned, most theories claiming Hungarian origin started from the
assumption that the folk name Székely developed from an old Hungarian
word meaning some kind of occupation (military, border guard). The modern
founder of these theories was Pal Hunfalvy in the second half of the 19th
century. At first, he started from the word combination szék/elv, following
the example of Erdély = Erdd/elv.?, then, influenced by criticism, he slightly
modified his idea and divided the name into szék/e/ components. He endo-
wed the element szék with the metaphorical meaning of ‘inner, gut, the heart
of something’, and he wanted to shed light on the essence of the name as fol-
lows: “Compared to the interior of many things, the comparative el means
the exterior, the extreme; therefore szék-el is the exterior of the interior”’
The understanding of the complicated explanation is greatly aided by his
statement regarding the essence, according to which Székely does not mean
a separate population, but a border guard, who could be of any origin. It is
no coincidence that it was not the specific result of Hunfalvy’s attempts to
decipher the name that proved to be permanent, but rather its basic idea,
namely the view that the name Székely comes from an occupational name,
which has the meaning of ‘guard, border guard’.

This trend, which therefore wanted to derive the origin of the Székelys
from a supposed occupational name, played a decisive role among the theo-
ries acknowledging Hungarian origin until recently. Those scholars who held
this view mostly relied on linguistic and archaeological arguments, such as
the linguist Lorand Benko or the archaeologist Istvan Bona. According to
Benkd, the Székelys were not originally a separate ethnic group, but a mili-
tary group of border guards organized by the central government; the eth-
nonym Székely did not originally denote an ethnicity, but an occupation. This
refers to a population performing border guard duties that was resettled in
Transylvania from the western part of the country.* In contrast, Béna argued
that the term Székely denotes an occupation, corresponding to the designa-
tions ‘archer, shooter’ and ‘guard’, and that it only became the name of a po-
pulation group in the 12th century, following the completion of the reset-

2 Hunfalvy, 1876, 301.
3 Hunfalvy, 1881, 105.
4 Benkd, 1990, 120-121.

100



tlement of the border-guard organization. In essence, the name Székely co-
mes from an old Hungarian word meaning ‘/border/guard’ (speculator, cus-
tos) or ‘archer, shooter’ (sagittarius), meaning that the Székelys is a people
group organized for border guarding and military tasks.’

Linguistic problems are only one of the weak points of this view. As
Bona also stated, there is no occupational name from which Székely could
be derived in an appropriate way. Therefore, the theory cannot be supported
by linguistic and etymological means. The problems with the theory become
even clearer if we review the narrative and documentary sources of the
Arpad-period.® First of all, it turns out that the border guards were named
with the words ewr, eur from the beginning and were never, on a single oc-
casion, given the name Székely. The situation is similar with the word sa-
gittarius meaning ‘shooter, archer’. We do not find any source where archers
are called Székely, but there are several where the Székely and other ethnic
groups are referred to with this term. Of these, we will only mention the best
known, the description of the battles at OlSava in 1116 and at Lajta River in
1146, which survived in the chronicle composition of the 14th century and
in foreign sources.” If we compare the social and legal status of the border
guards (speculatores) and the Székelys based on the sources, we encounter
insurmountable differences. The low legal status and social position of the
guards, mostly similar to that of the castle people, unfolds before us: the king
could grant their lands, they had to pay taxes to the lord, the ispdn and the
king. Their inheritance system (which we learn about in the most detailed
way from the charter issued by Stephen V in 1270 to the guards of Magya-
r6sd)® was again much less favorable than in the case of the Székelys: the
lord would definitely receive the property of a guard who died without a male
heir; for example, if the deceased had only a widow as heir, the lord could
claim two-thirds of the estate. For the speculatores, the coveted but rarely
reached peak of social advancement was becoming a royal servient (servi-
entes regales) or, as they are mentioned several times in contemporary char-
ters: a noble servient (servientes nobiles), which in all cases was due to royal
favor. However, this was only possible for a few, and the majority of them

5 Boéna, 1991, 1536.
6 Kordé, 1995.

7 SRH I: 436, 456.
8 HO 8: 127-130.
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led the way to dependence on the landlord, i.e. becoming serfs. The majority
of the Székelys, however (at least those settled in Transylvania), acquired
numerous privileges during the 14th century,’ and last but not least, they
retained their group consciousness and a certain degree of unity within the
Hungarians. We should also briefly mention those views (now held by only
a few) that do not so much emphasize the origin of the Székely people but
rather aim to prove that the original and almost exclusive task of the Székely
people was border guarding, which also played a decisive role in their settle-
ment in Transylvania.'® The acceptance of this view — not to mention many
other factors — is mainly hindered by the sources: they clearly show that in
the case of the Székelys, it was precisely military service that played the main
role in ensuring that, unlike the guards mentioned above, they did not lose
their social status, but rather strengthened it and gained privileges.!! We can
therefore conclude the derivation of the name Székely from an assumed but
never proven occupational name contradicts both linguistics and contempo-
rary sources, so Hungarian origin theories based on such foundations do not
hold up. This is of course also true for any attempt that seeks to derive the
name Székely and the origin of this ethnic group from an unprovable old
Hungarian common word.

Bolgar-Turkic origin

I agree with the opinions that seek the ancestors of the Szé¢kelys among the
military auxiliary peoples who joined the Hungarians before the conquest.
Since their appearance in written sources, the Székelys have been portrayed
as a population with an independent ethnic (or tribal) name and their own
traditions, primarily engaged in military (typically as auxiliary troops or pro-
tectors) activities. In addition, they acquired and consolidated ethnic privi-
leges in the Middle Ages, and had a territorial organization (szék/sedes-sys-
tem) independent of the county system. Moreover, they are often distingu-
ished from the Hungarians in both domestic and foreign sources. The steppe
environment of the Hungarians before the conquest, the auxiliary way of life

 Benké—Oborni, 2016, 1.
10 E.g. Kolumbén-Antal, 2009.
1 Kordé, 2012; Séfalvi, 2017.
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of the Székelys, their separate status within the Hungarians, and the peculia-
rities of the runic script have long raised the possibility that the ancestors of
the Székelys should be sought among the Turkic peoples.!? However, there
are indirect data, analogies, etc., which, when combined, can confirm this
idea. Among these, I refer to the already mentioned Turkic-like runic script,
which survived only among the Székelys until the end of the Middle Ages
and the beginning of the modern era. Simon Kézai also reports on its exis-
tence in his chronicle written around 1283."3

Other parallels and indirect evidence can clarify the circle of Turkic
peoples (tribes) among whom we can suspect the ancestors we are looking
for. The explanation of names plays an important role in attempts at iden-
tification. On purely onomastic grounds, several possibilities can be consi-
dered. I myself consider the theories that identify the ancestors of the
Székelys with the "sk./ ~ ".s.k.I tribe belonging to the Bulgaro-Turks to be the
most probable. According to my explanation of the name, the Bulgaro-
Turkic language, from which the name Eske/ was transferred to Hungarian,
was strongly final-stressed. Hungarian, on the other hand, places the stress
on the first syllable. The name pronounced “skel sounded like *skel to the
Hungarian ear, which in turn caused a consonant cluster at the beginning of
the word. This was resolved by the epenthetic vowel (i), and thus a form
*sikél was created. From this, through the labialization of the second vowel,
it became *sikol. From this, the present-day Székely variant was formed.

As for the Bulgarian-Turkic population joining the Hungarians, I ar-
gue that although the written sources do not contain conclusive evidence that
the Székelys were among the Kabars, the references in the Hungarian tradi-
tion, and especially the similar role of the two populations, and the spatial
proximity of the Hungarians, Eskels and Kabars in the 9th century, make this
connection highly probable. '* Although it is not complete proof, it cannot be
completely ignored that there are no arguments that would rule out the exis-
tence of this connection. Therefore, as far as is possible, it can be said, at
least at the level of acceptability, that the ancestors of the Székelys joined
the Hungarians within the Kabar alliance around 850. Within the Kabar

12 Kordé, 1997.

13 SRH I; Sandor, 2014.

14 For a comprehensive discussion of the Kabars and the claims raised in connection with
them, including an extensive review of the relevant scholarship, see: Toth, 2015, 298-341.
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“tribal alliance”, the Eskel-Bulgarians could have played the role of the
“leading tribe”. At least this is what we can conclude from the fact that the
Székely name (and the national unity itself) remained for many centuries,
while the names of the other two tribes (fragments) disappeared almost
without a trace. A similar process may have taken place as in the Hétmagyar
(‘Seven Hungarians’) tribal alliance: the alliance takes on the name of the
leading tribe (in a compound word), and then, after the breakup of the tribal
system, the entire population is given this name. As we know, Kabar, re-
gardless of its meaning, is an artificial name (“they were called some sort of
Kabars” — says our source, Constantinos Porphyrogennetos,'® which, unlike
other tribal names, hardly occurs in place name form. Instead of this “of-
ficial” name, in everyday life the Kabars used the names of their own tribes,
and over time, they increasingly used the Székely name of the “leading tribe”,
which then became the collective name of the entire population.'® As for the
prince (archon) of the three Kabar tribes mentioned by Constantinos Porphy-
rogennetos, I myself agree with the opinions that attribute this position to the
Aba clan. The fact that this long-standing clan had ties to the Székelys (and
thus the Kabars) was also expressed in Hungarian tradition.!”
In recent years and decades, numerous works have been published on

the Székely question. Among these, Hakan Aydemir’s book stands out, pri-
marily because it explores the Eastern (Chinese, Arabic, Persian and other)
sources with extreme thoroughness, through which he drew a new and unpre-
cedentedly detailed picture of the Székely “primordial history”.!8 A descrip-
tion of this extremely data-rich work would exceed the available framework,
but we cannot avoid a brief summary of just a few sentences. As the author
writes, “...the Székelys are actually a people of Turkic origin and migrated
from Inner Asia, from the areas between the Tola River in northern Mongolia
and Lake Baikal, to their present-day place of residence, Transylvania. The
first actual data on the Székelys and Székely history are provided by the Eskel
(= Sekel) coins from the late 4th century, which were issued by the ancestors
of the Székelys.”"® As a result of the change of rule around 350, the ancestors

15 Moravcsik, 1984, 11

16 The Hungarians also had an internal name, as well as a name derived from Onogur and used
by foreigners.

17 Kordé, 1997, 14-23; Téth, 2015, 298-341.

18 Aydemir, 2021, 99-324; 2023.

19 Aydemir, 2023, 26.
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of the Székelys and the Huns fled in two directions, west and southwest.
Based on many Sekel and Eskel ethnotoponyms, some of the fleeing Székelys
drifted to the Southwest Caucasus in the 5th century — perhaps together with
the Ogurs — while others joined the ancestors of the Volga Bolgarians in the
7th century. Thus, the ancestors of today’s Székelys arrived in the Carpathian
Basin by joining the Huns who were fleeing westward. This is where their
Hun and Attila tradition originates. They survived the Gepid and Avar peri-
ods, finally joined the Hungarians, and due to the prestige of the Hungarian
language and culture, they gradually shifted to Hungarian (Székely-Turkic —
Hungarian). The Hun and Attila tradition is therefore not an invention of the
medieval Hungarian chroniclers; rather, they merely described an existing
tradition.”® Aydemir rejects the Volga Bulgarian Eskel origin, and he also
considers the issue of Kabar-Székely identity to be unlikely.?!

This short study is certainly not intended to evaluate Hakan Aydemir’s
extensive work or to debate his theory, especially in the absence of in-depth
knowledge of Turkology, Sinology, and Orientalism. Hakan Aydemir’s book
will certainly provide ample material for competent scholarly debates in the
years to come. However, one thing can be said for sure: whichever explana-
tion of the name proves to be more likely, whether they are Kabars or not,
there seems to be one thing in common among the theories: the ancestors of
the Székely people belonged to the Turkic peoples.

In this paper, I undertake to discuss only one, but all the more impor-
tant, question: a brief examination of the topic of Székely tradition.

Attila or Csaba tradition?

The analysis of Székely tradition material has always played an important
role in attempts to solve the question of origin. The debate usually revolves
around what can be considered a genuine, ancient tradition (even if it has
survived in a changed form) from the fragments or even short stories known
from the records of medieval chroniclers, and what can be considered a scho-
larly combination (but not a conscious forgery!). A full explanation of these
problems would exceed the scope of my thesis by many times. Therefore, 1

20 Aydemir, 2023, 26.
2l Aydemir, 2021, 285-289; 2023, 24.
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can only undertake to concentrate on the most important questions and refer
only to the literature that can provide additional information to the interes-
ted reader.??

Of the medieval Székely tradition material, the tradition related to La-
dislaus I is the youngest. This is reported by the Anonymous Minorita in con-
nection with the narration of the battles between the Székelys and the Molda-
vian Tatars in the 14th century.? Since the legends related to King Ladislaus
1 (1077-1095) no longer belong to the question of Székely origins, we will
not discuss them further. The earliest statements about the origin of the Szé-
kelys are made by two Hungarian chroniclers, Anonymus, who wrote around
1210, and Simon Kézai, who wrote around 1283. Anonymus settles this
question with a single half-sentence: the Székelys “were initially the people
of King Attila” (Siculi, qui primo erant populi Atthyle regis).** Kézai, on the
other hand, weaves a somewhat roundabout story about the Székelys, not
without contradictions:

“...the Székelys ... are the remnants of the Huns, who, having learned
that the Hungarians had again marched into Pannonia, went to meet
the returning ones at the borders of Russia, and ... together they con-
quered Pannonia.”

The leader of the Székelys was Csaba, who went to Greece after At-
tila’s death:

“These Székelys thought that Csaba had died in Greece [...] This
Csaba was therefore the legitimate son of Attila — fathered by the
daughter of Honorius, the emperor of the Greeks [...] From this Csaba

the Aba clan originates™.*

Based on the cited sources, we can draw several conclusions. The first
and perhaps most important is that the Székelys did not have the tradition of
Attila, but of Csaba, and that they had a kind of tradition connected to the
Aba, and that some of their groups had at some point come into closer contact
with a member of the clan named Csaba. This Csaba — contrary to Kézai’s

22 Kordé¢, 2016, 107-117.

23 Anonymus Minorita, 151-152.
24SRHI: 101.

25 SRH I: 162-163.
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claim — was not the son of Attila, unknown from other sources, or the alleged
son-in-law of the earlier Emperor Honorius, but a figure in Hungarian history
of the 10th—11th centuries, who had close ties with the Székelys. According
to a widespread view, he was a 10th-century adventurer leader who, retur-
ning home from the lost battle of Augsburg, moved to the Balkan Peninsula
with a part of his people (the Székelys). In my opinion, however, in this Csa-
ba, we can see an unknown 11th—12th century member of the Aba clan,?
who played an important role in the life of some Székely groups, later (thanks
to Simon Kézai) became part of the traditional consciousness of the entire
population. Whoever this Csaba was, we can say that he was not a Hun (or
Avar) but a figure in Hungarian history. The story preserved in the chronicle
of Kézai about him can only serve as evidence that the Székelys had a dif-
ferent tradition from the Hungarians, but it does not allow us to assume the
existence of an ancient Attila or Hun consciousness.

In my opinion, the line of research that sees in this half-sentence evi-
dence of a Székely Attila tradition is giving too much weight to Anony-
mous’s claim that the Székelys “were originally the people of King Attila”.
It is suspicious in itself that the Anonymous notary is unaware of the Csaba
tradition embedded in the small story of Kézai. In his work, Csaba’s name is
only in a meaningless expression (Sobamogera, i.e. ‘Csaba Magyarja’),
which he no longer understands, and (based on the Greek language) he gives
Csaba’s name the meaning of “stupid”. This also shows that there is no trace
of any “complex” Hunnic tradition in Anonymus’s Gesta, no matter how
many elements of Hunnic history we look for in him. In addition to not kno-
wing about the alleged son of the Hunnic king, Csaba, he is not aware of his
brother, Aladar, or the fratricidal war that took place between them. What he
knows or describes about the Székelys again differs from Kézai’s version.
Chapter 50 of the gesta talks about the campaign against the Bihar chieftain
Ménmardt (one of the people he invented), led by Osbé and Velek. The army
and the generals crossed the Tisza and

“...camped along the Korogy River. When the Székelys, who were ini-
tially the people of King Attila, heard about the famous Osbé, they
peacefully marched to meet him and handed their sons over to him as
hostages with various gifts, and in the battle against Ménmarot they

26 Kristd, 1994, 143; Kordé, 1996.
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secured the first line of battle in front of Osb6’s army. The leaders
immediately sent the sons of the Székelys to Prince Arpad, and they

themselves marched against Ménmarot behind the advancing Szé-
kelys.”?

Anonymus, as is well known, often projected the conditions of his own
time back to the time of the conquest, thus making up for the scarcity of his
sources and the shortcomings of his knowledge. He acted similarly in the
case of the Székelys, who, according to him, marched peacefully (obviam
pacifici venerunt) to Osbd, who was camping by the waters of the Korogy.
It is clear from the narrative that the scribe placed the Székelys of the time
of the conquest in the territory of Bihar. The author was probably prompted
to do this by the fact that at that time (around the turn of the 12th—13th
centuries) Bihar was still a significant Székely centre.

It is striking, however, that Anonymus has no knowledge of the Szé-
kelys of Transylvania, although at the time of the creation of the gesta a
significant part of this population had already settled beyond the Kiralyhago
Pass. Their absence is all the more striking since the anonymous scribe pre-
sents the Romanians — whose settlement in Transylvania began a few deca-
des before the creation of the gesta — as opponents of the conquering Hun-
garians. It is worth noting that, according to Kézai, after Attila’s death, the
Szekelys withdrew to the Chigle field (in campo Chigle) (i.e. not in Transyl-
vania). The “returning” Hungarians (whom Kézai considers to be Huns) were
joined in confinibus Ruthenie. They conquered Pannonia together, but not in
plano Pannoniae, but with Blackis in montibus confinii sortem habuerunt.*®
This suggests that Anonymous did not have precise knowledge of Székely
relations. It is clear from his report that he considered this population to be a
military element that had joined the Hungarians, but he was no longer aware
of the exact time and place of their joining. There is nothing to suggest that
Anonymous had any concrete knowledge about the Székelys beyond the ap-
proximate, rather imprecise information. His com-ment cannot be considered
evidence of an assumed — real or fictitious — Székely Attila tradition. His
statement reflects his view that the Scythians — to which the Székelys and the

27SRH I: 101-103.
2 SRH I: 162.
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Hungarians belong — constitute one people, and that they were once all under
Attila’s rule, although they later broke away from each other.

Summary

The analysis of the tradition and the listing of arguments (pro and con) could
be continued for a long time. All in all, I personally believe that the Székelys
did not have an original Attila tradition, but a much later Csaba tradition, not
related to the Huns. However, I am sure that the ongoing debate on this is
not over yet and it is not the task of this short paper to put an end to it. In
conclusion, I will only say that the Székelys were most likely originally
Turks, but then became Magyarized, to such an extent that they are often re-
ferred to as the “most Hungarian” population.
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Sekeller ve Tiirkler
Genisletilmis 6zet

Calismamin temel sorusu su sekilde formiile edilebilir: Sekeller Tiirk kokenli midir,
degil midir? Mevcut calismanin kapsami, bu soruya tiim ayrintilar1 kapsayan kap-
saml1 bir yanit vermeye elverisli degildir. Bununla birlikte, bdyle bir ayrintili incele-
meye de gerek yoktur; zira konuya iligkin tarih yazimi tezde anilan eserlerde zaten
ele alimmistir. Bu nedenle asagida yalnizca tartismamiz agisindan dogrudan ilgili
olan hususlara odaklanilacaktir.

Daha iyi bir kavramsal ger¢eve saglamak amaciyla, Sekellerin kdkenine ilis-
kin teorileri dort ana gruba ayirdim: (1) Macar koken kurami: Bu gruba giren yakla-
simlar, Sekelleri Macar toplulugu iginden askeri gorevler igin devsirilmis ve yapay
olarak olusturulmus bir grup olarak degerlendirmektedir. (2) Askeri yardimer halk
kokeni: Bu kategoriye dahil edilen kuramlar, Sekelleri Macarlardan farkli, ¢ogun-
lukla Tiirk kokenli bir etnik grup olarak goriir; bu grup, Macar boylarina Macarlarin
Karpat Havzasi’n1 fethinden 6nce katilmigtir. (3) Cifte fetih kurami: Bu yaklagim,
Macar koken kuraminin farkl: bir tiirii olarak da degerlendirilebilir ve esasen Karpat
Havzasi’na yerlesim siireci ile bunun kronolojisine odaklanir. (4) Hun kéken kurami:
En eski yaklagim olarak kabul edilebilir; zira kokleri Orta Cag’a kadar uzanmaktadir.

1. Meslek adi1 ve Macar koken kurami: Sekellerin Macar kokenli oldugunu
savunan kuramlarin biiyiik ¢ogunlugu, Sekel boy adinin eski Macarcada belirli bir
meslegi (6zellikle askeri ya da sinir muhafizligina iligskin bir gérevi) ifade eden bir
kelimeden tiiredigi varsayimma dayanir. Bu yaklagimin modern anlamdaki kurucu
ismi, 19. ylizyilin ikinci yarisinda Pal Hunfalvy olmustur. Hunfalvy, Sekel adinin bir
meslek isminden tiiredigi ve ‘bekei, sinir muhafizi’ anlami tagidigt sonucuna varmis-
tir.

Bu gortis, farkli bigimleriyle Lorand Benkd ve Istvan Bona gibi 6nde gelen
aragtirmacilar tarafindan da benimsenmistir. Bu yaklasima gore Sekel boy adi, eski
Macarcada ‘(sinir) muhafizi’ (speculator, custos) ya da ‘okgu, nisanci’ (sagittarius)
anlamina gelen bir kelimeden tiiremistir; dolayisiyla Sekeller, sinir koruma ve askeri
gorevler i¢in drgiitlenmis bir topluluk olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Bununla birlikte, bu kuramlar gesitli agilardan sorunludur. Oncelikle, Sekel
adinin tiiretilebilecegi kesin bir meslek adi tespit edilememistir. Tkinci olarak, tarih-
sel incelemeler, s6z konusu donemde sinir muhafizlari (speculatores), okgular (sa-
gittarii) ile Sekeller arasinda 6nemli toplumsal, hukuki ve statii farkliliklarinin bu-
lundugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Bu veriler 15181nda, Sekel boy adinin bir meslek adindan tiiredigi yoniindeki
aciklama dogrulanabilir gériinmemektedir.
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2. Askeri yardimer halk kdkeni (Bulgar-Tiirk kokeni) kurami: Ben, Sekellerin
kokenini, Macarlarin yurt tutus dncesinde biinyelerine kattiklar1 askeri yardimei top-
luluklar arasinda arayan goriislerle hemfikirim. Bu yaklasimlar cogunlukla Sekel boy
adin1 Bulgar-Tiirk kdkenli Eskel adiyla 6zdeslestirmeye ¢alismustir.

Ben de benzer bir ad eslestirmesi denemesinde bulundum ve Sekellerin Ma-
carlara katilimini, 9. yiizy1lin ortalar1 civarinda, kabar toplulugu ¢ergevesinde diisiin-
mekteyim. Bununla birlikte, Hakan Aydemir yakin zamanda yayimlanan kapsamli
calismasinda Eskel-Székely eslestirmesini reddetmis ve Sekel adin1 yine Tiirkge ko-
kenli Sekel boy adindan agiklamistir.

Aydemir’e gore Sekeller Hunlara katilmis ve onlarla birlikte Karpat Havza-
st’na yerlesmistir. Attila’nin dliimiinden sonra ise, 895/896 yillarindaki Macar yurt
tutusuna kadar bu bolgede varliklarini siirdiirmiisler ve bu donemde Macarlara ka-
tilmislardir. Hun geleneklerini ise yiizyillar boyunca muhafaza etmiglerdir.

3. Hun koéken kurami: Attila gelenegi mi yoksa Csaba (Caba) gelenegi mi?
Ben, Sekel gelenck malzemesinin degerlendirilmesi meselesini farkli bir sekilde ele
almaktayim. Sekellerin kokenine iligkin en erken bilgiler, iki Macar kronik yazari
tarafindan aktarilmistir; yaklasik 1210 civarinda yazan Anonymus ve yaklasik 1283
civarinda eser veren Simon Kézai.

Anonymus bu sorunu tek bir yarim ciimleyle gecistirir: Sekeller baglangigta
kral Attila’nin halktyd1 (“Siculi, qui primo erant populi Atthyle regis’’). Buna kar-
silik Kézai, celiskilerden tamamen arinmis olmasa da Sekeller hakkinda daha kap-
saml1 bir anlat1 sunar. Buna gore Sekeller, Hunlarin kalintilaridir ve liderleri, Atti-
la’nin oglu Csaba’dir (Attila’nin bu isimde bir oglu baska kaynaklardan bilinme-
mektedir). Attila’nin 6liimiinden sonra Sekeller Karpat Havzasi’'nda kalirken, Csaba
once kayinpederi Imparator Honorius’un yanina, Yunanistan’a gitmis, ardindan ise
Iskit topraklarma geri dénmiistiir.

Efsaneye gore Csaba, Aba soyunun atasidir ve Hun doneminin degil, daha zi-
yade Macar tarihinin bir figiirii olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Bu anlatinin 6nemli bir
sonucu, Sekellerin asli geleneginin Attila’ya degil, Csaba’ya baglandigini gdsterme-
sidir.

Anonymus’un ifadesi, 6zgiin bir Attila ya da Hun geleneginin varligini kanit-
lamaz. Zira s6z konusu kronikgi, Sekellerle ilgili kosullar hakkinda sinirl ve kesin-
likten uzak bilgilere sahipti. Onun anlatimindan, Sekelleri Macarlara katilmis askeri
bir unsur olarak degerlendirdigi anlasilmaktadir; ancak bu katilimin zamani ve yeri
konusunda bilgi sahibi degildir. Bu yaklagim, Anonymus’un, Sekelleri ve Macarlari
da kapsayan “Iskit” topluluklarinin baslangicta tek bir halk olusturdugu ve bir dénem
Attila’nin hakimiyeti altinda bulundugu, daha sonra ise birbirlerinden ayrildiklar
yoniindeki genel goriisiinii yansitir.
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Anonymus’un anlatisinda, Kézai’de goriilen “Hun hikayesi” unsurlarinin bu-
lunmamasi (hatta Caba adinin yalnizca anlamini yitirmis bir kelime parcasi seklinde
ortaya ¢ikmast), bu anlatinin esas kurgulayicisinin Kézai Simon oldugunu diisiin-
diirmektedir. Kézai, Attila ile dogrudan baglantili olmayan gelenek parcalarini, Bati-
It kroniklerde Hunlar hakkinda okuduklariyla birlestirerek, ¢cok sayida efsanevi un-
sur igeren kendi anlatisini olusturmustur.

Bununla birlikte, bu anlat1 Sekeller ile Aba soyu arasindaki iliskiye de isaret
etmektedir. Aba soyunun kdkeni ise Hazar Kaganlig1 yoniine isaret eder; bu durum,
Sekellerin dogu kdkenine iliskin kuramlari daha da giliglendirmektedir.
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*ARTSUREM

A WELL-KNOWN UNKNOWN WRITING:
THE SZEKELY SCRIPT

Kliara SANDOR*

Introduction!

As is well-known, the monuments of the Hungarian language — besides some
Greek-lettered monuments — were written with Latin letters. There is, how-
ever, an alphabet all of whose known monuments are written in Hungarian,
which, although we can frequently encounter its signs in Hungary, can only
be read and written by an extremely small fraction of native Hungarian spea-
kers — and which is essentially unknown to the international scientific com-
munity. That is why I have chosen the title of my lecture: this writing is
known and unknown at the same time.

Basic knowledge about the Székely script

The name of the Székely script refers to the fact that the earliest relics of this
writing system were found in Székely Land and were produced by members
of the ethnic group called the Székelys, who lived in the eastern border region
of the Hungarian kingdom. The fact that the Székelys had some kind of wri-
ting of their own was already recorded at the end of the 13th century in the
Chronica Hungarorum of Simon de Kéza, the chronicler of King Ladislaus
IV (1272-1290).

The Székely script belongs to the Aramaic script family, and it prese-
rves this in several features. The letters were written from right to left, and

* University of Szeged, Cultural Heritage and Digital Society Research Group, Department
of Cultural Heritage and Human Information Science, Szeged, Hungary; ORCID ID: 0000-
0003-4233-1804; sandor.klara@hung.u-szeged.hu

1 This study was supported by the Digital Society Competence Center at the University of
Szeged. For a longer and more detailed paper by the author on the Székely script in English
see Sandor, 2024.
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in the early period, short vowels were marked only at the end of a word but
not inside them (later, only the e sounds were not written, and finally they
were all marked as well). The long consonants were not marked by duplica-
tion.

The historical Székely alphabet — the version found in early, medieval,
and modern written records — consists of 34 graphemes, of which 32 are
phonemes and 2 (mb, nt) denote sound relations (Fig. I). All Hungarian
phonemes have their own sign except the long vowels and the closed e and
h, which are marked with the same grapheme. The & can be represented by
two different graphemes, one originally used in palatal and the other velar
context, the latter later used to denote the sound relation ak. The most pro-
bable reason why & had two signs is that the adopted alphabet, and even its
predecessors, had two different letters for £. The Székely script may have
inherited this feature from the Aramaic script.

The letterforms of the early monuments retain the memory of engra-
ving, scratching, and carving. The Székely letters began to change significan-
tly later in the history of the alphabet because of pen writing, and from the
17th century onward, rounded forms appeared in handwriting.

The Székely script never had to be deciphered in the same sense as,
for example, the hieroglyphs or the alphabet of the Eastern Turkic inscrip-
tions found in the Orkhon and Yenisei regions. The phonetic value of the
Székely signs has always been known mainly because of the scholarly inter-
est that was already evident from the end of the 19th century.

Today, we know 67 monuments of the Székely script, several of which
have survived in more manuscripts.> These monuments can be divided into
two large groups: the group of inscriptions preserved in churches in Székely
Land, and all other monuments — these are copies of inscriptions or were ori-
ginally written in pen: alphabets, notes, a textbook, a calendar, glosses writ-
ten in Latin books, secret contents in diaries, poems, and letters. Some sur-
viving manuscripts date from the late fifteenth and early 16th centuries, but
most date from the 17th and 18th centuries and are not from Székely Land.

2 For the publication and interpretation of the monuments of the Székely script, with literature
and descriptions of the monuments, see Benk6—Sandor—Vasary, 2021.
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Most of the oldest known monuments of the Székely script have been
discovered in churches in Székely Land, most of them in villages near Sz¢é-
kelyudvarhely, the former Székely political center.’ The reason for this geog-
raphical distribution remains unknown, but it may have to do with the inter-
nal prestige of the Székely community. Today, we know of eighteen church
inscriptions, of which the earliest three are dated to the end of the 13th cen-
tury, the turn of the 13th and 14th centuries, and the 14th century; three in-
scriptions from the 15th century are known today, while most of the church
inscriptions we know were made in the 16th and 17th centuries.

Church inscriptions were made using various techniques. The earliest
were carved in stone; later, they were drawn in chalk or paint, and many were
scratched into plaster in thin lines. The church inscriptions are similar in con-
tent: the inscriptions have a personal name, and besides the Székely letters,
there is often a Latin text with a year and possibly a name. The years indicate
the year the church was renovated, while the name in Székely script is that
of the masters who performed the renovation alongside one or two other
words or the name of the priest who served in the church.

The church inscriptions in Székely Land confirm that knowledge of
Szekely letters was passed down from generation to generation through inter-
nal transmission. This tradition could have been limited and not independent
of some level of education. In the case of the monuments we know today,
the inscriptions were either created by priests or by craftsmen doing church
work. There is, however, a third group of inscriptions of which little is
known: these are short texts, usually with a single name, scratched into plas-
ter.

The common feature of the church inscriptions in Székely Land is that
they are all “signatures” of some kind; that is, they are expressions of iden-
tity, showing that the inscription’s writer has a special knowledge of the Szé-
kely script. Therefore, the function of the church inscriptions with the Szé-
kely alphabet was the same as that of the tags of graffiti signatures sprayed
with paint today: to prove the author’s presence there and to show their group
affiliation, their Székely identity.

The authentic traditions of Székely Land have also produced manus-

3 Gyula Németh noted that most of the church inscriptions are located in the vicinity of
Székelyudvarhely (Odorheiu Secuiesc, Romania) (Németh, 1945).
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cript monuments. A Franciscan monk of Székely origin was the author of a
calendar that was probably written shortly after 1450 and was found and
copied in 1690 in the observant Franciscan monastery of Szarhegy by Luigi
Ferdinando Marsigli, an Italian military engineer and scientist who was there
to organize the military security of the Transylvanian straits.*

The author of the inscription preserved in a copy of the diary of Hans
Dernschwam, the Fuggers’ manager in Hungary, was also of Székely origin.
The inscription was discovered in 1555 on the wall of the stables of the
House of Ambassadors in Istanbul by members of the Hungarian embassy
who were staying there. According to the text, the inscription was made in
1515 by Tamas Székely Kedei, a former horseman of the embassy who
recorded the ambassadors’ misadventures.

The first mention of the Székely script, made by non-Székely people,
emerged in the 15th century from the court of Matthias Corvinus (1458—
1490), drawing the attention of Hungarian scholarship of the time to the let-
ters previously known only in Székely Land. According to the cult born in
his court, the Székely alphabet is a remnant of the ancient Hun-Scythian heri-
tage, and the alphabet’s antiquity is proven by the fact that it is not written
on paper but carved into wood. In this first period, therefore, for Matthias
and his ideologically forming courtmen, the Székely script was clear proof
of the idea that Hungarians are of Hun origin.’

In the 16th and 17th centuries, this tradition was passed on by several
figures of Hungarian humanism. In the 18th century it was included in the
first scientific descriptions of the Székely alphabet, and until the middle of
the 19th century, this view was the official scientific opinion. While the view
of the Hungarians’ Hun origin was then removed from academic discussions,
many lay approaches still take this as their starting point.

The Székely script was probably never widely used, demonstrated by
the fact that we hardly see it on everyday objects from the early times. This
also shows that the Székely alphabet was already used as cryptography at the
turn of the 16th and 17th centuries. Also at this time, in 1598, Janos Telegdi

4 The relic is the longest-surviving monument of Székely writing. For a complete philological
documentation, see Sandor, 1991; for more details about the possible author, see Sandor,
2017.

5 On the birth of the cult of the Székely script, see Sandor, 2017. No written relics of the Huns
have survived, and as far as we know, there has been no sign that they had their own writing.

119



compiled the first alphabet book with Székely letters. The book was widely
copied, many of its manuscripts have survived, and with a few exceptions,
all manuscript monuments of the 17th and 18th centuries have Telegdi’s al-
phabet as their source. In the 16th and 17th centuries, the Székely script
became popular mainly among peregrine students but was also used to write
poems, name-day greetings, registry entries, and others.®

On the origins of the Székely script

In the second part of my paper I will address the question that is most closely
related to the theme of the conference: does the Székely script reveal any-
thing about the origins of the Székelys?

As is well known, studies have yet to reach a consensus on the Szé-
kelys’ origins. The majority of researchers consider them to be a former Tur-
kic-speaking ethnic group who joined the Hungarians before the conquest
mainly because historical sources always refer to them the way they usually
do foreigners and because the group’s privileges corresponded to that as
well. Others believe that they were organized from the Hungarian-speaking
population to defend the borders based on the fact that parallels of their dia-
lects are found in the western part of the present-day Hungarian-speaking
area — where they used to live. I note here that this latter view fails to consider
that a population that has undergone a language change will naturally adopt
the Hungarian dialects of its surroundings.

Does the writing of the Székelys help to answer this question? What
do we know about the origin of the Székely script?

From the very beginning, scientific research has sought the origin of
the Székely script among the Turkic scripts. First, it was linked to the Eastern
Turkic alphabet.” Later, more and more monuments were found from the for-
mer territories of the Khazars, Danube Bulgars, and Avars. These monu-
ments do not use the exact same alphabets but have similar characters.
Although they have yet to be deciphered, their inscriptions are likely to be in
Turkic dialects/languages. The Székely alphabet is not identical to these al-
phabets, but recent decades have seen the prevailing opinion that a close rela-

6 On these types of manuscripts, see Sandor, 2014, 271-279.
7 Nagy, 1895; Németh, 1934.
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tion to the Székely alphabet will be observed among them.® This view does
not consider two problematic circumstances. First, the Székely alphabet has
more similarities with the geographically more distant Eastern Turkic alpha-
bet than with the Western Turkic alphabets. According to Gyula Németh,
sixteen,” according to Istvan Vasary, five are certain, eleven are probable
matches!? — the opinion of Andras Rona-Tas, who argued that only two signs
can be identified with certainty,'! seems to be an unjustified methodological
rigor. Second, inscriptions in alphabets similar to those previously thought
to be Western Turkic have been found in greater numbers in Inner Asia.

One can resolve both contradictions using Dimitrij Vasil’ev’s theory,
which states that Turkic writing variants with ethnic and regional characteris-
tics began to develop from property signs and tribal symbols in the nomadic
ancestral homeland around the Altai.'?> During the First Turkic Khaganate
(552-630), these variations of the script had not yet been standardized, and
the Turkic tribes moving westward have carried over the alphabets that had
been developed earlier. During the Second Turkic Khaganate (682—744), the
Eastern Turkic script was established under strong Sogdian influence and
standardized.

In the case of the Western Turks, however, no unification took place,
and the subtypes of the ancient Turkic alphabet continued to change in inte-
ractions with local traditions. This common ground explains the possibility
of a closer relation between monuments found farther from each other than
between those that are geographically closer. Vasil’ev’s theory explains why
the Székely alphabet is more similar to the Yenisei group of Eastern Turkic
inscriptions: because of their peripheral position, the Yenisei inscriptions
may have been more influenced by local conditions and, despite their later
date, may have retained more archaism than the Orkhon inscriptions at the
center of the khaganate.

Research on the question of the origin is complicated by the fact that
the earliest known relics of the Székely script date back to the end of the 13th
century, requiring us to bridge several centuries between the alphabet, which

8 E.g., Rona-Tas, 1996, 338.
9 Németh, 1934.

10 Vasary, 1974.

1 Rona-Tas, 1996.

12 vasil’ev, 2005.

121



was supposed to have been handed down to the ancestors of the Székelys
before the conquest, and the earliest Székely monuments. The reconstruction
is aided by the alphabet’s internal history and stratification on the one hand
and by new discoveries on the other.

The signs of the Székely script show a historical stratification. The al-
phabet is clearly the result of conscious shaping(s). The signs show traces of
graphic unification: as a result, the elements of certain letter groups are visu-
ally harmonized: the signs s, g, and / and r, cs, and z fit into a single line."
The signs j, 6, and u may be relatively late and may have formed with the
help of Latin influence; the signs of the palatalized phonemes, with the ex-
ception of /y, show traces of the transformation from ligatures to indepen-
dent graphemes. This transformation must have taken place in the 13th cen-
tury — or somewhat later — because the current alphabet reflects the already
established Hungarian sound system in that century: the signs ¢, gy, #, v, and
zs cannot be earlier than the 13th century because of sound history.'* Accor-
ding to a long-held view in the literature, the Székely script would also have
signs borrowed from the Cyrillic and Glagolitic alphabets, but this is highly
doubtful.'

There may also be evidence that the Székelys have already been using
an early version of the Székely script before the 13th century. A few years
ago, a piece of pottery with four signs was found in Southern Transdanubia.
The inscription is clearly fragmentary, part of it missing. Formally, all the
signs are identical to those of the Székely script, but because there is no
definite reading of them, the phonetic value of the letters remains unknown.
The site is a buried iron foundry from the 10th or 11th century and is close
to the areas where the Székelys may have lived at that time.

Summary

In conclusion, there is no evidence that the conquering Hungarians used their
own letters. The Székely script was from the earliest times specifically asso-
ciated with the Székely ethnicity. The Székely alphabet developed in several

13 Vasary, 1974.
14 Sandor, 2014.
15 For arguments, see Sandor, 2014; 2023.
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layers, but it is safe to say that it was based on a Turkic alphabet and that this
base was close to the eastern variants of the Turkic scripts. The existence of
a script unknown to other parts of the Hungarian population is another argu-
ment that favors the theory that the early Székelys had joined the Hungarians
as an independent ethnic group before the 10th century.
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Iyi bilinen, ama bilinmeyen bir yazi: Sekel yazist
Genisletilmis 6zet

Sekel yazisi, Macar bilim insanlari tarafindan 15-16. yiizyillardan beri bilinmekte-
dir; ancak uluslararasi bilim diinyasinda neredeyse hi¢ bilinmemektedir. Bu ¢alisma,
s0z konusu yaz1 hakkinda en 6nemli bilgileri 6zetleyerek 6zelliklerini, yazili 6rnek-
lerini ve kokenini kisaca tanitmaktadir. Bu sonuncusu, Sekellerin kdkeninin agikliga
kavusturulmasi agisindan da 6nem tastyabilir.

Sekel yazisi (székely iras) adi, en eski drneklerinin Sekel bolgesinden (Szé-
kelyfold) gelmesine ve bunlarin Sekel etnik grubu tarafindan olusturulmus olmasina
isaret eder. Yaziya iligkin ilk kayit, 13. ylizyilin sonlarinda Simon Kézai’ye aittir;
kendisi bu yaziy1 agik¢a Sekellerin harfleri olarak anmaktadir.

Tarihi Sekel alfabesi 34 isaretten olusur; bunlarin ¢ogu birer sesi gosterirken,
bir kismu ses birlegmelerini karsilar. Bazi sesler (6rnegin kisa ve uzun {inlii giftleri,
kapali é sesi ve 4) ayni igaretle gosterilirken, & sesi i¢in iki ayr1 isaret kullanilmustir;
bunlarin muhtemelen 6n ve art iinliili sdzciiklerde kullanildigr disiiniilmektedir.
Sekel yazisinin bazi 6zellikleri Aramice kdkeni yansitir; drnegin sagdan sola yazilir
ve erken donemlerde kisa tinliiler yalnizca sdzciik sonunda isaretlenmistir. Erken d6-
nem Orneklerdeki harf bigimleri oyma ve kazima geleneginin izlerini tasirken, daha
sonraki yazilarda (17. ylizyildan itibaren) el yazisinin etkisiyle daha kivrimli harf
bigimleri goriiliir.

Giiniimiizde Sekel yazisiyla yazilmig 67 metin bilinmektedir; bunlarin bir
kismi1 birden fazla yazmada da korunmustur. Bu metinlerin bir boliimii Sekel bolge-
sindeki kiliselerde korunmus, diger boliimii ise yazmalar i¢inde yer almistir. Bu ikin-
ci gruba alfabeler, agiklayici notlar (hasiyeler), bir takvim, gizli kayitlar ve bir ders
kitab1 da dahildir.

Sekel bolgesindeki kiliselerde kesfedilen yazitlarin ¢ogu, eski Sekel merke-
zinin bulundugu Székelyudvarhely cevresindeki koylerden gelmektedir. En erken
ornekler 13. ylizyilin sonlarina, en geg olanlar ise 17. yiizyilin ikinci tigte birlik done-
minin sonlarina tarihlenir. Yazitlar tasa oyulmus, boyanmis ya da sivaya kazinmis
durumdadir. Icerikleri benzerdir; kisi adlar1 icerirler, kimi zaman tarih de bulunur;
bazi durumlarda Sekel harfli metinler Latin harfli yazitlarla da tamamlanir. Tarihler,
kilisenin onarim y1lin1 gésterirken, Sekel yazisiyla yazilmis adlar ise onarimi gergek-
lestiren ustalara ya da kilisede gorev yapan papaza aittir. Bu yazitlar 6ziinde birer
grafitidir; yazarlarinin Sekel kimligini ifade etmeye yarayan imzalar niteligindedir.
Kilise yazitlar1 ayrica, Sekel alfabesi bilgisinin Sekeller arasinda kusaktan kusaga
aktarildigini da gostermektedir; ancak bu yaziy: bilenlerin sayisinin muhtemelen
hi¢bir zaman ¢ok olmadig1 anlagilmaktadir.

Yazmalarmn nemli bir boliimii de Sekellerle iliskilidir. Ornegin Sekel yazisi-
nin bilinen en uzun metni olan bir takvim, 1450’li yillarda Fransisken rahipler tara-
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findan hazirlanmustir. Yine Istanbul’daki Elgiler Hani’nin ahirinda bulunan bir tas
iizerindeki yazitin yazari da Sekeldir; yap1 yandiktan sonra bu yazit yalnizca Hans
Dernschwam’in giinliigii sayesinde korunmustur. Asil yazit 1515 yilinda yapilmisg
olup Konstantinopolis’te bulunan Macar el¢iliginin yasadig1 sikintilar1 kaydetmek-
tedir; Dernschwam ise daha sonraki bir Macar el¢iliginin {iyesi olarak 1555 yilinda
bu yazit1 kopyalamistir.

Sekel bolgesi disindaki kullanimina dair ilk taniklik 15. yiizyi1ldan, Kral Ma-
tyas’in saraymdan gelmektedir. Matyas’in sarayi, Sekel yazisi bilgisinin korunma-
sinda dnemli bir rol oynamistir; ¢iinkii bu yaziya yonelik bilimsel ilgi burada basla-
mis, daha sonra hiimanist bilginler tarafindan siirdiiriilmiistiir. Yine Matyas’in sara-
yinda, Sekel harflerinin Hun yazisindan tiiredigi ve Macarlarin Hun kékenini kanit-
lad1g1 yoniindeki goriis ortaya ¢ikmustir. 16. ve 17. yiizyillarda hiimanist bilginler bu
gelenegi devam ettirmis ve 19. yiizyilin ortalarina kadar bu goriis resmi bilimsel ka-
naat olarak kabul edilmistir.

Sekel yazisi muhtemelen higbir zaman genis bir kullanim alani bulmamus, 16.
ve 17. yiizyillarin donimiinde ise artik ¢ok az kisi tarafindan biliniyor olmalidir.
Nitekim bunun bir kanit1 olarak, yazinin sifreli yazi amaciyla da kullanildig1 goriiliir;
bu donemde Telegdi Janos da yazmin yayginlasmasini saglamak amaciyla Sekel
alfabesi iizerine kiigiik bir ders kitab1 hazirlamay1 gerekli gérmiistiir.

Sekellerin kokeni konusunda bilimsel bir uzlasi bulunmamaktadir. Tarihgile-
rin ¢ogu, Sekelleri baglangigta Tiirk¢e konusan bir etnik grup olarak goérmekte ve
onlarin Macarlara, Macarlarin Karpat Havzasi’ni1 fethinden (895/896) 6nce katildi-
gin1 diistinmektedir. Bagka bir goriise gore ise Sekeller, sinir savunmasi amaciyla
Macarca konusan niifus i¢inden orgiitlenmistir. Sekel yazisi, bu tartismanin ¢dzimii-
ne katki saglayabilecek yeni kanitlar sunabilir.

Sekel yazisinin kokeni bagindan beri Eski Tiirk yazilari arasinda aranmistir.
[k olarak Dogu Tiirk alfabesiyle iliskilendirilmistir. Daha sonra Hazar Kaganligi,
Tuna Bulgar Devleti ve Avar Kaganlig1 topraklarinda ortaya ¢ikarilan, koseli isa-
retler iceren yazitlarin alfabeleriyle daha yakin bir akrabalik kurulmaya ¢aligtimistir.
Bununla birlikte dikkat ¢ekicidir ki Sekel alfabesi, Bat1 Tiirk yazilarima Dogu Tiirk
yazisina kiyasla daha az benzerlik gostermektedir. Bu geliski, Vasilyev’in kuramiyla
aciklanabilir. Buna gore en erken Tiirk yaz: tiirleri Altay ¢evresinde ortaya ¢ikmis
ve etnik ile bolgesel dzellikler gostermistir. Batiya go¢ eden Tiirk boylar1 daha 6nce
olusmus alfabeleri beraberlerinde gotiirmiis, bunlar1 birlestirmek yerine aralarindaki
farkliliklarin artmasia yol agmistir. Buna karsilik Dogu Tiirk alfabesi standartlas-
mustir. Sekel alfabesi Orhon yazitlarindan ziyade Yenisey yazitlarina daha yakindir;
bu durum da Vasilyev’in kuramiyla agiklanabilir, ¢linkii Yenisey bolgesindeki yazit-
lar ¢evresel konumlar1 nedeniyle daha arkaik 6zellikleri korumus olabilir.

Sekel alfabesinin kokeni arastirilirken, bu alfabenin katmanli bir yap1 goster-
digi ve gliniimiize ulasan harf dizisinin bilingli bir diizenlemenin sonucu oldugu goéz
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ontinde bulundurulmalidir; belirli harf gruplari i¢inde grafik acidan bir birlik goze
carpar. ¢, gy, ty, v, zs isaretleri ses tarihi acisindan 13. yiizyildan daha eski olamaz.
Ote yandan baz1 seslerin isaretleri (j, 0, u) gdrece geg ortaya ¢ikmis olabilir ve Latin-
ce etkisiyle olugsmus bulunabilir. Damaksillasmis seslerin isaretleri (/y harig) ise 13.
yiizyilda ya da daha sonra birlesik harflerden (ligatiirlerden) bagimsiz isaretlere do-
niismiis olabilir. Genel kabul goren goriise gore Sekel alfabesinde Kiril ve Glagolit
kokenli isaretler de vardir; ancak bu goriis oldukga tartigsmalidir.

Sekel yazisinin kokeninin arastirilmasini zorlastiran bir diger etken, en eski
Sekel yazili 6rneklerin ancak 13. yiizyilin sonlarina tarihlenmesidir; bu nedenle en
erken 6rneklerle varsayilan yurt tutma dncesi koken (Sekellerin Macarlara katilmast)
arasinda birka¢ yiizyillik bir boslugun asilmasi gerekir. Sekel yazisinin 6nciiliine
baglanabilecek bir buluntu olarak, Giiney Transtuna bolgesinde ele gegirilen ve 10—
11. yiizyila tarihlenen bir seramik parcasi dikkat ¢ekmektedir; iizerinde yer alan dort
isaretin her biri Sekel yazisindaki birer isaretle eslestirilebilir. Yazit parcalidir ve su
an i¢in anlaml1 bir okumasi yoktur; dolayisiyla isaretlerin ses degerleri bilinmemek-
tedir, ancak bi¢imsel benzerlik tartigmasizdir. Buluntu yerinin (Alsobii) yakinlarinda
bilinen Sekel yerlesimleri bulundugu igin, yazitin onlarla iligkili olmast da miim-
kiindiir.

Ozet olarak sunu sdyleyebiliriz: Yurt tutan Macarlarin kendilerine ait bir yaz
kullandiklarina dair herhangi bir kanit yoktur. Sekel yazisi baslangictan itibaren
Sekel etnik grubuna bagliydi, Tiirk alfabesine dayaniyordu ve bu temel Eski Tiirk
yazilarmin dogudaki degiskelerine daha yakindi. Macar niifusunun diger kesimleri
tarafindan bilinmeyen bdyle bir yazinin varligi, erken Sekellerin 10. yiizyildan 6nce
bagimsiz bir etnik grup olarak Macarlara katildiklart yoniindeki goriisii destekle-
mektedir.
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CONQUERING HUNGARIANS
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Introduction!

The Conquering Hungarians arrived in the Carpathian Basin from the Steppe
in the second half of the 9th century. Their archaeological horizon is well-
documented and can be reliably identified.? However, their origins and gene-
tic composition remain a subject of debate. The medieval chronicle tradition
refers to them as relatives of the Huns, whereas linguistic research has clearly
demonstrated that the Hungarian language belongs to the Finno-Ugric lan-
guage family.> Historical scholarship, based on the limited and chronolo-
gically restricted written sources and relying primarily on the results of ar-
chaeological research, seeks to reconstruct the history of the Hungarians
prior to their migration into the Carpathian Basin.

* University of Szeged, Department of Genetics, Szeged, Hungary; ORCID ID: 0000-0001-
9073-5788; vgisti@gmail.com

! The presentation and its written version present the results of research carried out by a team
of numerous researchers. The researchers involved in the project are: Gergely 1. B. Varga,
Zoltan Maroti, Endre Neparaczki, Oszkar Schiitz, Kitti Maar, Bence Kovacs, Tibor Kalmar,
Emil Nyerki, Istvan Nagy, Dora Latinovics, Balazs Tihanyi, Antonia Marcsik, Gyorgy Palfi,
Zsolt Bernert, Zsolt Gallina, Ciprian Horvath, Sandor Varga, Laszl6 Kolt6, Istvan Rasko, Pé-
ter L. Nagy, Csilla Balogh, Albert Zink, Frank Maixner, Anders Gétherstrom, Robert George,
Csaba Szalontai, Gergely Szenthe, Erwin Gall, Attila P. Kiss, Bence Gulyas, Bernadett Ny.
Kovacsoczy, Szilard Sandor Gal, Péter Tomka, and Tibor Torok. For the results of the re-
search, see Maroti et al., 2022.

2 Only a limited number of publications in Turkish are available on the archaeological record
of the Conquering Hungarians. For the Hungarian conquest of the Carpathian Basin, their ear-
lier settlement areas, often referred to as the “homeland,” as well as the archaeological re-
search related to the conquering Hungarians, see Petkes—Sudar—Tiirk, 2017; Balogh, 2023.
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3 For the most comprehensive discussion in Turkish on the Hungarian Hun tradition, see
Aydemir, 2021, 101-127.
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To clarify their biological origins, we applied archaeogenetics to ad-
dress the following key questions: (1) Can the first generation of immigrants
to the Carpathian Basin be identified? (2) If so, where did they come from,
and who were their ancestors? (3) Was their genetic makeup homogeneous,
or did they form a heterogeneous population? (4) Furthermore, how were
they related to earlier populations migrating into the Carpathian Basin from
the east, such as the Huns and Avars, as well as the local population?

To explore these questions, we sequenced the whole genomes of a
large number of individuals from 10th—11th century Carpathian Basin bur-
ials. Our dataset includes 48 skeletons from so-called elite cemeteries — i.e.,
burial sites of the military elite — and 65 individuals from village or com-
moner cemeteries. We intentionally overrepresented elite samples, as we ex-
pected to find a higher proportion of first-generation immigrants among
them.

We compared our genome data to a large dataset of Eurasian samples.
Our analysis included 1,400 individuals from 179 modern Eurasian popular-
tions and over 2,700 ancient genomes from approximately 200 archaeolo-
gical cultures across Eurasia.

First, we identified close family relationships using the correctKin
software. Next, we classified our samples into genetically homogeneous
groups using various clustering methods based on genetic similarities. Fi-
nally, we modeled the genomic composition of the studied individuals using
multiple advanced biostatistical approaches. Among these, the qpAdm
method proved to be the most powerful, as it optimally reconstructs test
genomes using potential source genomes. Additionally, we estimated admix-
ture dates with the DATES algorithm.

The most widely used approach for grouping genomes by similarity is
Principal Component Analysis (PCA). This method allowed us to create a
genetic map from thousands of modern genomes, onto which we projected
the studied samples. In the two-dimensional PCA plot, genetically similar
genomes cluster closely together, while more divergent genomes are posi-
tioned farther apart. Notably, the genetic map also reflects geographic distri-
bution: European populations appear on the left, East Asian populations on
the right, and the second axis primarily separates populations along a north-
south gradient.
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The projected ancient genomes cluster near the most genetically sim-
ilar modern and ancient samples. The majority of the 10th-century samples
align with European populations (Fig. 7). They form a genetic continuum
(European cline) ranging from Northern to Southern European genome
types, indicating that they represent the local population. However, a signif-
icant number of individuals shift eastward, toward Asia, forming a distinct
Congqueror cline. This eastward shift suggests that these individuals carry a
substantial proportion of Asian genetic components — the greater the Asian
ancestry, the farther they are positioned along this axis.

Nearest modern pops: Nearest ancient samples:
Bashkirs Okunevo (Tuva)
Siberian Tatars Scytho-Siberians (Tuva,

Kazakhstan)

Central-Saka (Kazakhstan)
Pazyryk (Altai)

Sagly-Uyuk (Mongolia)
Xiongnu (Western Mongolia)

Congq_Asia_Core
first-generation immigrants

Conqueror cline

European cline

Avar cline

A Conqueror_commoner
A Conqueror_elite

O Avar_early-middle

® Avar_late

Figure 1. The PCA “genome map” of our newly sequenced genomes

At the easternmost end of the Conqueror cline, we identified a group
of 12 elite Conquerors with the highest proportion of eastern genetic ele-
ments, which we term the Conqueror Asia Core (Conq_Asia Core). These
individuals occupy an intermediate position between Europe and Asia, sug-
gesting a roughly equal mix of European and Asian ancestry. Importantly,
our analysis shows that Conq_Asia Core individuals lack recent European
admixture, with their European ancestry tracing back to the Bronze Age. This
finding indicates that they were first-generation immigrants.

The 12 Conq_Asia_Core genomes cluster closely together on the PCA
plot, highlighting their genetic similarity and suggesting they belonged to the
same population. Their genomes most closely resemble those of modern
Bashkirs and Siberian Tatars, while among ancient populations, they show
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the strongest affinity to Scytho-Siberian groups. These data suggest that the
Congquerors likely originated from a region between the Ural Mountains and
the Altai.

Since genome similarity alone does not indicate origin, we next inves-
tigated the ancestral origins of the Conq_Asia Core group. We first modeled
their ancestry using f3 statistics, a method that identifies the populations
most closely related to a test group by measuring shared genetic drift. This
analysis included all available ancient and modern populations from genetic
databases. The results showed that among the hundreds of tested populations,
the closest genetic relatives of Conq Asia Core were Uralic-speaking peo-
ples, with the Mansi — the closest linguistic relatives of modern Hungarians
— showing the strongest genetic affinity. This striking parallel between lin-
guistic and genetic evidence suggests that the Conquering Hungarians were
likely responsible for bringing the Hungarian language to the Carpathian
Basin.

Since the Mansi and the Conquerors share common ancestry, we
included the Mansi in further analyses.

Ancestry modeling with gqpAdm

Next, we applied qpAdm analysis to model the genetic composition of both
the Conq_Asia_Core and the Mansi populations. This method determines the
most plausible ancestral sources for a given population and quantifies their
contributions.

First, we identified the distant Bronze Age ancestors of Conq_ Asia
_Core and the Mansi separately. The algorithm reconstructed the Conq_Asia
_Core genome from three sources: 52% Mezhovskaya (a Late Bronze Age
population), 13% Nganasan, 35% Late Bronze Age Mongolia. In compa-
rison, the Mansi genome was modeled as: 48% Mezhovskaya, 44% Ngana-
san, 8% Kazakhstan Eneolithic (Botai).

The shared Mezhovskaya-Nganasan ancestry indicates a common an-
cestral population, reinforcing the {3 statistics results. However, the differing
third components suggest distinct population histories after their divergence.
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Modeling recent admixture events

Next, we modeled the Conq_Asia_Core genome using more recent sources,
including Iron Age and younger populations. Based on prior results, we also
included modern Mansi as a potential source. The results were highly con-
sistent, showing a genetic composition of: 50% Mansi, 35% Sarmatian, and
15% Scythian- or Xiongnu-related ancestry.

To determine whether the Hun-related or Scythian-related ancestry
was the more accurate source, we estimated the timing of admixture using
the DATES algorithm. The results confirmed that the admixture occurred
between 290-461 CE, corresponding to the late-Xiongnu/early Hun era,
thereby excluding the Iron Age Scythians as a major ancestral source. Mean-
while, the Sarmatian admixture was dated to 484—112 BCE, aligning with
the early Sarmatian period in the Ural region.

These findings outline a prehistory in which the ancestors of Cong-
_Asia_Core initially formed a "Proto-Ugric" community with the ancestors
of the Mansi during the Late Bronze Age. Over time, the two populations
diverged, with the ancestors of Conq_Asia_Core intermixing first with early
Sarmatians and later with late-Xiongnu and early Huns.

Validating late-Xiongnu admixture

To further verify the late-Xiongnu admixture, we conducted a two-dimen-
sional F4-statistics analysis, measuring the presence of two characteristic
late-Xiongnu genome components: SlabGrave and Han Chinese populations.

These two components varied simultaneously in the Conqueror ge-
nomes, indicating they entered the gene pool in a single admixture event,
further supporting the gpAdm results (see Fig. 2).

The broader genetic landscape of the conquering Hungarians

Finally, we examined the origins of the remaining Conquering-period indivi-
duals. Most of those with European genomes came from commoner ceme-
teries, suggesting they were local inhabitants of the Carpathian Basin.
Individuals falling within the Conqueror cline (as seen in Fig. I) exhi-
bited a mix of European and Asian genetic components. We tested whether
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these individuals could be explained as admixtures between local popular-
tions and the immigrant Conq_Asia_Core group. Indeed, most could be mod-
eled as descendants of local inhabitants and first-generation Conquerors,
suggesting they represent the later generations of the Conquerors in the Car-
pathian Basin.
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Figure 2. Major late-Xiongnu components of Han-Chinese and SlabGrave change
together in Conq_Asia_Core according to f4-statistics

Finally, a significant number of individuals — primarily from the elite
— could not be modeled as descendants of Conq Asia Core. Instead, they
were best explained as admixtures of other Hun- and Alan-related steppe
groups with the local population. This suggests that these individuals were
integrated members of the elite who did not originate from Proto-Ugric-re-
lated sources, but rather from Hun-related steppe populations.

Statistical analysis of population distribution indicates that the majo-
rity of the 10th—11th century Carpathian Basin population consisted of local
inhabitants, primarily commoners buried in large village cemeteries. The im-
migrant population had two main origins:
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1. The majority were descendants of a Proto-Ugric-related community
that had undergone admixture with Sarmatians and Huns.

2. A substantial proportion consisted of other steppe groups, primarily
the descendants of the earlier Hun Empire, who joined the Conquering Hun-
garians in significant numbers.
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Arkeogenetik verilerin 15181nda 10. yiizy1l
Macar fatihlerinin genetik bilesimi
Genisletilmis 6zet

Macarlar, 9. yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda bozkir bolgesinden Karpat Havzasi’na ulag-
muslardir. Arkeolojik ufuklari iyi belgelenmis olup giivenilir bicimde tanimlanabil-
mektedir. Orta Cag kronik gelenegi onlari Hunlarin akrabalari olarak zikrederken,
dilbilimsel aragtirmalar Macarca’nin Ural dil ailesinin Fin-Ugor koluna ait oldugunu
acik bicimde ortaya koymustur. Tarihsel arastirmalar ise, sayica az ve kronolojik ac1-
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dan sinirh yazili kaynaklara ve esas olarak arkeolojik bulgulara dayanarak, Macarla-
rin Karpat Havzasi’na goclerinden onceki tarihini aydinlatmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Karpat Havzasi’na yerlesen Macarlarin biyolojik kokenlerini ve genetik bile-
simlerini aydinlatmak amaciyla, temel arastirma sorularina yanit aramak iizere arke-
ogenetik yontemler uyguladik: (1) Karpat Havzasi’na gog¢ eden ilk nesil tanimlana-
bilir mi? (2) Eger dyleyse, nereden gelmislerdir ve atalari kimlerdir? (3) Genetik
yapilar1 homojen miydi, yoksa heterojen bir niifus mu olusturuyorlardi? (4) Ayrica,
dogudan Karpat Havzasi’na daha 6nce go¢ eden Hunlar ve Avarlar gibi topluluklarla
ve yerel niifusla ne tiir iligkiler icindeydiler?

Bu sorulart incelemek amacryla, 10-11. yiizyila tarihlenen Karpat Havzasi
mezarlarindan elde edilen ¢ok sayida bireyin tiim genomunu diziledik. Veri setimiz,
askeri elit gomiilerinden 48 iskelet ile halk (teba) mezarliklarindan 65 bireyi iger-
mektedir. Genom verilerimizi genis kapsamli bir Avrasya karsilagtirma veri taba-
niyla karsilastirdik. Analizimiz, 179 giiniimiiz Avrasya popiilasyonundan 1.400 bire-
yi ve yaklasik 200 arkeolojik kiiltiire ait 2.700’den fazla antik genomu kapsamak-
tadur.

fIk adim olarak, correctKin yazilimi yardimiyla yakin akrabalik iliskilerini
tespit ettik. Ardindan, 6rneklerimizi genetik benzerliklere dayali ¢esitli kiimeleme
yontemleri kullanarak genetik agcidan homojen gruplara ayirdik. Son olarak, incele-
nen bireylerin genomik bilesimini birden fazla gelismis biyostatistiksel yontem uy-
gulayarak modelledik. Bunlar arasinda qpAdm yontemi en etkili olani olarak dne
cikmustir; zira bu yontem, incelenen genomlari olasi kaynak genomlar kullanarak en
uygun bicimde yeniden yapilandirabilmektedir. Ayrica, DATES algoritmasi araci-
ligryla karigim (admixture) olaylarinin zamanlamasini da tahmin ettik.

Genomlarin benzerliklerine gére siniflandirilmasinda en yaygin kullanilan
yontem baglica bilesenler analizi (Principal Component Analysis, PCA)’dir. Bu yon-
temle, binlerce modern genom temelinde bir genetik harita olusturduk ve incelenen
ornekleri bu harita iizerine projekte ettik. iki boyutlu PCA grafiginde genetik olarak
benzer genomlar birbirine yakin kiimelenirken, daha uzak akrabalik iligkisine sahip
olanlar daha uzak konumlanir. Dikkat ¢ekici bigimde, bu genetik harita cografi dagi-
lim1 da yansitmaktadir: Avrupa popiilasyonlari sol tarafta, Dogu Asya popiilasyon-
lar1 sag tarafta yer alirken, ikinci eksen esas olarak kuzey—giiney yoniindeki fark-
liliklar1 temsil etmektedir.

Projeksiyonla yerlestirilen antik genomlar, genetik olarak en benzer modern
ve antik Orneklerin yakiinda kiimelenmektedir. 10. yilizyila ait drneklerin biiyiik
¢ogunlugu Avrupa popiilasyonlariyla ortiigmektedir (Fig. /). Bunlar, Kuzey Avru-
pa’dan Giiney Avrupa’ya uzanan bir genetik siireklilik (Avrupa klini) olusturmakta
olup yerel niifusu temsil ettiklerini gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte, 6nemli sayida
birey doguya, Asya yoniine dogru kayarak belirgin bigimde ayrigan bir “Fetihg¢i
klini” olusturmaktadir.
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Fetih¢i klinigin dogu u¢ noktasinda, dogu kdkenli genetik bilesenlerin en
yiiksek oranini tastyan 12 bireyden olusan elit bir grup tespit ettik; bu grubu “Con-
queror Asia Core” (Conq_Asia_Core) olarak adlandirdik. Bu bireyler, Avrupa ile
Asya arasinda ara bir konumda yer almakta olup yaklasik olarak esit oranlarda Av-
rupa ve Asya kokenine isaret etmektedir. Onemli bir bulgu olarak, bu bireylerde ya-
kin doneme ait Avrupa kokenli genetik karigim goriilmemektedir; Avrupa kokenli
bilesenleri Bronz Cagi’na kadar izlenebilmektedir. Bu durum, onlarin birinci nesil
goegmenler oldugunu gostermektedir.

PCA grafiginde 12 Conq_Asia_Core genomu birbirine yakin bi¢cimde kiime-
lenmekte olup bu durum genetik benzerliklerini vurgulamakta ve ayni popiilasyona
ait olduklarin1 gostermektedir. Genomlart modern Bagkurtlar ve Sibirya Tatarlarina
en yakin benzerligi gosterirken, antik popiilasyonlar arasinda en giiclii yakinligt
Iskit-Sibirya gruplariyla sergilemektedir. Bu veriler, fetih¢i Macarlarin kokeninin
biiyiik olasilikla Ural Daglar ile Altaylar arasindaki bdlgeye dayandigimi goster-
mektedir.

Salt genomik benzerligin tek basina kdkeni gostermemesi nedeniyle, bir son-
raki asamada Conq_Asia_Core grubunun kdkenini inceledik. 1k olarak, sézde f3-
istatistigi kullanilarak kokenleri modellendi; bu yontem, paylasilan genetik siiriik-
lenmenin derecesine dayanarak incelenen gruba en yakin popiilasyonlar: belirler.
Analize, genetik veri tabanlarinda mevcut olan tiim antik ve modern popiilasyonlar
dahil edildi. Sonuglar, yiizlerce test edilen popiilasyon arasindan Conq_Asia_Core
grubunun en yakin genetik akrabalarinin Ural dil ailesine mensup topluluklar oldu-
gunu gostermistir; bunlar arasinda ise giiniimiiz Macarlarinin en yakin dilsel akraba-
lar1 olan Mansiler en giiclii genetik benzerligi sergilemektedir. Dilbilimsel ve genetik
veriler arasindaki bu dikkat ¢ekici paralellik, fetih¢i Macarlarin Macarca’y1 Karpat
Havzasi’na getirmis olabilecegini diisiindiirmektedir.

Mansiler ile fetih¢i Macarlar ortak bir kokene sahip olduklarindan, Mansileri
sonraki analizlere de dahil ettik.

Bunu takiben, Conq Asia Core ve Mansi popiilasyonlarinin genetik bilesi-
mini modellemek amaciyla qpAdm analizini uyguladik. Bu yontem, belirli bir popii-
lasyonun en olasi atasal kaynaklarini belirler ve bunlarim katki oranlarini nicel olarak
hesaplar.

[k asamada, Conq_Asia_Core ve Mansi gruplarinin uzak, Bronz Cagi’na ait
atalarin1 ayr1 ayri tespit ettik. Algoritma, Conq_Asia_Core genomunu ii¢ kaynaktan
tiiretmistir: %52 Mezhovskaya (Ge¢ Bronz Cagi popiilasyonu), %13 Nganasan ve
%35 Geg Bronz Cag1 Mogolistan bileseni. Buna karsilik, Mansi genomu su sekilde
modellenmistir: %48 Mezhovskaya, %44 Nganasan ve %8 Kazakistan Eneolitik
(Botai).

Ortak Mezhovskaya—Nganasan kokeni, f3-istatistigi sonuglarini da teyit ede-
rek, ortak bir atasal popiilasyona igaret etmektedir. Buna karsilik, {igiincii bilesenler-

135



deki farkliliklar, iki popiilasyonun ayrismalarinin ardindan farkli gelisim siirecle-
rinden gectigini gostermektedir.

Bunu takiben, Conq_Asia Core genomunu daha yeni, Demir Cag1 ve sonraki
donemlere ait kaynak popiilasyonlar kullanarak modelledik. Onceki sonuglara daya-
narak modern Mansileri de olas1 bir kaynak olarak analize dahil ettik. Elde edilen
sonuglar yiiksek derecede tutarlilik gostermis ve su genetik bilesimi ortaya koymus-
tur: %50 Mansi, %35 Sarmat ve %15 Iskit veya Xiongnu kékenli bilesen.

Hun ya da Iskit kkeninin hangisinin daha olas1 oldugunu belirlemek amacty-
la, DATES algoritmas1 kullanilarak genetik karigimimn zamanlamasi tahmin edil-
mistir. Sonuglar, karigimin MS 290461 yillar1 arasinda gergeklestigini gostermistir;
bu donem ge¢ Xiongnu / erken Hun evresiyle ortiismekte olup, Demir Cagi Iskit-
lerini baglica kaynak olarak diglamaktadir. Buna karsilik, Sarmat karisiminin zamani
MO 484-112 arasina tarihlenmis ve bu da Ural bolgesindeki erken Sarmat déne-
miyle uyumlu bulunmustur.

Bu bulgular, Conq_Asia Core atalarinin Ge¢ Bronz Cagi’nda Mansi atala-
riyla birlikte bir “proto-Ugor” topluluk olusturdugunu gostermektedir. Daha sonraki
stirecte bu iki popiilasyon ayrismis; Conq_Asia_Core atalart 6nce erken Sarmatlarla,
ardindan ge¢ Xiongnu ve erken Hun gruplariyla genetik olarak karismistir.

Ge¢ Xiongnu kokenli katkiyr daha ileri diizeyde test etmek amaciyla, iki
boyutlu F4-istatistik analizi gerceklestirdik. Bu analiz, ge¢ Xiongnu gen havuzuna
ozgli iki karakteristik bilegenin — SlabGrave ve Han Cinli popiilasyonlarin — varligini
incelemektedir.

Bu iki bilesenin fetih¢i genomlarda eszamanli olarak degisim gostermesi,
bunlarin gen havuzuna tek bir genetik karisim olay1 sonucunda déhil oldugunu orta-
ya koymakta ve bdylece qpAdm analizinin sonug¢larini daha da giiclendirmektedir
(bkz. Gor. 2).

Son olarak, fetih donemi niifusuna ait diger bireylerin kokenlerini de incele-
dik. Avrupa tipi genetik profile sahip bireylerin biiylik ¢ogunlugu halk mezarlikla-
rindan gelmekte olup, bunlarin Karpat Havzasi’nin yerel niifusunu temsil ettigini
gostermektedir.

Fetihgi klini i¢inde yer alan bireyler (bkz. Gor. ), Avrupa ve Asya kokenli
genetik bilesenlerin bir karisimini sergilemektedir. Bu bireylerin, yerel niifus ile
konar-goger Conq Asia Core grubunun karisimi olarak agiklanip agiklanama-
yacagini test ettik. Sonuglar, ¢cogu durumda bunun miimkiin oldugunu gostermistir:
bu bireyler, yerel halk ile birinci nesil fetihgilerin torunlari olarak yorumlanabilir;
yani Karpat Havzasi’ndaki fetih¢ilerin daha sonraki nesillerini temsil etmektedirler.

Buna karsilik, dnemli sayida birey — ozellikle elit tabakaya ait olanlar —
Cong_Asia_Core grubunun dogrudan torunlari olarak modellenememistir. Bu birey-
ler en iyi sekilde, Hun ve Alan kokenli diger bozkir topluluklari ile yerel niifus ara-
sindaki genetik karisim olarak agiklanabilmektedir. Bu durum, s6z konusu bireylerin
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proto-Ugor kdkenli olmadigini, aksine Hun kokenli bozkir topluluklarindan gelen
ve elit yapiya entegre olmus unsurlar oldugunu gostermektedir.

Niifus dagilimina iliskin istatistiksel analizler, 10—11. yiizyil Karpat Havzasi
niifusunun biiyiik ¢ogunlugunu yerel halkin olusturdugunu, bunlarin da esas olarak
genis koy mezarliklarina gdmiilen siradan toplumsal kesimlere ait oldugunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Go¢men niifus ise iki ana kaynaga dayanmaktadir: 1. Cogunlugu, Sar-
matlar ve Hunlarla genetik olarak karigmis proto-Ugor kdkenli bir toplulugun torun-
larindan olusmaktadir. 2. Onemli bir kismini ise diger bozkir gruplari, dzellikle de
eski Hun Imparatorlugu’nun torunlari teskil etmekte olup, bunlar fetih¢i Macarlara
onemli sayilarda katilmislardir.
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EARLY HUNGARIAN-TURKIC LANGUAGE
CONTACT

Klira AGYAGASI*

Language contact between Turkic languages and Hungarian dates back to the
early stages of the history of the Hungarian people and language. It likely
began after the ancestors of the Hungarians separated from the Ugric com-
munity and established the Proto-Hungarian language system by gradually
developing their own features in their homeland.! Archaeology has most re-
cently posited the Hungarian homeland in the forested steppe zone of north-
western Siberia, beyond the Urals.? Leaving the ancient homeland may have
been a longer historical process, with the transition from a pastoralist-hunter
lifestyle to a nomadic one, taking place during the migration from the forest
steppe zone to the southwest, but before the encounter with the steppe
nomads. The 5th century was the time when, according to Byzantine sources,
Turkic groups (various Ogur and Bulgar tribal alliances) appeared in Euro-
pe.’ The prehistoric Hungarian population, already nomadic, may have ap-
peared in the Black Sea foothills after the migration of the Ogur tribes to the
Caucasus foothills, but before the arrival of the Khazars.* It cannot be ruled
out that the first loose forms of Hungarian—Turkic contact had already begun
in the early stages of the southwestern migration of the Hungarians.> How-

* University of Debrecen, Institute of Slavistics, Debrecen, Hungary. ORCID ID: 0000-0002-
6449-5618; agyagasi.klara@arts.unideb.hu

! For a comparison of the historical periodization of the Hungarian language from the pers-
pectives of linguistic history, archaeology and social history, see Zimonyi, 2014, 23-27.

2 Makkay, 2005, 369-391; Klima, 2021.

3 Moravcsik, 1930 (1942), 294-302.

4 The Hungarians living along the Maeotis were called Onogur by Slavic sources in the 7th
century (Rona-Tas, 1996, 217-221). This can be explained by the fact that the ancestors of
the Hungarians may have occupied the area that the Onogurs lived in before they left for the
Balkans in the 7th century. The Slavic-mediated version of the name Onogur became the
exonym of the Hungarians, as shown by the data of the Western European annals of the 5th-
9th centuries, cf. Kiraly, 2006, 146—163.

5 Réna-Tas, 1996, 246-250.

139


https://doi.org/10.7816/28ahnn38.09
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

ever, the intense Hungarian—Turkic historical and language contact took
place after the first stage of migration was completed, following the settle-
ment between the Don and Kuban rivers, in the vicinity of the Khazar Empi-
re.® From then on, relations continued uninterrupted during the migration to
Etelkoz, and even during the Conquest and the Arpad-period, until the Mon-
gol invasion.

The Ogur tribal communities involved in the language contact were
representatives of the r-Turkic branch of Turkic languages,” of which Chu-
vash is the only modern representative. The classification on the Khazar lan-
guage within the Turkic language family has changed several times in the
course of historical linguistic investigations.® According to the initial view,
represented by Vambéry, Gombocz, and Németh, the Khazar language itself
could only be z-Turkic because of the consonant z in the ethnonym. This
view was overturned by the discovery of the form gasar in several runic ins-
criptions in 1981. Various attempts have been made to explain the etymology
of the word (by Pelliot, Rona-Tas, and Ciociltan), but the explanations are so
varied that they have only led to the conclusion that the ethnonym does not
provide a basis for categorizing the language of the Khazars. In the mean-
time, Golden published a collection of Khazar glosses preserved in various
sources.’ Based on the meaning of the prefix ‘white’ in the Khazar town
names Sarigsin and Sarkel, Ligeti classified the Khazar language as being of
the Chuvash type. Erdal, however, disputed the correctness of Ligeti’s posi-
ted morphological structure of the name Sarkel, and concluded from his stu-
dy of the Khazar glosses that there is more evidence to argue that Khazar is
not a Chuvash-type language.!® Finally, the debate has only recently been
settled by the inclusion of Turkic loanwords in Hungarian in the investi-
gation, see below.

% Historical contact between the Khazars and Hungarians was reported by a later source,
Constantine Porphyrogenitus, cf. Kristo, 1980, 81-144.

7 Historical sources record the existence of the z : 7 opposition, and thus of the two linguistic
branches, in the names Oghuz : Ogur as early as the Old Turkic period. From the point of
view of the history of the sound system, rotacism (the result of the z > » change) is a change
of the late Proto-Turkic period, documented by extensive literature. For the most recent sum-
mary, see Rona-Tas—Berta, 2011, 1107-1114; Agyagasi, 2019, 37-38.

8 For details of the debate see Zimonyi, 2014, 82-85.

9 Golden, 1980.

10 Erdal, 2007.

140



Since the first half of the 18th century, a number of scholars have dis-
cussed Turkic—Hungarian language contact and certain Turkic—Hungarian
lexical parallels. At this early stage of investigations, at the beginning of the
emergence of the comparative method of historical linguistics (hallmarked
by the activities of Armin Vambéry, Antal Reguly, Jozsef Budenz, and Ber-
nat Munkdécsi), a common belief was prevalent in linguistic studies. At the
end of the 19th century, this belief sparked one of the most significant de-
bates in Hungarian linguistics, which went down in the history of science as
the “Ugric—Turkic War”, and which took place mainly between Vambéry
and Budenz as well as their students.!! The subject of the debate was the
question of the origin of Hungarians, which the participants in the debate
sought to prove by using linguistic evidence. The decisive argument for the
Finno-Ugric origin of the language was put forward by Budenz, who refuted
Vambéry’s proposal for a Turkic origin'? with reference to phonology-based
arguments.'® Later research clearly proved that the results of the comparative
method based on linguistic data are valid only within historical linguistics.'

The first monographic study of the Turkic elements of the Hungarian
language, by Zoltan Gombocz, interprets the Turkic elements of the Hun-
garian vocabulary as the result of early language contact.'® In his work Die
bulgarisch-tiirkischen Lehnwdérter in der ungarischen Sprache, Zoltan Gom-
bocz laid the methodological foundations for the study of Turkic loanwords
for a long time. This work is the starting point for the classification of the
Turkic loanwords of the Hungarian language into three chronological strata
(early, i.e. pre-Conquest; middle, i.e. Kuman-Kipchak; and late, i.e. Ottoman
Turkish), where the chronological classification also points to the specific
source language. Zoltan Gombocz identified the Bulgar Turkic language as

1 Vasary, 2017; Maticsak, 2020, 104-107.

12 Vambéry, 1869.

13 Budenz, 1871.

14 The distinction between the history of the language and that of the ethnic group was recog-
nised by linguistic and historical research already in the mid-20th century and is the basis of
linguistic research on linguistic stratification. An outstanding example of such research is the
monograph by Wolfgang Veenker, who illustrated linguistic assimilation and its consequen-
ces by using the example of certain ethnic groups originally speaking Finno-Ugric languages,
thus demonstrating the difference between linguistic and ethnic history (Veenker, 1967).
Later, Veenker’s results were confirmed by historiography (see Kappeler, 2004). Today, hu-
man genetics provides the evidence for the need to separate language and ethnic history.

15 Gombocz, 1912.
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the source of the early layer because phonological criteria (the presence of
the consonants » and / in the Volga Bulgarian tomb inscriptions in place of z
and § in all other Turkic languages) provide a basis for this. In order to prove
early language contact on the basis of phonological criteria, he gave a promi-
nent role to the only modern descendant of Bulgar Turkic, Chuvash.

The next major advance in the comprehensive study of the topic is the
work of Lajos Ligeti, who made it his task to sketch the Turkic historical and
linguistic geographical background of each Hungarian word under study (to-
gether with their possible Altaic connections). He published etymological
case studies of each word in various journals between 1933 and 1952, which
he collected in two volumes in 1977 and 1979.'¢ In these publications, after
presenting the source data, Ligeti processed the very abundant literature
available to him from both Eastern and Western scholarship, considered the
probable source-language phonological forms, but did not undertake an exact
source language reconstruction.

From the early 1960s, in parallel with Lajos Ligeti’s research, the His-
torical-Etymological Dictionary of the Hungarian Language (referred to as
TESz, using the Hungarian acronym of the title) was prepared for publication
and then published in three volumes. Lajos Ligeti was responsible for the
professional supervision of the the work on the vocabulary of Turkic origin
in Hungarian. As a result of the preparatory work, an extremely rich database
was created, which included all the hitherto known Turkic data of all the
loanwords of Turkic origin that had been discovered in the mean-time, and
which was supplemented by historical and dialectal data of the Hungarian
forms, i.e. a parallel Hungarian database. This abundance of data made it
possible to reconstruct the source forms, and revealed the surprising fact that
the vast majority of Turkic loanwords do not carry Chuvash phonological
criteria. It can be interpreted as a consequence of this situation that in his
next major monograph Ligeti placed the emphasis on the historical back-
ground, chronology and convergent development of the phonetic history of
Turkic and Hungarian by defining further criteria (the probability criterion,
antiquity criterion, cultural criterion, and linguistic-geographical criterion)
that support the early borrowing from other Turkic languages (Oghuz and

16 Ligeti, 1977; 1979.
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Kipchak), which emerged as source languages alongside Proto-Chuvash.!’
The work published in 1986 brought a new approach to the dating of the
borrowings: Ligeti extended the chronology of the borrowings to the Arpad
era. Despite all his efforts, however, Ligeti was unable to determine the exact
source language.

The Turkic loanwords of the Hungarian language are also included in
the German-language revised edition of TESz, Etymologisches Worterbuch
des Ungarischen I-111 (EWUng), published between 1993 and 1997. Despite
the enormous progress made, by then, in historical Turkic studies, the study
of the Bulgar-Turkic branch, and in contact linguistic methodology, EWUng
was only updated to the level of the contemporary etymological literature.
Thus, at the end of the 20th century, despite the publication of five seminal
works on the subject of early Hungarian—Turkic language contact from 1912
onwards, fundamental questions remained unanswered, and important inter-
national research findings remained untapped. These circumstances justified
the launching of new basic research at the turn of the millennium, which is
capable of answering all the old questions left open by historical linguistics
and new questions raised by contact linguistics in the context of Hungarian—
Turkic language contact at the international level of 21st century linguistics.

The new research findings of Andras Rona-Tas and Arpad Berta were
published in a monumental monograph of 1,494 pages titled West Old Tur-
kic: Turkic Loanwords in Hungarian, in 2011 in Wiesbaden, Germany. The
linguistic corpus of the monograph (hereafter WOT) is essentially based on
the vocabulary included in TESz and EWUng. However, the authors of WOT
included in their research not only literary words previously determined to
be of certain or probable Turkic origin, but also words of disputed origin,
words of unknown origin, archaisms and regional words which, because of
their geographical distribution, were likely to be of Turkic origin. As regards
the Turkic material in the database, a new feature of WOT is the emphasis
on Old Turkic data. The authors cite data from three different scripts (Runic,
Uighur and Arabic) from Eastern Old and Middle Turkic sources, and de-
veloped a transcription system to represent these, which allows the inter-
pretation of the multiple scripts as linguistic data within a single phonolo-
gical framework. On the Hungarian side, they used Old Hungarian written

17 Ligeti, 1986.
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source material, assigning literary headings to the Old Hungarian written
sources with the date of occurrence, and interpreting the spelling as linguistic
data. This procedure made it possible to reconstruct the correspondences be-
tween source and recipient languages on the basis of Old Turkic and Old
Hungarian linguistic data existing at approximately the same time.

Since the collected linguistic corpus contained many words without
Chuvash phonological criteria, the authors of WOT did not organize the data
according to the phonological criteria of a predefined Turkic language type.
Instead, they sought to identify the source language type on the basis of the
features reconstructed from Old Hungarian historical linguistic data from the
Old Turkic period. Andras Rona-Tas published his working hypothesis'® be-
fore the research started, in which he proposed to define the question of the
source language on a chronological and geographical basis, avoiding the trap
of possibly misclassifying words without phonological criteria under an Old
Turkic ethnonym in the sources. Therefore, he called all the language vari-
eties that were present in Eastern Europe at the time of Hungarian—Turkic
contact (between the 7th and 13th centuries) and could be considered as po-
tential source language varieties, Western Old Turkic. Lars Johanson’s the-
ory of code copying, published in 1992, was used as a suitable theoretical
framework for such a linguistic study. Code copying, as defined by Johan-
son, is the process whereby the active reproduction apparatus (linguistic
code) of a source language, operating concurrently, is partially or completely
copied and reproduced in the target language. Thus, the phonological, mor-
phophonetic and lexicological subsystems of the Old Turkic language code
of Western Old Turkic, which were typical at the time of the language con-
tact, can be represented through the source language reconstruction of the
Old Turkic words of the Hungarian language. All the lexical elements in
Hungarian are copies of the Western Old Turkic denotations and abstractions
of the Old Turkic period, which can be used to map the social, economic,
cultural and belief system characteristics of the source language communi-
ties, as well as to display information on the geographical location of the
language contact, the flora and fauna, and the duration of the contact situ-
ation.

18 Rona-Tas, 1998.
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The linguistic analysis carried out in this monograph established that
early Turkic—Hungarian language contact involved the Ogur branch of Wes-
tern Old Turkic and the Kipchak branch of Turkic, in contact with Proto-
Hungarian and early Old Hungarian. According to Rona-Tas, the Ogur lan-
guage was the language of both the Khazars and the Bulgars,'® as 246 (64%)
of the 384 Western Old Turkic words (most of which are without phono-
logical criteria) that are considered to be certain in Hungarian have reflexes
in Chuvash. This shows that there could not have been any substantial diffe-
rence between Bulgar and Khazar in the 7th through the 9th centuries. Accor-
dingly, Western Old Turkic consists of two phonological subsystems, the
Ogur and Kipchak phonemic systems and their regional variants. Thus, the
form of the Western Old Turkic language variant which can be deduced from
Hungarian was in itself a heterogeneous historical unit.

However, the Ogur phonological subsystem is subdivided into further
geographical and chronological subsystems. A good example of the exis-
tence of geographical subsystems is the representation of the Proto-Turkic
word-final *# in the Hungarian equivalents, where three geographically dif-
ferent developments of this phoneme are shown in the Hungarian data in the
same period:

WOT *#tdp- (cf. EOT tdy-) — Hu. teng-, tengddik (WOT 887) ‘languish’
WOT *opg (cf. EOT *yon) > *jom — Hu. gyom (WOT 397) ‘weed’
WOT *buy (cf. EOT buy) > buy — Hu. bz (WOT 179) ‘sorrow’

The chronological subdivision is shown by the correspondences of the
Western Old Turkic*/- in Hungarian:

(a) (Proto-Turkic *y- >) WOTj- — Proto-Hu. j~> d’, d:
WOT #injii ‘pearl’ (cf. EOT yincii) — Proto-Hu. jinjii > *jinj > jiinj > Hu.
gyongy (WOT 402) ‘pearl’
WOT #jiyay ‘walnut’ (cf. EOT yagak) — Proto-Hu. *jiyay > *jiwo >
gvio > Hu. dio (WOT 294) ‘walnut’

(b) WOT j- > ¢- > ¢é- > §- — Proto-Hu. § > s

19 Réna-Tas, 2011, 1176.
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WOT #jel > *¢el > el > $él “wind” — Proto-Hu. sél, Hu. szél (WOT 784)
‘wind’

WOT *jeley > *&eley > *&eley > *seley — Proto-Hu. *$eley > Hu. sz616
(WOT 818) ‘grape’

In the examples listed under (a), in one of the Old Turkic varieties, j
was preserved throughout the entire Old Turkic period and copied by Old
Hungarian into its own system in an unchanged form; while the examples in
(b) show a four-step change of the phoneme j, which marks four chrono-
logical planes. The different representations of each of the intermediate steps
are not the result of theoretical reconstruction but are representations of real,
existing forms transferred from Volga Bulgarian into Permic languages.*

Among the semantic subsystems, some words indicating social elites
stand out. In these, names of ranks/positions formed from common names
became personal names, in some cases the names of Arpad rulers:

WOT *buyla > bila ‘name of rank/position” — ‘name of King Béla I’ (WOT
1169) (reigned: 1060—1063)

WOT *abyu > jewii ‘name of a rank/position’ — Hu. jeii-ca ‘name of King
Géza I’ (WOT 1174) (reigned: 1074-1077)

WOT *yelley ‘name of rank/position’ — Yeley ‘name of Arpad’s 2nd son’
(WOT 1170)

The words copied in Hungarian from Western Old Turkic show the
organisation of public life in the source language society:

WOT *birug ‘judge’ (cf. EOT biruk) — Hu. bire (WOT 130) ‘judge’

WOT *bildcdk ‘shackles’ (cf. EOT bildk “wrist’) — Hu. bilecek > *bilincek
> bilin¢ (WOT 128) ‘handcuffs’

WOT *tanil¢ ‘advice, council’ (cf. EOT *tanus) — Hu. *tanil¢ > Hu. tandcs
(WOT 846) ‘advice, council’

WOT *tanuy ‘witness’ (cf. EOT tanuk) — Hu. *tanu > tanu (WOT 848)
‘witness’

20 Cf. Réna-Tas, 1988, 760—766.

146



WOT *toriiydn ‘law’ (cf. EOT torii) — Hu. *tiiriiyen > tiirven > torvény
(WOT 944) ‘law’

The two basic components of farming are animal husbandry and crop
production. Neither the animal-husbandry nor the crop-production termino-
logy copied into Hungarian shows the typical features of farming in nomadic
societies with large herds. In the terminology of animal husbandry, the tradi-
tional animals (such as ‘bull’, ‘ox’, ‘calf’, ‘heifer’, ‘ram’, and ‘goat’) are
joined by ‘pig’ and ‘chicken’, and the tools of animal husbandry include the

‘fold’ and the ‘sty’.

WOT #biga ‘bull’ (cf. EOT buka) — Hu. bika (WOT 127) ‘bull’
WOT *iikiir “ox’ (cf. EOT 6kiiz) — Hu. okor (WOT 663) ‘ox’

WOT *tana ‘calf’ (cf. EOT *tana) — Hu. tino (WOT 909) ‘calf’
WOT *indy ‘cow’ (cf. EOT ingdk) — Hu. iiné (WOT 978) ‘cow’
WOT *burayu ‘calf’ (cf. EOT buzagu) — Hu. borju (WOT 151) ‘calf’
WOT *ko¢ ‘ram’ (cf. EOT ko¢) — Hu. kos (WOT 576) ‘ram’

WOT *kécdkd ‘goat’ (cf. EOT keci) — Hu. kecske (WOT 518) ‘goat’
WOT #*asnay ‘pig’ (cf. EOT yasnag) — Hu. diszné (WOT 296) ‘pig’
WOT *tiyuk ‘hen’ (cf. EOT takigu) — Hu. tyuk (WOT 965) ‘hen’
WOT *koram ‘sheepfold’ (cf. EOT korum) — Hu. karam (WOT 497) ‘fold’
WOT *ayul ‘sheepfold’ (cf. EOT agil) — Hu. 6/ (WOT 632) ‘sty’

And the vocabulary of crop cultivation points to horticulture and fruit
growing in addition to the cultivation of arable crops.

WOT *arpa ‘barley’ (cf. EOT arpa) — Hu. drpa (WOT 77) ‘barley’

WOT *buyday ‘wheat’ (cf. EOT bugday) — Hu. buza (WOT 186) ‘wheat’
WOT *burcay ‘pea’ (cf. EOT burcag) — Hu. borsé (WOT 154) ‘pea’
WOT *kumlay ‘hops’ (cf. EOT kumlak) — Hu. komlo (WOT 556) ‘hops’
WOT *kéndir ‘hemp’ (cf. EOT kdntir) — Hu. kender (WOT 524) ‘hemp’
WOT *turma ‘radish’ (cf. EOT turma) — Hu. torma (WOT 920) ‘horse-
radish’
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WOT *kdrtd ‘garden’ (cf. Os. kdrt < 1E.*garda) — Hu. kert (WOT 535)
‘garden’

WOT *alma ‘apple’ (cf. EOT alma) — Hu. alma (WOT 62) ‘apple’

WOT *iyay ‘walnut’ (cf. EOT yagak) — Hu. dio (WOT 294) ‘walnut’
WOT *Celey ‘grape’ (cf. EOT *yeglek) — Hu. sz616 (WOT 818) “grape’
WOT *emilc “fruit’ (cf. EOT yemis) — Hu. gyiimélcs (WOT 417) ‘fruit’
WOT *kokdn ‘blackthormn’ (cf. EOT koken) — Hu. kékény (WOT 581)
‘blackthorn’

WOT *c¢um ‘cornel’ (cf. Os. cym) — Hu. som (WOT 737) ‘cornel’

WOT *bor ‘wine’ (cf. EOT bor) — Hu. bor (WOT 147) ‘wine’

WOT *siir- ‘to filter’ (cf. EOT siiz-) — Hu. szir- (WOT 831) “filter’

The above linguistic data convincingly attest that a long period of
time, several centuries, must have elapsed between the departure of the Hun-
garians from their ancestral homeland and their arrival in the Carpathian
Basin, during which time the Hungarian population maintained contact with
Turkic ethnic groups speaking different varieties of the Western Old Turkic
language. The migration was halted in several places, and at each stopping
place they led a nomadic lifestyle for a longer period of several generations,
combining their way of life with crop cultivation, alternating between winter
and summer camps. One of these stopping places can be localised by lin-
guistic data to the Don-Kuban region. In Hungarian, there are plant names
indicating Hungarian—Turkic—Alanian language contacts. The direction of
the linguistic borrowing is different in the case of these, as there are tree
names of Alanian origin in Hungarian (¢6/gy ‘oak’), som ‘cornel’ and komlo
‘hops’ of Alanian origin but transmitted to Proto-Hungarian via Turkic, and
finally kdris ‘ash’, kokény ‘blackthorn’, korte ‘pear’, gyékény ‘typha’ and
probably mogyoré ‘hazel’ are of Turkic origin in Hungarian and Alanian.?!
The direct Hungarian—Turkic—Alanian language contact may have taken
place in the area of the Don-Kuban region, the area where the Alans were
settled.

21 Réna-Tas, 2005, 207-209.
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Recent archacological research?® has challenged the assumed timeline
of the linguistically based Proto-Hungarian—Old Turkic language contact and
the linguistically based reconstructed route of migration of the Hungarians,
based on the material of new sites attributed to Proto-Hungarian. I address
the linguistic implications of the archaeological argument in a separate ar-
ticle.?

Abbreviations

EOT Eastern Old Turkic

Hu. Hungarian

WOT Western Old Turkic
Os. Ossetian

OH Old Hungarian
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Erken Donem Macar-Tiirk Dil iliskileri
Genisletilmis 6zet

Bugiinkii bilgilerimize gore, Macar dilinin s6z varliginda 419 Eski Tiirk¢e alint1 s6z-
ciik bulunmaktadir; bunlar Eski Tiirk¢e doneminde (7—13. yiizyillar) Macarcaya gir-
mistir. Bu sozciiklerin 6nemli bir boliimii, Macarlarin Karpat Havzasi’n1 yurt edin-
mesinden (896) once ve bu havza disinda alinmistir. Bu nedenle ¢aligmanin giris bo-
liimiinde, yazar erken temaslarin olas1 baglangicina iligkin sorunlar1 ve bunlarin me-
kanina dair arkeolojik ve tarihsel kaynaklar1 ele almaktadir. Makale, bu sézvarligi
katmanna iliskin Macar Tiirkolojisinin bilim tarihi agisindan énemli ii¢ donemini
gbzden gecirmekte ve 21. yiizyilda elde edilen sonuglari tanitmaktadir. {lk donemin
temsilcileri (Armin Vambéry, Antal Reguly, Jozsef Budenz) Macar dilinin kokenini
arastirmig, ancak 1871°de Budenz’in sesbilimsel kanitlara dayanan argiimanlari,
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Macarcadaki Tiirk¢e unsurlarin dil akrabaliginin degil, alintilarin sonucu oldugunu
acikca ortaya koymustur.

Ikinci dénemin 6nde gelen bilim insan1 Zoltin Gombocz’dur. Gombocz,
1912 tarihli monografisinde (Die bulgarisch-tiirkischen Lehnwérter in der ungari-
schen Sprache) erken Tiirkge sozciik katmanini, Volga Bulgar mezar yazitlarinin dil
ozellikleriyle (rotasizm ve lambdasizm) ortiismesine dayanarak Bulgar-Tiirk kdkenli
olarak degerlendirmistir. (Volga Bulgar yazitlarinin dil 6zelliklerine iliskin bilgiyi
N. I. Asmarin’in Bolgar: i ¢uvasi adli, 1902°de Kazan’da yayimlanan eserinden e-
dinmistir.) Gombocz, s6z konusu ¢alismasinda Tiirk¢e alinti sézciiklerin incelen-
mesi i¢in uzun siire belirleyici olacak yontemsel temelleri atmistir. Bu eserle birlikte,
Macarcadaki Tiirkce alintilarin ii¢ kronolojik katmana (erken, yani yurt tutus dncesi;
orta, yani Kuman-Kipgak ve gec, yani Osmanli donemi) ayrilmasi anlayisi yerles-
mis; bu kronolojik siniflandirma ayni zamanda somut kaynak dilin belirlenmesine
de igaret etmistir.

Sonraki donemi Lajos Ligeti’nin ¢aligmalar1 temsil eder. Ligeti, 1933 ile
1952 yillar1 arasinda gesitli dergilerde ¢ok sayida Tiirk¢e etimolojik inceleme yayim-
lamis, bunlar1 1977 ve 1979°da iki cilt halinde toplamistir. Bu ¢aligmalarda yalnizca
Macarcaya ge¢mis Tiirkge alintilar igin mevcut Tiirkge verileri bir araya getirmekle
kalmamis, ayn1 zamanda bu s6zciiklerin Altay dilleriyle olan baglantilarina da dikkat
cekmistir. 4 magyar nyelv torténeti-etimologiai szotara 1-111 (1967-1976) adl1 ese-
rin Tiirk¢e kokenli s6z varligina iliskin maddeleri iizerinde ¢alisirken, erken alinti-
larin yalnizca kiigiik bir bdliimiiniin Gombocz’un belirledigi Bulgar-Tiirk/Cuvas tipi
ses Olciitlerini tagidigini fark etmistir. 1986 tarihli kitabinda (4 magyar nyelv torék
kapcsolatai a honfoglalds el6tt és az Arpdd-korban) erken alintilart destekleyen ek
Olciitleri (olasilik 6l¢iitii, eskilik olgiti, kiiltiirel ve dil cografyasi 6l¢iitii) tanimla-
mis, ancak alintilarin kaynak dilini kesin olarak belirleyememistir.

Andras Rona-Tas ve Arpad Berta, 2011°de yayimlanan ¢alismalarinda (West
Old Turkic: Turkic Loanwords in Hungarian), Macar—Tirk dil iligkilerinin mekanini
Karadeniz’in kuzeyi ile Etelk6z bolgesine yerlestirmistir. Yazarlar, bu temaslarda
rol oynayan Tiirk dilini Eski Bat1 Tiirkcesi olarak tanimlar. Bu dil, Avarlarin, Ogur-
larin, Bulgarlarin ve Hazarlarin Ogur tipli, ayrica Kumanlarm Kipgak tiirlindeki dil
degiskelerini kapsar ve Anadolu Tiirkgesinden farklidir. Hazar dilinin Tiirk dilleri
icindeki yeri uzun siire tartismali oldugundan, makale bu tartismanin baglica goriis-
lerini ve Ogur siiflandirmasini destekleyen kanitlar1 da sunmaktadir.

Roéna-Tas, alintilama siirecinin bilimsel aciklamasinda, Macarcadaki Eski
Tiirk¢e alintilar1 Lars Johanson’un 1992°de gelistirdigi “kod kopyalama” kurami
cercevesinde degerlendirir. Buna gore, Eski Bat1 Tiirk¢esinin Macarcada korunmus
sozvarligi, bu dilin yasayan bir dilsel kaynagi olarak ele alinir. Bu yaklagim, s6z ko-
nusu sozciiklerin Eski Bat1 Tiirkgesinindeki tiiretim siireglerinin, Eski Dogu Tiirk-
gesi karsiliklariyla karsilagtirmali olarak incelenmesini de igerir. Makale, Tiirkce
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alint1 s6zvarliginin cografi ve kronolojik katmanlagmasini ortaya koymakta; toplum-
sal elitin adlandirilmasi, kamusal diizen terminolojisi, hayvancilik ve araglari ile bit-
ki ve meyve yetistiriciligine iliskin sdézvarligindan 6rnekler sunmaktadir.

Erken Macar-Tiirk dil iliskileri arastirmalarina iligkin baglica kaynaklar sun-
lardir: Vambéry Armin: Magyar és torok-tatar szoegyezések. Nyelvtudomanyi Koz-
lemények 8 (1869), 109—189; Budenz Jozsef: Jelentés Vambéry Armin magyar-torok
szoegyezéseirdl. Nyelvtudomanyi Kézlemények 10 (1871), 67—-135; Zoltan Gom-
bocz: Die bulgarisch-tiirkischen Lehnwdérter in der ungarischen Sprache. Mémoires
de la Société Finno-Ougrienne 30 (1912), Helsinki; Moravcsik Gyula: Az onogurok
torténetéhez. Magyar Nyelv 26 (1930), 4-18; Gyula Moravcsik: Byzantinoturcica 1.
Die Byzantinische Quellen der Geschichte der Tiirkvolker. Budapest, PAzmany Péter
Tudomanyegyetem, Gorog Filologiai Intézet, 1942; Benkd Lorand (Szerk.): 4 ma-
gvar nyelv torténeti-etimologiai szotara, 1-111. Akadémiai Kiadd, Budapest, 1967—
1976; Ligeti Lajos: A magyar nyelv tordk kapcsolatai és ami kériiléttiik van, 1-11.
kotet. Korosi Csoma Tarsasag, Magyar Tudoméanyos Akadémia Konyvtara, Buda-
pest, 1977, 1979; Peter B. Golden: Khazar Studies. An historico-philological inquiry
into the origins of the Khazars, Vol. I-11. Akadémiai Kiado, Budapest, 1980; Ligeti
Lajos: A magyar nyelv torék kapcsolatai a honfoglalds elétt és az Arpad-korban.
Akadémiai Kiado, Budapest, 1986; Marcel Erdal: Old Turkic word formation: A
Functional Approach to the Lexicon, Vol. 1-11. Harrassowitz Verlag, Wiesbaden,
1991; Lars Johanson: Strukturelle Faktoren in tiirkischen Sprachkontakten. Franz
Steiner Verlag, Stuttgart, 1992; Lorand Benkd (Hrg.): Etymologisches Wérterbuch
des Ungarischen, Band I-111. Budapest, 1993—-1997; Andras Réna-Tas: Western Old
Turkic. Johanson, L. (Ed.), The Mainz Meeting. Proceedings of the Seventh Interna-
tional Conference on Turkish Linguistics. August 3—6, 1994, Harrassowitz Verlag,
Wiesbaden, 1998, 619-626; Andras Rona-Tas: Turkic—Alanian—Hungarian Con-
tacts. Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 58 (2005), 205-213;
Andras Rona-Tas — Arpad Berta: West Old Turkic. Turkic Loanwords in Hungarian,
Vol. I-II. Turcologica 84. Harrassowitz Verlag, Wiesbaden. 2011; Zimonyi Istvan:
A magyarsag korai torténetének sarokpontjai. Elméletek az ujabb irodalom tiikré-
ben. Balassi Kiado, Budapest, 2014; Klara Agyagasi: Chuvash historical phonetics.
An areal linguistic study. Turcologica 117. Harrassowitz Verlag, Wiesbaden, 2019;
Istvan Mandoky Kongur: Newcomers from the East. Hungarians and Kipchak-Turks
in Europe. Second, enlarged, improved edition. Molnar & Kelemen Oriental Pub-
lishers, Uppsala—Budapest, 2021.
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ARTSUREM

NYELVESZETI MEGJEGYZESEK A
DENTUMOGER ELNEVEZESHEZ

AYDEMIR Hakan*

Bevezetés

A magyar Ostorténet egyik legvitatottabb forrdsa Anonymus Gesta Hunga-
roruma. A mi a korai magyar torténelem szempontjabol kiemelkedo jelentd-
ségli, ugyanakkor szamos vitatott névtani adatot is tartalmaz. Ezek kozé tar-
tozik a Dentumoger elnevezés is. Az 5. fejezet szerint a magyarok sajat nyel-
viikon (ydioma suum) Dentumogernek nevezték magukat és azt a teriiletet is
e névvel illették, melyen tartdézkodtak. Ez az elnevezés Anonymus koraban
(usque in hodiernum diem) is ismert volt (1d. a ¢) pontban).! A Dentu elétag
eredete, jelentése és a Dentumoger névvel jelolt 6shaza foldrajzi lokalizaci-
0ja azonban mind a mai napig bizonytalan.

Jelen tanulmany a Dentumoger elnevezés értelmezéséhez egy 1j eti-
moldgiai magyarazatot javasol, valamint a rendelkezésiinkre allo kevés és
szlikszavu forras alapjan kisérletet tesz a foldrajzi lokalizalasara is.?

A Dentumoger elnevezés a Gesta 1., 3., 5. és 14. fejezeteiben Osszesen
Ot alkalommal és négy kiilonb5zd jelentésben fordul eld: (1) népnévként: a

* Isztambul Medeniyet Egyetem, Nyelvészeti Tanszék, Isztambul, Térokorszag; ORCID ID:
0000-0002-2368-7103; aydemirhaakan@gmail.com

! Gyorffy Gyorgy felteszi a kérdést, hogy Anonymus miként juthatott a Dentumoger név isme-
retéhez, és két lehetdséget vazol fel: egyrészt a volgai bolgarok elbeszélései uitjan, masrészt a
magyar hagyomany kozvetitésével. Gyorffy szerint tehat Anonymus a Dentumogerre, illets-
leg a Dentumogerekre vonatkozé értesiilését nem irott forrasokbol, hanem szobeli hagyo-
manybdl meritette, amit szerinte az is valoszinlivé tesz, hogy ezzel Osszefliggésben kétszer
hasznalja a dicitur, egyszer pedig a dicuntur ‘mondjak’ illetve “1gy mondjak’ kifejezést
(Gyorfty, 1948, 55, 61). Harmatta Janos szerint is Dentumoger neve minden valdsziniiség
szerint a szobeli hagyomanybol szarmazik és a magyar népi torténeti hagyomanyra megy
vissza (Harmatta, 1977, 214).

2 A Dentumoger Etelkdzzel — vagy Levédiaval, pl. Bendefy, 1945, 223 — val6 azonositasa-
nak kérdése kiviil esik e tanulmany keretein, mivel annak megitélése elsGsorban torténeti és
torténeti foldrajzi, nem pedig nyelvészeti bizonyitékoktol fiigg.
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magyarok 6sei, akik valaha ezen a teriileten laktak; (2) néprésznévként: az
Anonymus idejében még ott €16 magyar néprészekre vonatkozdan; (3) fold-
rajzi névként: az a teriilet, ahonnan a magyarok 6sei szarmaznak ¢és (4) fold-
rajzi névként: Szkitia mésik elnevezéseként. Ezek Anonymusnal a kovetkezd
passzusokban fordulnak el6:

a. Népnévként:
,,Gens itaque Hungarorum ... de gente® Scithica, que per ydioma
suum proprium Dentumoger dicitur, duxit originem.”™
»A magyarok ... népe, a szkitaktol ered, amelyet a sajat nyelviikon
dentiimogyernek hivnak.”

b. Néprésznévként:®
wcithia autem terra multum patula in longitudine et latitudine,
homines vero, qui habitant eam, vulgariter Dentumoger dicuntur
usque in hodiernum diem...””
»Szkitia..., az ott lakokat kozonségesen dentiimogernek hivjak

mind a mai napig, ...

c. Foldrajzi névként (szlikebb értelemben az 6smagyar szallastertilet,
tagabb értelemben pedig Szkitia megnevezéseként a Karpatoktol
keletre, egészen a Don vidékéig):

Wcithia igitur maxima terra est, que Dentumoger dicitur, versus
orientem, finis cuius ab aquilonali parte extenditur usque ad Nig-
rum Pontum. A tergo autem habet flumen, quod dicitur Thanais,

cum paludibus magnis, ...

3 SRH I: §5-ben az engte irasmdd elirds a helyes gente forma helyett.

4SRH: §5.

3 Veszprémy, 2004, 13.

% A néprésznév megjeldlés itt bizonyos megszoritassal értendd. A ,,homines vero, qui habi-
tant eam, vulgariter Dentumoger dicuntur” passzus alapjan a Dentumoger elnevezés nemcsak
egy etnikai csoport (pl. ott maradt magyar néprész), hanem tagabb értelemben az adott terti-
leten é16 népesség megjeldlésére is szolgalhatott. Ennek megfelelden a hasznalat inkabb egy-
fajta altalanos nép- vagy lakossagjel6ld névkeént is értelmezheto, és a latin szoveg megfogal-
mazasa (vulgariter ... dicuntur) arra is utal, hogy ezt az elnevezést az ott laké emberek (qui
habitant eam) szaméara feltehetden kiilsé elnevezésként is hasznaltak.

7SRHI: §1.

8 Veszprémy, 2004, 10.

® SRH I: §1. Anonymus lefrasaban Dentumoger tulajdonképpen Szkitia mésik megnevezé-
seként jelenik meg.
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»Szkitia ugyanis, amelyet Dentiimogyernek hivnak, hatalmas f6ld

toliink keletre, s hatarai északtol egészen a Fekete-tengerig terjed-

nek. Legszélén a Don nevii folyo talalhato, kiterjedt mocsarakkal,
210

.. Scythicorum [= Scithia, A. H.), id est Dentumoger, ...”"!

,.... a szkitiainél, azaz a Dentiimagyerénél...”!?

weee qui duxit sibi uxorem in Dentumoger filiam Eunedubeliani
ducis, nomine Emesu’"
..., aki (azaz Ugyek)... Onedbelia fejedelmének Emese nevii lea-

nyat vette néiil Dentiimogyerben, ...”"

A korai magyar torténelem szempontjabol rendkiviil fontos ezen elne-
vezés elso elemének (Dentu) eredetérol, alaktani szerkezetérol és jelentésérol
eddig szamos vélemény latott napvilagot, a kérdés megoldasat illetéen mind-
maig nem alakult ki altalanos egyetértés. Mivel Anonymus szerint ez a név
amagyarok egyik korabbi teriiletének a neve, ezért a Dentumoger név helyes
értelmezése kiillondsen a magyar Ostorténet, a magyar 6shaza kutatdsa és a
magyarsag torténeti foldrajza, altalanosabban pedig a Pontusz-Kaszpi
sztyeppevidék torténete szempontjabdl bir kiilonos jelentdséggel.

10 Veszprémy 2004, 10. Veszprémy Laszl6 a nevet o-val Dentiimogyernek értelmezi; hasonlo
olvasatot korabban Gombocz Zoltan is feltételezett (Gombocz, 1917, 147). A latin <o> betll
azonban annak az atirési torekvésnek az eredménye, hogy a magyar zart /a/ [p] hang korabeli
ejtését — mint mas esetekben is — latin o-val probaltak visszaadni, amire alabb még vissza-
tériink. Ennek alapjan a név 13. szazad eleji kiejtése inkabb * Dentiimagyer lehetett.

' SRH I: §14. Anonymus itt is egyértelm{ien Szkitidval azonositja a Dentumogert (1d. fen-
tebb §1).

12 A jelen tanulményban javasolt forditds eltér Veszprémy forditasatol (vé. ,,... a szkitiaindl
vagy a Dentiimogyerénél...”, Veszprémy, 2004, 20), mivel a latin ,,id est” ebben az dsszefiig-
gésben nem alternativat (,,vagy”), hanem magyarazd-azonosito viszonyt fejez ki. Ennek meg-
felelden a helyesebb az az értelmez6 forditas, hogy a Dentumoger elnevezés a Szkitia (Scythia,
Scythicorum) megnevezésével azonosithatd, vagyis a forditasban az ,,azaz” vagy a ,,vagyis”
megfelelébbnek tlinik (vo. Rady—Veszprémy, 2010, 41). A Dentumoger névben szereplé <o>
betli magyar /a/ (azaz: [p]) hangként valo értelmezéséhez 1d. fentebb a 10. labjegyzetet.

3 SRH I: §3.

14 Veszprémy, 2004, 12.
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Kutatastorténet

A Dentumoger név eredetével, azonositasaval és foldrajzi fekvésével kap-
csolatban gazdag szakirodalom 4ll rendelkezésre. Altalanos egyetértés van
abban, hogy az utotag moger (azaz magyer) a magyar népnév korabbi alak-
valtozata, mig az elotag Dentu (azaz Dentii) tobb évszazados vita targyat
képezi. Gyorffy szerint a Dentumoger elnevezés ,,a magyar ostorténeti kuta-
tasnak hét évszazados problémdaja. Magyarazataval el6szér a bovebb kroni-
ka iroja kisérletezett”, majd azt a latin demptus (id est exemptus), illetve a
dens ‘fog’ szoval hozta kapcsolatba.'®

Az els6 megfejtési kisérletek — amint azt Gyorffy is megjegyzi — a
kozépkorban sziilettek, azota szdmos eltérd elmélet és magyarazat latott nap-
vildgot. Ezek koziil az alabbiakban csak a fontosabb vélemények rovid is-
mertetésére keriil sor kronologiai sorrendben. Ahol sziikséges, az egyes al-
laspontokhoz rovid kritikai megjegyzések kapcsolodnak.

Gombocz megallapitotta, hogy 1761-ben Gottfried Schwarz mondta
ki azt a maig leginkabb elterjedt véleményt, ami szerint a Dentumoger név
elsd eldtagja a Don folyo nevével azonosithato,'® amivel egyes magyar kuta-
tok mellett magam is egyetértek.

A 19. szazadban szamos eltérd értelmezés sziiletett, melyek koziil a
Dankovszky Gergely altal felvetett ,,donté magyar” értelmezés valt az ural-
kodd nézetté.!” Ezt a 19. szidzadban masok, mint Szab6 Jozsef, Bartal
Gyorgy, Jaszay Pal, Podhradczky Jozsef, Joseph Marquart, Homan Balint,
‘dontdi magyar’ értelemben probaltdk magyarazni'® gondolvan, hogy a
‘dontd magyar’ értelmezés sérti a magyar nyelv szabalyait. A dontdi alakkal
jelezték, hogy ott tulajdonképpen egy -i melléknévképzonek kellene lennie.
Mivel azonban ez a képz6 hianyzik, a Dentu és a moger elemek kozott felté-
telezett kapcsolat a magyar jelzés szerkezetek ismert alaktani és szintaktikai
szabalyaival nem egyeztethet ossze. Egyébként mar Gombocz Zoltan is fel-
hivta a figyelmet a Dentu = Donté / Don tove | Dontdi magyarazat hangtani
és alaktani problémaira."

15 Gyorffy, 1948, 62.

16 Gombocz, 1917, 148; Gyorffy, 1948, 62.

17 Dankovszky, 1825, 18-19; idézi Gyorffy, 1948, 62.
18 Gombocz, 1917, 148; Gyorfty, 1948, 62.

19 Gombocz, 1917, 149-150.
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Etimologiai szempontbol emlitést érdemel Kuun Géza véleménye, aki
a Dentumoger nevet nem egyetlen névként vagy jelzos szerkezetként, hanem
két kiilonallod foldrajzi név, a Kézainal eléforduld Dentia és Mogoria nevek
Osszevonasanak eredményeként értelmezte.?’ E felfogas szerint a Dentu-mo-
ger két 6nallo foldrajzi egység (Dentia és Mogoria) egyesitett megnevezését
tikkr6zné (azaz: Dentia + Mogoria — Dentumoger). E felfogés valt késdbb
Bendefy Laszl6?! és Szabados Gyodrgy? torténeti-foldrajzi értelmezéseinek
egyik kiindulépontjava. A jelen tanulmanyban javasolt nyelvészeti elemzés
alapjan azonban valosziniibbnek tiinik, hogy a Dentumoger eredeti és els6d-
leges alak, mig a Kézainal el6forduld Dentia és Mogoria formak masodlagos
fejlemények vagy utolagos értelmezések lehetnek. Ebben az esetben a Den-
tumoger nem két kiilonallo foldrajzi név 6sszevonasabdl keletkezett, hanem
éppen forditva: a Dentia és Mogoria alakok vezethetdk vissza a Dentumoger
hagyomanyara.

Gombocz Zoltan 1917-ben megjelent munkajaban cafolta €s elutasi-
totta a korabbi nézeteket, ugyanakkor Kuun Géza (1895) nyoman elfogadta,
hogy a Dentumoger név a Kézainal szerepld Dentia és Mogoria alakok
Osszevonasabol keletkezett.”

A 20. szézadi kutatdsokra nagy hatéassal volt Németh Gyula Dentumo-
gerre vonatkozd megallapitasa. Németh az elején ugy gondolta, hogy az els6
része a torok ten ‘folyoviz; Don folyd’ jelentést szo, amely a csagataj to-
rokben zart é-vel tén ‘folyoviz; Don folyd’, az oszman-tdrokben pedig ten
‘nagy folyd; Don folyd’-ként fordul el. E sz6 tehat a Donnak a régi torok
neve. Ebbdl az alapszobol szerinte a torokben a *+/i melleknévképzdvel
*Tenlii vagy *Tendii (esetleg *Dendii) alak keletkezhetett, amelynek jelen-
tése ‘doni’. Szerinte a Dentiimagyer név — amelyet ,,Dentiimogyer’-nek, il-
letve ,,Dentii mogyer”-nek olvasott — torok és pedig kabar, kun vagy bese-
ny0 eredetd, €s a jelentése 1ényegében ‘a doni magyar’ vagy ‘doni Magyar-
orszag’.** Németh megoldasat elfogadta Bendefy Lasz16.

Németh magyarazatanak f6 nehézsége nem jelentéstani, hanem hang-
tani és alaktani természetli, mivel a +/ii melléknévképzo esetében egy *+1ii

20 Kuun, 1895, 132-133.

21 Bendefy, 1945, 72-75.

22 Szabados, 2013a, 9; 2017, 14.
2 Gombocz, 1917, 147-151.

24 Németh, 1921, 205-207.

25 Bendefy, 1945, 74.
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> *+dij valtozés (tehat *Tenlii > *Tendii) nem mutathat6 ki a torék nyel-
vekben.

Mivel Gombocz Zoltan és Melich Janos az etimoldgiai szotarukban
Dentumoger cimszonal kifogasoltak Németh hangtani és alaktani magyara-
zatat,”® Németh késébb feladta ezen nézetét és egy Uj magyarazatot adott
1933-ban, amelynek a lényege az, hogy a név elsd elemét a Don folydnévvel
azonositotta, amely Julianus masodik utijelentésében Den alakban szerepel
¢s ehhez pedig a magyar +tu, +tii kicsinyitd képz6 jarult (tehat: Den+tii). Ez
alapjan szerinte a Dentumoger jelentése a ,,Don-Ungar” (azaz ‘a doni ma-
gyar’) vagy ,,Ungarland” (azaz Magyarorszag) vagy ,,das Ungarvolk am
Don” (azaz ‘a Don menti magyar nép’) lehetett.?’

Németh ez utobbi véleményéhez Pais Dezso is csatlakozott azzal a
modositassal, hogy amennyiben a név alapja a ‘Don’ jelentésti Den sz6t0, a-
melyhez a magyar +u, +ti kicsinyitd képzo jarult, akkor a név valdszintileg
inkabb a Donyecre utalhatott hasonloan az oroszhoz, ahol a kicsinyit6 képzos
Donyec elnevezés ‘Kis-Don’-t jelent.”® Moor Elemér szerint is a Donyecre
utalhatott a Dentumoger.”

Gyorffy Gyorgy foglalta 6ssze a Dentumogerrel és Dentuval kapcso-
latos korabbi nézeteket 1948-ban megjelent munkdjaban, s egyben sajat al-
laspontjat is kifejtette. A modern térok nyelvi megfelel6k alapjan egy bolgar-
torok *den ‘erds’ alakbol magyardzta a Dentu el6tagot, amelyben a magyar
+ti, +di kicsinyit képzdt vélte felismerni. Szerinte a magyar képzd akkor
jarult a t6hoz, amikor a kétnyelvi réteg nyelvében €16 kozsz6 — azaz *den —
tulajdonnévvé valt; majd késobb onallé népnévve alakult, és igy keletkezett
a Dentu elétag. Véleménye szerint ez a hipotetikus *den szd ‘erd; szilard’ je-
lentésii lehetett, amelyet Biborbansziiletett Konstantinnal (10. szazad) el6-
fordulo szavartoi aszfaloi (Xéfapror dopolor) elnevezés aszfal jelzbjével
hozott 0sszefiiggésbe, feltételezve, hogy ez eredetileg *denti szavarti lehe-
tett, amelyet Konstantin gorogiil szavartoi aszfaloi forméaban adott vissza.
Tovabba szerinte a dentu elétagban nem helynevet, hanem tulajdonsagot
jelold jelzot kell keresni.>°

26 Gombocz—Melich, 1914-1930, 83.
27 Németh, 1933, 294.

28 Pais, 1948, 63.

29 Mobr, 1948, 62.

30 Gybrffy, 1948, 65-67.
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Ami Gyorffy véleményét illeti, tobb szempontbdl is spekulativ: (1)
Magyarazata szemantikai szempontbol nem problémamentes, mivel ha a fel-
tételezett bolgar-torok *den ‘erds’ alakhoz valéban magyar kicsinyit6 képzo
jarult volna, akkor az eredeti jelentésnek inkabb valamiféle kicsinyitett jelen-
tésarnyalat iranyaba kellett volna modosulnia, nem pedig ‘szilard, biztos’ je-
lentés felé. (2) Az a feltételezés pedig, hogy egy ilyen jelentésfejlodésbol ké-
sObb a dentii jelz6, amely szerinte az aszfaloinak felel meg, (3) majd ebbdl
0nallo dentii népnév alakulhatott ki, szintén problémas, mivel e fejlédési lanc
egyetlen kozbiilsé szakasza sem adatolhat6 kozvetlen forrasokkal. Mindeb-
bdl jol lathato, hogy a rekonstrukcidja tobb egymasra épiilo feltételezésen
alapul. (4) Gyorfty tovabba a Dentu el6tagot olykor mar 6nallé népnévként
kezeli, vagyis a Dentumoger név elsé eleme, a Dentu alak igy fokozatosan
torténeti népnévveé valna, noha ilyen formaban sem a bizanci, sem a latin,
sem az arab forrdsokban nem adatolhat6.

Németh, majd nyoman Pais és Moor kicsinyitd képz0ds javaslata eseté-
ben is ugyanaz a probléma meriil fel, mint a fentebbi ,,donté magyar” értel-
mezésnél: Az -i melléknévképzd hianya miatt a javasolt ‘kis-don magyar’
vagy ‘donyec magyar’ értelmezések nem felelnek meg a magyar nyelv alak-
tani, jelentéstani és szintaktikai szabalyainak, vagyis a magyar nyelvtani nor-
makkal ellentétesek. A magyar nyelv szabalyai szerint jelz6s szerkezetben
hely- vagy foldrajzi név csak akkor allhat jelzoként, ha -i melléknévképzot
kap.

Alaktani, jelentéstani és szintaktikai szabaly (N = f6név; mer = mel-
1éknév; * = nyelvtanilag helytelen):

N + [i]mer — [N =+ [i]mer]meL
Don +i — doni (doni magyar)
Volga +1i — volgai (v0. volgai bolgar)
Magyarorszag + i — magyarorszagi (vO. magyarorszagi magyar)
*a don magyar (nyelvtanilag helytelen)
*volga bolgar (nyelvtanilag helytelen)
*magyarorszag magyar (nyelvtanilag

helytelen)
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Megjegyzendd, hogy Benkd Lorand is nyelvészetileg teljesen hibas-
nak mindsitette a ,,don-t6 magyar” tipusu értelmezést, azonban ¢ megalla-
pitasanak nyelvészeti indoklasat nem adta meg.>!

Gyorffy azon vélemé-
'%,% nyével sem lehet egyetérteni,

SUSUDAL Ety 58 hogy ,,Anonymus a dentiimo-
1 gyerek alatt a Volgai Bolgar-
og”’f‘o,,f ) orszag mellett lako baskirfol-
< di magyarokat értette”?, mert
Anonymusnal err6l sz6 sincs.
Ez az ¢értelmezés inkabb
Gyorfty kovetkeztetése, mint-
sem Anonymus explicit alli-
tasa. Mas szdval Gyorffy a
= Dentumoger foldjét a Volga
fels6 folyasatol keletre fekvo
Baskirfoldre helyezi (1. kép);

a forras alapjan azonban ez a

® UNGARIA
¥ MAIOR s.VETUS

S

lokalizaci6 nem latszik mega-

1. kép. A Dentumoger feltételezett foldrajzi lapozottnak. Anonymus egy-

helyzete Gyorffy rekonstrukcioja szerint (Gyor-  értelmilien a Fekete-tenger é-

By 1948) szaki vidékére helyezi a Den-

tumoger foldjét, amelynek ke-

leti hatarat szerinte a Don folyo6 képezte, nyugaton pedig a Karpatokig terjedt
(lasd fentebb az a) pontban).

Késobb Ligeti Lajos is csatlakozott Németh és Pais véleményéhez.
Szerinte is a Dentii nem mas, mint a Den folyonév magyar +tu, +#i kicsi-
nyité képzos alakja, vagyis a Dentii tulajdonképpen az orosz Donyec ‘Kis-
Don’ 12. sz4zadi magyar forditasa.*®

Juhéasz Dezsé véleménye jelentéstanilag 1ényegében megegyezik a
Németh, Pais és Ligeti megoldasi javaslataval, etimologiailag azonban mas
magyarazatot javasol: A szlav nemec — magyar német analogiaja alapjan a

31 Benkd, 1984, 403.

32 Gyorffy, 1948, 61. Harmatta, Gyorffy fenti feltevésével kapesolatos kritikajara 1d. Harmat-
ta, 1977, 218.

3 Ligeti, 1986, 172. A Don irani eredetérdl, valamint a torok nyelvi el6éfordulasairdl 1asd uo.
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szlav Donyec (Donec) — magyar *Donet+ii (a -c — -t hanghelyettesités +
analogikus tévéghangzd) > *Denetii (hangrendi kiegyenlitédés) > Dentii
(kétnyiltszotagos hatasra). Igy szerinte a teljes név valészinii jelentése “do-
nyeci magyarok’, illetve ‘ezek lakhelye’ 3*

Juhasz magyarazata hangtani szempontbdl lehetségesnek tiinik, azon-
ban alaktani, jelentéstani és szintaktikai szempontbdl nehézségekbe iitkozik.
Még ha a Dentii alak a szlav Donec névvel elméletileg kapcsolatba is hoz-
hatd, a beldle levezetett ‘Donec + magyar’ > ‘donyec magyar’ jelentés nem
felel meg a magyar nyelv szabalyainak, hiszen a magyarban a foldrajzi nevek
— amint arrdl fentebb, Gyorffy véleményének targyalasakor is szo esett —
csak -i melléknévképzovel allhatnak jelzoi szerepben. Ennek megfelelden a
feltételezett *‘Donyec magyar(ok)’ tipusu jelentéstani szerkezet nyelvtani-
lag nem értelmezhetd, illetve helytelen.

Roéna-Tas Andras A honfoglalo magyar nép cimii konyvében felvetette
annak lehet6ségét, hogy a Dentumoger esetleg a szintén Anonymusnal eld-
fordulé Hetumoger ‘hétmagyar’ elnevezés torzult alakja lehet.> Ez a felvetés
egyeldre csak Sudar Balazsnal talalt tamogatasra.*® Valoszinti, hogy Gyorffy
1948-as véleménye ihlethette Rona-Tast, ugyanis Gyorffy mar akkor alak-
tani és hangtani szempontbol parhuzamba allitotta a Dentumoger és a Hetu-
moger elnevezéseket;*” ezt egyébként Bona Istvan is atvette.*®

Roéna-Tas felvetése hangtani szempontbdl nehezen tarthato, mivel a
Hetu alakbol nem vezethetd le szabalyosan a Dentu forma, és az ehhez sziik-
séges -n- hang megjelenésére sincs kielégité magyarazat. Ennél is jelent6-
sebb probléma, hogy Anonymusndl a Hetumoger és a Dentumoger egyide-
jlleg fordul el6, és a Hetumoger nala a ‘Hétmagyar -nak nevezett hét feje-
delmi személyre, vagyis torzsfokre (,,... VII principales persone, qui Hetu-
moger vocantur ...”)* vonatkozik, nem pedig népre vagy teriiletre. Meg-
jegyzendd azonban, hogy Rona-Tasndl — amennyire révid megjegyzésébol
kivehetd — ez a felvetés csupan egy lehet0ség, nem pedig hatarozott allas-
pont.

34 Juhasz, 1991, 300-303.
35 Rona-Tas, 1996, 267.
36 Sudar, 2020, 214.

37 Gybrffy, 1948, 61.

38 Bona, 1993, 15.

9 SRH I: §5.
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Veszprémy Lészlo, Anonymus miivének forditdja, megjegyzi, hogy
»Dentiimogyer: csak Anonymusnal szereplo, egyértelmiien nem értelmezheto
foldrajzi nev. Eldtagja talan folyonév (Don?), utotagjaban a magyar népnév
olvashaté.”*

Sandor Klara a Dentu (Dentii) név magyarazataval kapcsolatban Né-
meth Gyula allaspontjat tekinti a legelfogadottabbnak.*! Véleménye szerint
a Dentii elétag a Don folyonév Den alakvaltozatbol szarmazik, mig a +zi
elem a magyar +¢ kicsinyité képzo és egy tévéghangzd egyiittese. Ennek a-
lapjan a Dentii el6tagot a szlav Donyec folyonév pontos megfeleldjének te-
kinti azzal, hogy valdszinlibbnek tartja, hogy mind a szlav, mind a magyar
forma hatterében egy kozos, feltehetden alan vagy torok eredetii, ‘kis Don,
Donocska’ jelentésii folyonév allhatott. Ertelmezése szerint Anonymus Den-
tumoger alakja ennek megfelelden eredetileg ‘donyeci Magyarorszag’ jelen-
tés lehetett. Sindor szerint Anonymus a nevet Dentumoger alakban irta le,
amelynek korabeli kiejtése [dentiimodzser] lehetett; a g betli ebben az eset-
ben [dzs] hangot jelolt, amelybdl késobb [gy] alakult ki, mig az u# hangot a
kutatok a hangrendi illeszkedés miatt hagyomanyosan [ii]-ként olvassak.

Ertelmezése szerint igy lett a *modzser-bS1+

a magyar népnév &s a megyer
torzsnév.

Sandor magyarazataval kapcsolatban 1ényegében ugyanaz a probléma
meriil fel, mint Németh, Pais, Ligeti és Juhasz értelmezése esetében. Ameny-
nyiben ugyanis a Dentumoger eredetileg valéban ‘donyeci Magyarorszag’
jelentésii lett volna, akkor a feltételezett f6ldrajzi jelzonek a magyar nyelv
szabalyai szerint -i melléknévképzot kellene tartalmaznia. A *‘Donyec Ma-
gyarorszag’ tipusu szerkezet ezért alaktani, jelentéstani és szintaktikai szem-
pontbdl nehezen egyeztethetd 0ssze a magyar jelzOs szerkezetek ismert sza-
balyaival.

Olekszij Komar ukran régész kérddjelesen felvetette, hogy a Dentu-
moger (nala Dentiimogyer) jelentése esetleg ,,folyé menti magyar” lehetett.*
Ezt az értelmezést nem tamasztjak ala meggy6z6 hangtani, alaktani vagy tor-
téneti-foldrajzi érvek. Komar Dentumogert az Uraltol délkeletre, a Tobol és

40 Veszprémy, 2004, 52, 17. jegyzet.

41 Sandor, 2012.

4 Véleményem szerint a rekonstrualt korai, dsmagyar kori alak nem *modzser, hanem inkdbb
*madzser lehetett. Amint fentebb mar sz6 esett rola (vo. 4. jegyzet), a Dentumoger névben a
latin <o> betii a 13. szazad eleji magyar nyelv ajakkerekitéses /a/ [p] hangjat tiikkrozheti.

43 Komar, 2018, 27.
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az Irtis folyok kozotti haromszogre lokalizalta (2. kép).** Rekonstrukcioja
elsdsorban a korai magyar 0shazara vonatkozo régészeti modellbol indult ki;
ennek megfelelden a Dentumoger €s a Tobol-Irtis-vidék azonositasa nem a
Dentumoger névre vonatkozo forrasok 6nallé elemzésének eredménye, ha-
nem egy tagabb torténeti-régészeti rekonstrukcio része.

2. kép. A Dentumoger feltételezett foldrajzi fekvése Komar rekonstrukcioja alapjan
(Komar, 2018)

A Dentumogerre vonatkozo irott forrasok és nyelvi adatok dnmaguk-
ban nem vezetnek sziikségszerlien ehhez a lokalizaciohoz. Mindez azért is
figyelmet érdemel, mert a Dentumoger elssorban torténeti-onomasztikai a-
dat, amelynek valamely konkrét régészeti leletegyiittessel vald azonositasa
mindmaig nem tekinthetd bizonyitottnak. Masfeldl — amint arra a kutatasban
viszonylag kevés figyelem iranyult — Anonymus kifejezetten megjegyzi,

4 Komar, 2018, 255, 424.
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hogy Dentumoger foldjének ,legszélén” a Don folyo talalhato (1d. fentebb
Anonymus leirasat a ¢) pontban). E forrasadat fényében nem tlinik indo-
kolhaténak, hogy Dentumogert a Dontol keletre vagy az Uraltol délkeletre
fekvo térségekben keressiik.

Tirk Attila ugyan nem targyalta részletesen Dentumoger foldrajzi
helyzetét, térképi rekonstrukcidja (3. kép) azonban gyakorlatilag azonos Ko-
mar elbb emlitett modelljével.*> A név mellett szerepl6 kérddjel ugyanakkor
arra utal, hogy e lokalizaciot maga sem tekintette teljes bizonyossaggal iga-
zoltnak.

3. kép. A Dentumoger feltételezett foldrajzi fekvése Tiirk rekonstrukcioja alapjan
(Tiirk, 2024)

Az Urélon tuli, Irtis-vidéki lokalizacié gondolata nem uj keletii; mar
Hunfalvy Pl is felvetette, hogy Dentumoger (illetve Dentia) a magyarok Ir-
tis melléki 6shazajaval hozhato kapcsolatba, s ennek alatdmasztasara az Irtis
egyik déli osztjak nevét, a Tangat alakot probalta dsszefiiggésbe hozni a ma-

4 Tiirk, 2024, 237.
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gyar kronikak dent elemével.* Gombocz Zoltan azonban ezt az egyezést mar
1917-ben jogosan csupan latszolagosnak és nyelvészetileg nem meggy6z6-
nek tartotta.*’

Sudar Balazs két lehetséges magyarazatot vetett fel a Dentumoger
névvel kapcsolatban:*® (1) Kévetve Rona-Tas véleményét, szerinte a legva-
16szintibbnek latszo megoldas az, hogy a dentu elem a torok ‘hét’ szamnév
torzult lejegyzése, vagyis a Dentumoger végs6 soron a Hetumoger elneve-
zéssel fiigghet Gssze. (2) Masrészt azonban kdveti a Németh Gyula és San-
dor Klara nevéhez kotheto értelmezési hagyomanyt is, amely a Dentu elemet
a Don/Den folyonévvel és a Donyec nevével hozza kapcsolatba. Szerinte a
Dentu ebben az esetben lényegében ‘kis Don’ jelentésii lehetett, és igy talan
az azonos jelentésti Donyec folyéra vonatkozhatott. A Dentumoger kifejezés
igy szerinte is esetleg ‘donyeci Magyarorszag’ jelentésben értelmezhets. A
Hetumoger-féle magyarazatra a fentebb Rona-Tas kapcsan megfogalmazott
kifogasok, mig a Donyec-féle értelmezésre a Németh, Pais, Ligeti, Juhasz és
Sandor Klara magyarazataival kapcsolatban emlitett alaktani, jelentéstani és
szintaktikai nehézségek vonatkoznak.

A kutatastorténet kritikai osszefoglalasa

A fenti magyardzatok kritikai attekintése és az itt bemutatott érvek Ossze-
foglalasa alapjan megallapithatd, hogy a Dentumoger értelmezésére javasolt
megoldasok kiilonb6z0, de részben egymassal 0sszefiiggd nehézségekbe iit-
koznek. Egyes magyarazatok hangtani szempontbdl problematikusak, mivel
olyan hangvaltozasokat vagy koztes alakokat feltételeznek, amelyekre nincs
meggy06z6 parhuzam (pl. Németh, 1921; Rona-Tas, 1996).

Masok alaktani, jelentéstani €s szintaktikai nehézségekkel terheltek,
mivel a *‘doni magyar’, **donyeci magyar’ vagy hasonlo értelmezésekhez
olyan szerkezeteket feltételeznek, amelyek nem egyeztethetdk Ossze a ma-
gyar jelzOs szerkezetek ismert szabalyaival (pl. Németh, 1933; Pais, 1948;
Ligeti, 1986; Juhasz, 1991; Sandor, 2012; Sudar, 2020). Tobb esetben a java-
solt etimologia olyan jelentésfejlodési lancolatokra épiil, amelyeknek egyes

46 Hunfalvy, 1876, 285-286.
47 Gombocz, 1917, 150.
48 Sudar, 2020, 131.
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1épései forrasokkal nem igazolhatok, és ezért er6sen hipotetikusak maradnak
(pl. Gyorffy, 1948). Emellett egyes értelmezések torténeti €s forraskritikai
szempontbdl is kérdéseket vetnek fel, mivel olyan népneveket, etnikai kate-
goridkat vagy Osszefiiggéseket tételeznek fel, amelyek kozvetleniil nem ada-
tolhatok (pl. Gyorfty, 1948; Komar, 2018). Végiil tobb lokalizacios javaslat
sem latszik 0sszhangban allni Anonymus foldrajzi leirdsaval és a Dentu-
moger név belso szerkezetébdl levonhatd kdvetkeztetésekkel (pl. Gyorfty,
1948; Komar, 2018).

Hasonloképpen problematikusnak tiinik az a felfogés is, amely a Den-
tumoger nevet két 6nallo foldrajzi név (Dentia és Mogoria) 6sszevonasabol
magyarazza (Kuun, 1895), mivel a nyelvészeti adatok és elemzések inkabb
arra utalnak, hogy a Dentia és Mogoria alakok Kézai utolagos értelmezése-
inek tekinthetk, nem pedig a Dentumoger eredeti alkotoelemeinek.

Kiilonosen problematikusnak tiinik a Németh, Pais, Ligeti, Juhasz,
Sandor és Sudar altal képviselt, a Dentu elemet magyar kicsinyité képzovel
magyarazo értelmezési hagyomany. Ha ugyanis a Dentu elemet magyar
Den-ttii szerkezetként elemezziik, és a +#i valoban kicsinyité képz6 lenne,
akkor a jelentése nagyjabol *‘kis Den’, *‘Denecske’ volna. Egy ilyen alak
azonban dnmagaban fonévi természetli, nem pedig jelzdi. A Dentumoger u-
gyanakkor Osszetett népnévként jelenik meg. Ha ezt sz6 szerint *‘kis Den
magyar(ok)’ vagy *‘Denecske magyar(ok)’ modon értelmeznénk, az nem il-
leszkedne a magyar jelzOs szerkezetek ismert rendszerébe. A magyarban u-
gyanis a kicsinyit6 képzos fonév nem valik automatikusan etnikai jelzové.

A magyarazat tovabbi nehézsége, hogy az 6magyarbol nemigen isme-
riink olyan parhuzamot, ahol egy +d(#i) / +t(ii) képzGs kicsinyitd alak egy
etnonima el6tt jelz6ként allna. Mas szdoval nincs adatunk arra, hogy egy ki-
csinyitd képzos fonév etnikai meghatarozoként vagy egy masik etnonima at-
tribativ elétagjaként funkcionalhatott volna. Mindezt tovabb erdsiti, hogy
Barczi, illetve nyoman Bényei is felhivjak a figyelmet arra, hogy a +d képzds
alakok melléknévi hasznalatban nem szoktak el6fordulni, és a foldrajzi ne-
vekben egyébként oly gyakori jelzés szerkezetek el6tagjaként sem igen sze-
repelnek.* A Dentumoger ilyen értelmezése ezért nemcsak alaktani és je-
lentéstani, hanem szintaktikai szempontbol is kiillondsen problematikusnak
tlinik.

4 Bérczi, 1958, 155; Bényei, 2010, 54.
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Mindezek alapjan a Dentumoger elnevezés eredete, etimologidja és
jelentése tovabbra sem tekinthetd megnyugtatoéan tisztazottnak, ezért indo-
koltnak latszik a kérdés ujboli vizsgalata.

A Dentumoger elnevezés 1ij értelmezése

Mindezek utan felmertil a kérdés, hogy mi lehet a helyes megoldas a Dentu
elétag esetében. Bar a ,,doni magyar” jelentés nem Uj a szakirodalomban,
hanem mar Dankovszkyto6l kezdve, majd Németh Gyula és tobb kés6bbi ku-
tatd munkaiban is megjelent, a szakirodalomban csupéan az egyik értelme-
z¢si hagyomanyt képviseli. A jelen tanulmény jdonsaga ezért nem maga ez
a jelentés, hanem annak nyelvészeti megalapozéasa: A Dentii elem torok +DX
melléknévképzos értelmezése, valamint a név hangtani, alaktani, szintaktikai
¢és torténeti-foldrajzi ujraértelmezése. Ennek megfelelden eldszor a Dentu-
moger név belsé nyelvi szerkezetét vizsgalom.

Véleményem szerint a Dentumoger elnevezés olyan nyelvi alakulat,
amely a torok—magyar nyelvi érintkezés és kétnyelviiség kdrnyezetében jo-
hetett Iétre. Ennek megfelelden a Dentu elem magyarazatat nem elsGsorban
a magyar, hanem a torok nyelvek melléknévképzési, torténeti alaktani, szin-
taktikai, valamint helynévi és etnonimaképzési gyakorlataban kell keres-
niink.

Mint azt korabban kimutattam, az 6storokben l1étezett egy olyan, elso-
sorban névszokhoz jaruld melléknévképzd, amely egyes torok nyelvekben
mindmaig fennmaradt.’® Ezt az egyszerliség kedvéért négyes illeszkedésti
+DX alakban jel6lom; hangrendi illeszkedéstol fliggden +di, +di, +du, +dii,
illetve +ti, +ti, +tu, +tii formaban jarult a fonevekhez, kiillonésen gyakran
népnevekhez:*'

30 Aydemir, 2021, 456.

31 Ez a képz6 nemcsak a torok nyelvekben, hanem a klasszikus mongolban is adatolhat6; vo.
+tu / +tii ,nouns designating possession of or containment in something” (Poppe, 1964, 44).
A tunguz nyelvekben +#/ alakban mindmaig produktiv (Id. Menges, 1995, 115; 1d. még
Aydemir, 2021, 456-501). E t6rok képzo torténeti eléfordulasainak fényében talan érdemes
lehet ujra megvizsgalni azokat a kdzépkori magyar forrasokbol ismert személyneveket is,
amelyek etnikai megjeldléshez kapcsolddo +di / +ti elemet tartalmaznak (pl. Besenudi, Beze-
nehti, Coluzti, Uzdi, stb.; v6. Pais 1922, 100). Jelen tanulmanyban nem kivanok allast foglalni
e nevek etimologiajarol, de a torok +di, +1i képz6 szempontjabol e névalakok Gjraértékelése
talan tanulsagos lehet. Feltehetden szintén etnikai megjeldléshez is kapcsolodo tordk +di / +ti
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Szoltu

A szoltu (< szol+tu) a kirgiz torzsi szervezddésben hasznalt kifejezés. A
kirgizek két f6 aga, az ong ‘jobb (ag)’ és a szol ‘bal (ag)’ kozott a szoltu a 6
torzsi agnak, a szol-nak egy alosztalyat képezi. Ennek megfelelden a szoltu
jelentése Iényegében ‘a bal oldali’, ‘a bal 4ghoz tartozo’, ‘a bal oldalrol szar-
mazd’, ‘a keleti oldalon 1év6’; vagyis szoltu < szol ‘bal oldal’+zu. Ugyanak-
kor a kirgiz torzsi szervezddésben szervezeti kifejezésként hasznalt szoltu a
tirkméneknél nemzetségnévként is megjelenik (szoltular < szoltu+lar ‘a bal
aghoz tartozok; a bal oldaliak’). A pozicidra utald ezen elnevezés nemzet-
ségnévvé vald atalakulasa arra utal, hogy ez a nemzetség valaha a kirgiz
torzsszovetség bal szarnyahoz tartozott.

Nogajtu

Egy masik példa a Nogajtu (< nogaj—+tu) helynév. A nogaj egy kipcsak-torok
eredetli etnonima. A Nogajtu eredetileg melléknévi alak, amely kés6bb hely-
névve valt. Nogajtu (kinaiul: Nuogaitu cun 5 ++¥, azaz ‘Nuogaitu falu’)
egy falu Eszaknyugat-Hszincsiangban, az Ujgur Autoném Teriileten, Guld-
zsatol (Yining 5°) mintegy 14 km-re északra.> A név arra utal, hogy a te-
lepiilés egykori lakdi nogaj eredetiiek voltak vagy a nogajokhoz tartoztak. A
Nogajtu jelentése ezért nagyjabol ‘nogaji’, ‘nogajokhoz tartoz6’. Magyarra
hozzavetdleg ‘nogajos’-ként is fordithato; vo. Magyaros (< magyar+os) falu
Romanidban, Hargita megyében. Kiilonosen figyelemre mélto, hogy a No-
gajtu alak helynévvé valt. Ez azt mutatja, hogy a torok +u / +ti képzos
melléknévi alakok — amint a kdvetkezd fejezetben is lathatd — bizonyos
koriilmények kozott 6nallo foldrajzi névvé is valhattak, ami a Dentumoger
név értelmezése szempontjabol is figyelemre mélto.

Qudugqti, Teriikti, Sarimsagqti

A torok +DX képz6 hasznalatara az ujgur és mas torok nyelvekbdl is szamos
tovabbi helynévi példa ismert. Ilyen példaul (1) a Nyugat-Mongodlidban és a
Hszincsiang Ujgur Autoném Teriilet északkeleti hataranak kozelében fekvo

elemet tartalmaz a 10. szazadi kijevi héber levélben személynévi jelzként el6forduld Szavarti
alak is (szavarti < *szawar+ti < *szawar < *szabar < szaber ~ szabir ‘szabir’). Valosziniileg
ugyanerrdl a Szavarti névalakrol lehet sz6 a De Administrando Imperioban el6forduld szavar-
toi aszfaloi (Xéfapror dopalor) alakban is. E kérdés részletes vizsgalata azonban meghaladna
jelen tanulmany kereteit.

32 Aydemir, 2021, 448.

170



Bayan-Olgii tartomany Qudugti helyneve, amely az ujgur-tordk qudug ‘kat’
(< otorok kudug ‘kut’) szora vezetheto vissza, €s eredetileg ‘kutas hely’ je-
lentésii volt (Quduqgti < qudug+ti). (2) Hasonloképpen a Hszincsiang Ujgur
Autoném Teriilet Ili (Yili) és Altaj prefektirdiban eldforduld ujgur Térekti
helynév az ujgur térek ‘nyarfa’ szobol szarmazik, és eredetileg ‘nyarfas
hely’-et jelolt (Terekti < térek+ti). (3) Ugyancsak e képzdvel magyardzhato
az Ili (Yili) és a Tarbagataj (Tacseng) prefektirakban adatolt ujgur Sarim-
saqti falunév, amely eredetileg ‘fokhagymas hely’-et jelentett (Sarimsaqti <
ujgur sarimsaq ‘fokhagyma’+#).>> E példak jol mutatjak, hogy a +#i képzd a
torok nyelvekben helynevek képzésében is hasznalatos volt, €s olyan helye-
ket jel6lt, amelyek valamely targgyal, ndvénnyel vagy egyéb jellemzdvel
kapcsolatban alltak. Ebbdl a szempontbol a Dentii ‘doni, a Donhoz tartozé’
értelmezése sem tekinthetd elszigetelt vagy rendhagy6 képzésnek, hanem jol
illeszkedik a torok helynévi és melléknévi képzes ismert mintazatai kozé.

A Dentumoger nyelvészeti értelmezése

A fent bemutatott parhuzamok alapjan a Dentumoger elnevezés nyelvészeti
szempontbdl Gjraértelmezhetd. Véleményem szerint a név eredetileg egy to-
rok eredetli melléknévi szerkezetet tiikroz, amely a magyar népnévhez kap-
csolodva jott 1étre a torok—magyar nyelvi érintkezés kdrnyezetében. Az alab-
biakban ennek hangtani, alaktani, jelentéstani és szintaktikai kdvetkezmé-
nyeit tekintem at.

1. Hangtani kérdések

A Dentumoger elnevezés helyes értelmezésének eldfeltétele a név korabeli
hangalakjanak tisztazasa. A latin irasmod tobb olyan sajatossagot is mutat,
amely mogott a korai magyar hangrendszerének sajatossagai sejthetok. Ez
kiilondsen a Dentu (= Dentii) és a moger (= magyer) alakok értelmezése
szempontjabol bir jelentdséggel.

Az els6 elem Dentu szOovégi -u-jat a magyar hangrendi szabalyok miatt
hagyomanyosan Dentii-nek olvastak, amivel egyetértek. Mivel a latin abécé
nem rendelkezik <ii> betiivel, a magyar /ii/ hangot rendszerint <u> betiivel
adtak vissza.

33 Aydemir, 2021, 448.
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A masodik elem, a mogyer olvasata kapcsan az <o> és a <g> betiik
értelmezésére is ki kell térniink. A kutatas eddig ezt az utétagot — amint a
kutatastorténeti fejezetben is lathato — /o/-val, a <g> betiit pedig /gy/-vel vagy
/dzs/-vel, vagyis mogyer, illetve modzser formaban értelmezte. Az <o> betii
ilyen értelmezése véleményem szerint nem indokolt, mivel az <o> betii itt a
korai magyar ajakkerekitéses /a/ (IPA: /v/) hang lejegyzésére szolgal. Mivel
a latin nyelv nem rendelkezett a magyar ajakkerekitéses /a/ hang pontos meg-
feleldjével, ezt a hangot rendszerint a hozza kozelebb allo latin /o/ hanggal,
illetve az <o> bettivel adtak vissza. Ez a nyelvészetben hanghelyettesitésként
ismert jelenség. Mindezek alapjan a moger alakot magyerként kell értel-
mezniink. Ugyanezt a jelenséget latjuk az Anonymusnal el6fordulo, térok
eredetli Olpar személynév esetében is (vO. latin Olpar ‘Alpar’ < magyar
Alpar < torok Alper “vitéz/derék férfi” < torok alp ‘vitéz, derék’ + er ‘férfi;
katona’). Ezen lejegyzési gyakorlat tobb mas korai magyar név esetében is
megfigyelhetd.

Ami a moger utdtag <g> betlijét illeti, azt /gy/-vel, azaz magyer for-
maban kell értelmezni, mivel az 6smagyar */dzs/ hang (azaz: *madzser) az
omagyar korra mar /gy/-vé valt. Ennek megfeleléen Anonymus koraban (a
13. sz4zad elején) a masodik elem kiejtése feltehetden mar *magyer lehetett.
Ezt a nevet tehat Anonymus koraban, vagyis az 6magyarban *dentiimagyer
formaban rekonstrudlhatjuk. A kdvetkezo kérdés az, hogy milyen alaktani és
szintaktikai viszony allhatott fenn a két elem kozott.

2. Alaktani, jelentéstani és szintaktikai kérdések

A fent bemutatott hangtani, alaktani és jelentéstani parhuzamok alapjan na-
gyon valoszinlinek tlnik, hogy a dentii elem eredetileg a magyer népnév
jelzéjeként funkcionalt. Ennek megfelelden a Dentumoger eredetileg jelzos
szerkezetként, vagyis *dentii magyer ‘a doni magyar’-ként értelmezhetd. Az
alapszd Den, a Don folyonév magashangrendii valtozata. A magashangrendii
Den alakvaltozat ugy tlinik, hogy csak a torok nyelvekben ismeretes, ami
egyben hangtani és els6 alaktani kritériumként szolgal. A +zi viszont az em-
litett 6torok és 6storok melléknévképzo, és egyben a masodik alaktani kri-
térium. A Dentii jelentése tehat ‘doni’, vagyis ‘a Don menti’: Dentii ‘doni’ <
Den+tii < Den ‘Don’.
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3. Szociolingvisztikai és kontaktusnyelvészeti kérdések

A fenti elemzések azonban egy tovabbi kérdést is felvetnek. Mivel Anony-
mus szerint a Dentumoger az 6smagyarok onelnevezése (per ydioma suum
proprium), ezért elso pillantdsra arra lehetne gondolni, hogy mindkét elem,
vagyis a Den és a +tii is torok jovevény az 6smagyarok nyelvében. Viszont
ezt nem tamogatjak az adatok. Erre a problémara két lehetséges magyarazat
adhato: (1) Az 6smagyar elit esetleg kétnyelvii (magyar—torok) lehetett, és
ez magyarazhatja a vegyesnek tiné *dentii magyer jelzos szerkezet 1étre-
jottét; vagy (2) mivel a Den a Don folyonév torok alakja, alaktani és jelen-
téstani szempontbdl nincs akadalya annak a feltételezésnek, hogy a Dentii
eleve egy torok melléknévképzds alak volt (vo. a fenti torok példakat), amely
az O0smagyarokkal kapcsolatban 4ll6 nyugati torokok (kabarok?) nyelvében
hasznalatos lehetett, €s amelyet a kétnyelvli 6smagyar — vagy esetleg a kabar
— elit a moger (azaz magyer) népnévhez kapcsolva a Don menti magyarok
megnevezésére alkalmazott. Munkahipotézisként az is felvethetd, hogy ez a
megnevezes sziikségszeriien egy masik (volgai / kaukazusi?) magyar cso-
porttol valdo megkiilonbdztetésre szolgalhatott; igy a *dentii magyer a ‘doni
magyar’ elnevezés feltehetéen a ,,nem doni” magyarok 1étével is szamolhat.

A Dentumoger probléméja nem pusztan etimoldgiai kérdés €s nem
szlikithetd le kizardlag etimologiai kérdésekre. A fenti elemzés soran ezért
jelentéstani, szociolingvisztikai és kontaktusnyelvészeti szempontokat egya-
rant figyelembe kellett venniink. A probléma teljes korli megértéséhez azon-
ban torténeti foldrajzi szempontok vizsgalata is elengedhetetlen.

4. A Dentumoger mint foldrajzi név

A Dentumoger Anonymus miivében nemcsak népnévként, hanem f6ldrajzi
névként, s6t Szkitia egyik megnevezéseként is eléfordul. Ez egyben arra is
utal, hogy a Dentumoger névnek a sziikebb, eredeti jelentése mellett egy ta-
gabb foldrajzi értelme is kialakult, amely a Karpatoktdl keletre fekvé terii-
leteket egészen a Don vidékéig foglalhatta magaban. Ez felveti a kérdést,
hogy miként valhatott egy eredetileg etnikai megjelolés (azaz Dentumoger)
el6bb orszagmegnevezéssé, majd foldrajzi névvé, végiil pedig Szkitia meg-
nevezesévé. Masként fogalmazva: a népnév — orszagmegnevezés —
foldrajzi név — Szkitia megnevezése jelentésfejlédési lancolat magyarazatra
szorul.
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A jelenség értelmezéséhez az ellipszis, a metonimikus jelentésatvitel
¢és a torténeti foldrajzi lokalizacid egymast kiegészitd értelmezési keretei
szolgalhatnak alapul. E harom szempont segitségével rekonstrualhaté az a
folyamat, amelynek sordn a Dentumoger népnévbdl eldbb foldrajzi név,
majd orszagmegnevezés valhatott, végiil pedig Szkitia egyik megnevezése-
ként funkciondlhatott (,,Scithia ..., que Dentumoger dicitur, ...”).

Ez azzal magyarazhato, hogy a *dentii magyer f6ldrajzi névként valo
hasznalata minden valoszinliség szerint valojaban egy elliptikus alak, amely
eredetileg a *dentii magyer [-f6ld / -orszag] ‘a doni magyarok foldje/orsza-
ga’ (azaz a ‘doni Magyar|orszag]’) jelz6s szerkezetre vezethetd vissza. A jel-
zett sz0 *[-fold / -orszag] elmaradasaval a szerkezet rovidiilt és a *dentii
magyer 6nallo foldrajzi névvé valhatott.

Miel6tt a *dentii magyer [-fold / -orszag] jelzos szerkezet elliptikussa
valt, a *dentii magyer mint jelz6, fokozatosan atvette az elmaradt fonév (= -
fold / -orszag), vagyis a jelzett sz6 jelentését és idovel allandosult. Ennek
eredményeként a *dentii magyer nemcsak a ‘doni magyar’, hanem a ‘doni
magyarok foldje/orszaga’ értelemben is hasznalhatova valt. Ezért van az,
hogy a *dentii magyernek mind a ‘doni magyar’ mind pedig a ‘magyarok
lakta teriilet’ jelentése megjelenik Anonymusnal.

Az elliptikus rovidiilés 6nmagaban nem magyarazza meg, miként val-
hatott a Dentumoger egy egész foldrajzi térség megnevezésévé. Ebben szere-
pet jatszhatott a metonimikus jelentésatvitel is, amelynek soran egy adott
népcsoport vagy annak szallasteriilete fokozatosan egy nagyobb foldrajzi
egység megjelolésére kezdett szolgalni. A *dentii magyer [-fold | -orszag)
eredetileg Szkitia csupan egy részét jeldlhette. A rész-egész elve alapjan
azonban a rész neve idOvel az egészre, vagyis az egész teriillet megnevezésére
is kiterjedhetett. Ennek eredményeként a Dentumoger nemcsak a magyarok
lakta vidéket, hanem magat Szkitiat is jelolhette. Ennek megfelelden a
*dentii magyer [-fold | -orszdg], amely eredetileg Szkitia egy részét jeldlhet-
e, a rész-egész jelentéstani kapcsolat alapjan idovel maganak Szkitianak a
megnevezésévé is valhatott (1d. ,,Scithia ..., que Dentumoger dicitur, ...”).
Ezt tehat metonimikus jelentéstagulasként vagy jelentésatvitelként kell értel-
mezniink.
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Az egész folyamatot a kdvetkezoképpen abrazolhatjuk:

*dentii magyer (népnév)

!
*dentii magyer (-fold / -orszdg) (orszagmegnevezés = a magyarok or-
szaga)

!
Dentumoger (elliptikus alak; orszagmegnevezeés = a magyarok orsza-
ga)

l
Dentumoger (rész-egész; foldrajzi név)

l
Dentumoger (= Szkitia)

A fenti folyamatban a népnévbdl szarmazo jelzOs szerkezet (*dentii
magyer [-fold / -orszag]) kialakulasa szintaktikai folyamatként értelmezhetd.
Az orszagmegnevezes elliptikus alakjanak kialakulasa ellipszissel, a foldraj-
zi névveé valds metonimikus jelentésatvitellel, mig a Szkitia megnevezéséig
vezetd utolsod 1épés a rész-egész elvével magyarazhatod (azaz: népnév —
orszagmegnevezés — foldrajzi név — Szkitia).

Tipologiai parhuzamként emlithetd a tabgacs etnonima jelentésfejlo-
dése is. A 4-6. szazadi sztyeppei (torok-mongol) eredetii tabgacsok altal
alapitott Eszaki Wei (Tabgacs) Birodalom nevébél kiindulva a Tabgacs név
elébb Eszak-Kina, majd az 6torok forrasokban egész Kina megnevezésévé
valt (népnév — orszdgmegnevezés — Eszak-Kina — Kina).

Forraskritikai szempontok a Dentumoger foldrajzi lokalizalasahoz

A Dentumoger foldrajzi helyzetének meghatarozasa nem kizarolag nyelvé-
szeti kérdés, hanem torténeti és forraskritikai szempontok figyelembevételét
is igényli. Mindazonaltal a név etimologiaja, valamint Anonymus f6ldrajzi
leirasa egyiittesen fontos tampontokat nyujt a teriilet hozzavetoleges lokali-
zalasahoz.
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A Dentumoger lokalizacidja a szakirodalomban erdsen vitatott.>

Egyes kutatok a kelet-europai sztyeppe nyugatibb vidékeire, masok a Don
koérnyékére, mig megint masok joval keletebbre, az Uralon tulra helyezik. E
jelentds eltérések onmagukban is arra utalnak, hogy a kérdés eldontése nem
pusztan nyelvészeti, hanem torténeti és régészeti vizsgalatokat is igényel.

A jelen tanulmany elsésorban nyelvészeti szempontbol kozeliti meg a
kérdést. A név etimologiaja Gnmagaban nem elegendd a Dentumoger pontos
foldrajzi meghatarozasahoz, azonban fontos tampontot nytjthat annak hoz-
zévetdleges lokalizalasahoz. Az etimologiai elemzés eredményeit ezért Ano-
nymus foldrajzi leirasaval, valamint a korabeli kronikak adataival egyiitt
vizsgalom, amelyek egyiittesen lehetdvé teszik a Dentumoger koriilbeliili
foldrajzi koriilhatarolasat.

(1) Anonymus leirasa alapjan egyértelmiinek latszik, hogy a Don foly6
képezte a Dentumoger keleti hatarat (,,4 tergo autem habet flumen, quod
dicitur Tanais...” — ,,Legszéléen azonban a Don nevii folyo talalhato...”, 1d.
fentebb). Anonymus leirdsa alapjan Szkitia, azaz Dentumoger, a Karpatoktol
keletre elteriild Kelet-Europat egészen a Fekete-tenger északi vidékéig fog-
lalja magaban (I1d. fentebb Anonymus leirasat a ¢) pontban). Ennek a terii-
letnek a legszélén pedig — Anonymus megfogalmazasa szerint — a Don folyo
talalhato.

Ezzel 6sszhangban Harmatta Janos ugy vélte, hogy Anonymus lénye-
geében a klasszikus gorog szerzok Szkitiajat idézi fel, amelynek keleti hatarat
a Tanais (Don) képezte. Harmatta szerint Anonymus ezt a teriiletet azonosi-
totta Dentumogerrel, vagyis a magyarok dshazéjaval. Szerinte ez a név Ano-
nymus korabeli magyar oralis népi hagyomanyban annak a teriiletnek és la-
koinak a megjelolése volt, ahonnan a magyarok jottek.> Anonymus egy ma-
sik helyen (§14) a Dentumogerrel azonositott Szkitia kapcsan szintén a Ta-
nais (Don) vizét emliti viszonyitasi pontként.

(2) Regino priimi apat (845-915) is a Don mell¢ helyezi a magyarok
lakta teriiletet: ,, Az Ur megtestesiilésének 889. évében a magyarok [...] népe
[...] elojott a szkita teriiletekrol és ama mocsarak koziil, amelyeket kidrada-

saval végteleniil kiterjeszt a Don.”®

34 Dentumoger f6ldrajzi helyzetérdl alkotott korabbi elképzeléseket 1d. Gyorffy, 1948, 67-68.
55 Harmatta, 1977, 206-207.
56 HKIF 195.
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(3) Viterboi Gottfried Vildgkronikdjaban (1185) két magyar kiralysag-
16l esik sz0, egy régirdl és egy ujrol. A régit a Medtisz mocsarainak vidékére
helyezi, amely valdszinilileg a Dontol nyugatabbra és délebbre (a Donyec
vidékére és a Don also szakaszara?) esik. Taldn nem véletlen, hogy amikor
Anonymus a Dentumoger teriiletét irja le, megemliti, hogy ott ,,kiterjedt mo-
csarak” (cum paludibus magnis)’ talalhatok. Kiilon figyelmet érdemel, hogy
a Dentumoger Don menti lokalizacidjaval 6sszhangban allo hagyomany nem
csupan Anonymusnal jelenik meg. A nala valamivel korabban ir6 Viterboi
Gottfried adatai is arra utalnak, hogy e foldrajzi elképzelés a 12. szazad vé-
gén mar 6nallé hagyomanyként is ismert lehetett.

(4) Maga a dentii magyer a ‘doni magyar’ elnevezés is — mint nyel-
vészeti kritérium — vildgosan a Don menti teriiletre helyezi a magyarok szal-
lasteriiletét.

(5) Segédkritériumként a magyar nyelv bolgar-torok és alan jovevény-
szavai®® — amelyek nyelvfoldrajzi szempontbol is iranyadok —, valamint a
sztyeppetorténeti analogidk is erdsen tamogatjak ezt a feltételezést, hiszen a
folyok gyakran természetes hatarként szolgaltak a steppén.

A fenti 6t, egymastol fiiggetlen kritérium egybehangzéan a Don vidé-
kére mutat (4. kép). Ezen kritériumok alapjan nagyon valdszintinek latszik,
hogy Dentumoger, a nyugati 6smagyarok szallasteriilete, keleti hataraként a
Don foly6 szolgalt. Mivel a Dentumoger jelentése a ‘doni magyar’ és a ‘doni
magyar (szallasteriilet)’, vagyis a Don (Den) a jelzo, valdszintinek tiinik,
hogy a f6 szallasteriilet a Don mentén, illetve a Don foly6 nyugati oldaléan,
mindenképpen a foly6é menti teriileten helyezkedhetett el, kiilonben nem il-
lették volna a ‘doni’ (= Dentii) jelzével.

A Dentumoger nyugati hatara bizonytalan. E teriilet birtokbavételének
kezdeti szakaszaban talan a Donyec képezhette a nyugati hatart, mivel a két
foly6 (Donyec és Don) kozti szallasteriilet a természetes hatart alkoto két fo-
ly6 révén viszonylag biztonsagos lehetett.

S7SRHI: §1.

8 Rona-Tas véleménye szerint a magyar nyelv alan eredetli jovevényszavai (pl. asszony) az
Azovi-tenger (Meotisz) térségében keriilhettek a magyarsag nyelvébe, ami nyelvfoldrajzi
szempontbol is a Don—Meotisz-vidék jelentdségére utal (Rona-Tas, 1996, 258).
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Fekete-tenger

4. kép. Dentumoger feltételezett kiterjedése az Anonymusndl (§ 5) fennmaradt
foldrajzi hagyomdany, valamint Regino és Viterboi Gottfried adatai alapjan®®

Kézai Dentia és Mogoria alakjai

Ami a Kézainal felbukkano Dentia és Mogoria alakokat illeti, valosziniinek
tiinik, hogy ezek a Dentumoger torzulasanak, illetve Kézai értelmezésének
eredményei. Ha ez valdban igy van, akkor a sok vita targyat képez6 Dentia
alak nyelvészeti szempontbodl jol magyarazhatd, amennyiben a Dentia alakot
a Dentii elem Kézai altal ellatinositott valtozatanak tekintjiik.

A Dentia és Mogoria alakok értelmezése szorosan 6sszefiligg a Szkitia
harom tartomanyarol sz6l6 kronikahagyomannyal. Szabados Gyorgy azon-
ban Kuun Géza nyoman a kronikahagyomany haromosztata Szkitia-képét
torténeti hagyomanyként értelmezi.®® Felfogéasa szerint a kronikakban sze-

3 A térkép a Wikimedia Commons ,,Donrivermap_hu.svg” alaptérképének modositott vélto-
zata (szinezés és kisebb szerkesztések a szerz6t6l). Forras: https://commons. wikimedia.org/
wiki/File:Donrivermap hu.svg.

60 Szabados, 2013, 9-10; 2017, 14; 2022, 118.
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repld Barsacia/Bascardia, Dentia és Mogoria eredetileg hdrom kiilonallo
terliletet jeloltek, amelyek koziil Dentia a Don menti magyarok foldjével a-
zonosithatd, Mogoria pedig a Kaukazus eldterében fekvé magyar szallas-
tertiletet jelolhette. Szerinte e harom tertileti név koziil az utdbbi ketté Ano-
nymusnal 0sszevonva, Dentiimogyer alakban maradt fenn (azaz Dentia +
Mogoria — Dentumoger). Szabados szerint a harmas felosztds nem késoi
konstrukcio, hanem az 6si hagyomany egyik eleme lehetett. Megjegyzendo,
hogy Szabados értelmezése nem etimologiai, hanem els6sorban torténeti €s
torténeti foldrajzi jellegti.

A kérdés megitélésében nincs egyetértés: mig Kuun Géza®' nyoman
Bendefy Laszl6% és Szabados Gyorgy a kronikahagyomany harmas feloszta-
sat tekintik elsédlegesnek, addig Gombocz Zoltan® Anonymus kettds felosz-
tasanak elsébbsége mellett érvelt. E kérdéskor részletes targyalasa azonban
nem c¢lja jelen tanulmanynak, mivel elsdsorban torténeti és torténeti foldraj-
zi problémakat vet fel.

Dentumoger és Hetumoger viszonya

A Dentumoger biztosan nem azonos a szintén Anonymusnal talalhato Heru-
mogerrel, azaz ‘hétmagyar’-ral, mint azt tobben feltételezik.** Véleményem
szerint nincs kdziik egymashoz, viszont szemben az eddigi olvasatokkal, ugy
gondolom, hogy ezt nem hetiimogyernek, hanem hetiimagyernek (vagyis
hetii magyernek) kell olvasni az dmagyarban és *hetii madzsernek az Gsma-
gyarban, mivel a masodik elem azonos a Dentumoger masodik, -moger ele-
mével.

Osszegzés

Jelen tanulmanyban a Dentumoger elnevezéshez egy 1j nyelvészeti értelme-
z€st javasoltam. Véleményem szerint a név eredetileg egy torok—magyar
kontaktuskdrnyezetben 1étrejott *dentii magyer szerkezetre vezethet6 vissza,
amelynek eredeti jelentése a *‘doni magyar’ lehetett. A dentii elem ebben az

61 Kuun, 1895, 132-133.

2 Bendefy, 1945, 72-75.

9 Gombocz, 1917, 147-148.

% Béna, 1993, 15; Rona-Tas, 1996, 267; Sudar, 2020, 214.
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értelmezésben nem magyar kicsinyitd képzos alak, hanem a térok Den ‘Don’
folyonévhez jarulo szintén torok eredetii +#u / +#i melléknévképz6 szarma-
zéka.

Az elemzés soran amellett érveltem, hogy a korabban javasolt magya-
razatok jelentds része alaktani, jelentéstani vagy szintaktikai nehézségekbe
iitkdzik. A javasolt 1) értelmezés ezzel szemben Osszhangban all a torok
nyelvekbdl ismert képzési mintakkal, valamint olyan torténeti parhuzamok-
kal, mint a szoltu, nogajtu vagy Quduqti, Terdkti, Sarimsagqti tipusu alakok.

A tanulmany tovabba kisérletet tett annak bemutatasara, hogy a Den-
tumoger miként valhatott népnévbdl foldrajzi névvé, majd Szkitia egyik
meg-nevezésévé. E folyamat az ellipszis, a metonimikus jelentésatvitel és a
rész-egész (pars pro toto) viszony egylittes figyelembevételével magyardz-
hato.

A forraskritikai vizsgalat alapjan a Dentumoger t6ldrajzi lokalizacioja
is valoszinisithet. Anonymus leirasa, Regino tudoésitasa, Viterboi Gottfried
adatai, a név etimologidja, valamint a nyelvfoldrajzi és sztyeppetorténeti
szempontok egyarant arra utalnak, hogy a Dentumoger a Don vidékével, ko-
zelebbrdl a Don nyugati oldalan fekvé magyar szallasteriilettel hozhato6 kap-
csolatba.

Végezetiil a Kézainal el6forduld Dentia és Mogoria alakokat, vala-
mint a hetumoger elnevezést is a Dentumoger problémakorével 6sszefiig-
gésben vizsgaltam. Bar e kérdések részben tovabbi kutatast igényelnek, a be-
mutatott adatok arra utalnak, hogy a korai magyar névanyag t6bb eleme ed-
dig kevéssé figyelembe vett torok nyelvi osszefiiggések fényében Ojraértel-
mezhetd.

A tanulmanyban bemutatott nyelvészeti, jelentéstani, szintaktikai és
torténeti érvek alapjan az Anonymusndl adatolt Dentumoger alak kialakulasa
és fejlodése a kovetkezoképpen rekonstrualhato:

Don |/ Den (folyonév)
!

Dentii ‘doni, a Donhoz tartozo’

!

6sm. *dentii madzser ‘a Don menti / doni magyar(ok)’

l

om. *dentii magyer ‘a Don menti / doni magyar(ok)’

!

om. *dentiimagyer (Anonymusnal: Dentumoger)
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Dentumoger adina iliskin dilbilimsel aciklamalar
Genisletilmis ozet

Bir Macar kronikgisi ve saray katibi olan Anonymus’un (13. yiizyil) Latince kaleme
aldig1 Gesta Hungarorum adli eserinde, Eski Macarlarin adi1, Macar iilkesi ve Iskit-
ya’nin diger bir adlandirmasi olarak kullanilan Dentumoger ad1 yer almaktadir. Bu
¢aligma, yapisi ve anlami bugiine kadar hala tam anlagilamayan bu adi dilbilimsel
acidan agiklamay1 amaglamaktadir. Macar tarih yaziminda ve filoloji alanyazininda
uzun siiredir tartisilan bu adin kdkenbilgisi konusunda bugiine kadar cesitli agikla-
malar ileri sliriilmiis olmakla birlikte, 6nerilen kokenbilgisi agiklamalarinin 6nemli
bir kism1 bigimbilimsel, anlambilimsel, s6zdizimsel ve hatta sesbilimsel bakimindan
cesitli sorunlar igcermektedir. Calismanin temel amaci, Dentumoger adini ve bunun
Dentu+ 0gesini tarihsel ve karsilastirmali dilbilim yontemleri 1s181nda yeniden yo-
rumlamak ve bu yorumun erken Macar tarihine iliskin sonuclarini tartigsmaktir.

Calismada oOncelikle Dentumoger adina iligkin baglica goriisler elestirel ola-
rak gozden gegirilmistir. Ozellikle Dentu+ dgesini Donets (Donyec) nehriyle, Ma-
carca +#(u) kiigiiltme ekiyle veya genel olarak Macarca temelinde agiklamaya ¢alisan
yorumlarin, Macarcadaki niteleme yapilari (6bekleri) bakimmdan — dncelikle bigim-
bilimsel, anlambilimsel ve sdzdizimsel bakimdan — 6nemli sorunlar igerdigi gos-
terilmistir. Nitekim bu agiklamalarin ortak ve temel sorunu, Dentu+ 6gesinin bir halk
veya boy adi (moger ‘Macar’) 6niinde sifat gorevi listlenmesini Macarcanin bigim-
bilimsel, anlambilimsel ve sdzdizimsel yapist bakimindan yeterince agiklayamama-
laridir.
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Calismada buna karsilik, Dentu+ 6gesinin tarihi ve bazi glinimiiz Tiirk dil-
lerinde yaygin olarak goriilen +DX (+di/+di, +du/+dii, +tu/+tii) sifat yapim ekiyle
aciklanabilecegi ileri siiriilmektedir. Bu ek, Genel Tiirk¢ede bir yer, topluluk veya
nesneyle aidiyet ya da iligki bildiren sifatlar tiiretmektedir. Bu gergevede Den+tii >
Dentii bigimi bu ¢alismada, ‘Don’a ait, Donlu, Don boyundaki’ anlaminda yorum-
lanmaktadir. Béylece Dentumoger adinin temelinde yer alan yapinin, Eski Tiirkge
niteleme yapilarina uygun olarak, muhtemelen iki dilli (Macarca-Tiirk¢e) Macar yo-
netici ve segkinleri — veya belki de Macarlara asimile olan Kabarlar — tarafindan
kullanilan Ana Macarca *Dentii Macer ‘Don Macarlar1 (Don boyundaki Macarlar)’
biciminden gelistigi one siiriilmektedir (* Dentii Macer > * Dentii Magyer — Latince
Dentumoger).

Calismada bu ¢oziim yalnizca kokenbilgisel bir 6neri olarak sunulmamis,
ayn1 zamanda cesitli dilbilimsel ve adbilimsel 6rneklerle de desteklenmistir. Tiirk
dillerindeki tarihsel +D.X sifat yapim ekinin kullanimina iligskin 6rnekler degerlen-
dirilmis (Soltu, Nogaytu); ayrica Cagdas Uygurcada ve diger Tiirk dillerinde go-
riilen yer adlartyla (Quduqti, Terdkti, Sarimsaqti) karsilastirmalar yapilmistir. Bu ve-
riler, Dentu+ (< Den+tii) bigiminin Tiirk¢e igerisinde bigimbilimsel, anlambilimsel
ve sozdizimsel bakimdan tamamen olagan ve iiretken bir tiiretme modeliyle agikla-
nabilecegini gdstermektedir.

Calismanin bir diger 6nemli sonucu, Dentumoger adinin simdiye kadar tat-
min edici bigimde agiklanamayan farkli anlamlarinin ortaya ¢ikiginin sdézdizimsel ve
anlambilimsel a¢idan agiklanmasidir. Bu durum, baglangicta etnik kdkenli bir adlan-
dirma olan yapimin (yani: *Dentii Magyer ‘Don Macarlar1’) nasil olup da énce bir
iilke adina, ardindan bir cografi bélgenin adina ve nihayet Iskitya’nin diger bir ad-
landirmasina doéniisebildigi sorusunu giindeme getirmektedir. Calismada bu anlam
gelisimi zinciri, sdzdizimsel ve anlambilimsel eksilti (ellipsis) ve anlam aktarimi
kavramlar1 gergevesinde agiklanmaya c¢aligilmistir. Buna gore, *Dentii Magyer
(‘Don Macarlart’) bi¢iminin iilke ve cografi ad olarak kullanimi1 aslinda eksiltili bir
yapiya dayanmaktadir. S6z konusu yap1 baslangigta muhtemelen * Dentii Magyer [-
fold] (‘Don Macarlar1 topraklar1’) veya *Dentii Magyer [-orszag] (‘Don Macarlar1
iilkesi’) bi¢cimindeki bir adlandirmadan tiiremistir. Zamanla bu sifat tamlamasindaki
tamlanan (*[fold] / *[orszag]) en az c¢aba yasasi geregi diismiis, buna karsilik tam-
layan (yani *Dentii Magyer) tamlananin da anlamini Gistlenerek anlam genislemesine
ugramistir. Bunun sonucunda baslangigta yalnizca etnik bir adlandirma, yani Eski
Macarlarin adi olarak kullanilan *Dentii Magyer, eksilti yoluyla ayni zamanda
*‘Don Macarlarinin iilkesi’ anlamin1 da kazanmistir. Bagka bir ifadeyle burada eksil-
tiye bagli bir anlam aktarimi, bunun sonucunda da bir anlam genislemesi gercek-
lesmistir. Boylece Dentumoger ad1 dnce iilke adi, daha sonra ise pargabiitiin (pars-
pro-toto) anlam iliskisi yoluyla daha genis bir cografi bolgenin, yani pargasi oldugu
Iskitya’nin diger bir adlandirmasi hline de gelmistir (6zetle: Cografi kékenli etnik
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adlandirma — iilke adi — cografi ad — Iskitya). Bu gelisim siireci ve buna karsilik
gelen dbek yapisi s6zdizimsel agidan su sekilde modellenebilir:

Magyer — [[Dentii]l Magyer| — [[[Dentii] Magyer] orszag| — Dentiimagyer
— Dentumoger®

Dilbilimsel degerlendirmelerin yani sira Anonymus, Regino Prumiensis ve
Gottfried von Viterbo gibi Orta Cag kaynaklarimin tanikliklar1 da g6z 6niinde bulun-
durulmustur. Bu kaynaklarin birlikte degerlendirilmesi sonucunda Dentumoger’in
dogu sinirmin Don nehriyle iliskili oldugu ve adin tarihi cografya bakimindan da
Don’un bati kiyisindaki veya batisindaki bir bolgeye igaret ettigi sonucuna varilmis-
tir (Gér. 4). Bununla birlikte calismanin temel agirlik noktas: tarihi cografya degil,
s0z konusu yorumun dilbilimsel temelleridir.

Sonug olarak ¢alisma, Anonymus’taki (13. yiizyil bast) Dentumoger (= Den-
tiimagyer) adinin simdiye kadar yeterince dikkate alinmamis Ana Tiirkge veya Eski
Tiirkce dilbilgisel 6zellikler 151¢1nda yeniden yorumlanabilecegini gostermektedir.
Calismada onerilen agiklama hem bigimbilimsel hem anlambilimsel hem de s6zdi-
zimsel bakimdan daha tutarlt bir model sunmasi yaninda, s6z konusu adin tarihsel
kullanim bi¢imleriyle de uyumlu goériinmektedir. Bu nedenle Dentumoger adimin
Tiirk¢e kokenli bir sifat tamlamasindan gelistigi yoniindeki yorumun, basta Dentu-
moger adinin kdkenbilgisi olmak iizere, Macar anayurdu, erken Macar tarihi ve tarihi
cografyasi lizerine yiiriitiilen tartigmalara yeni bir bakis agis1 saglayabilecegini diisii-
nilyorum.

95 Sema tarihsel ses degisimlerinin ve kdkenbilimsel ayrintilarn yeniden kurgulanmasini de-
gil, 6bek yapisinin soyut sdzdizimsel gosterimini amaglamaktadir; bu nedenle tarihsel bi¢cim-
ler sadelestirilmistir.
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BETWEEN THE GLOBAL CHRISTIAN VISION
AND THE SEARCH FOR THE LOST HOMELAND:
FRIAR JULIAN’S MISSION TO MAGNA HUNGARIA

Fatih DURGUN*

Introduction

In the 13th century, the Hungarian Dominican Friar Julian (Julianus barat)
embarked on an expedition to establish contact with the “Eastern Hungari-
ans” (Keleti magyarok, also known as the Hungarians of Great Hungary,
Magna Hungaria), identified as a segment of the Hungarian people believed
to have separated from the main body of Hungarian tribes centuries earlier
during their movement towards Europe. Commissioned by King Béla IV of
Hungary (d. 1270) in 1235, Friar Julian’s mission represents one of the ear-
liest documented instances of Christian Europeans venturing into the depths
of Asia. Friar Julian, accompanied by three fellow monks, undertook a per-
ilous journey through uncharted territories, seeking their distant relatives
near the Ural Mountains, more precisely in the southern Urals around the
Belaya River Basin, the presumed location of Magna Hungaria.'

It has been recently suggested that Julian participated in two of the
four Dominican missions, during one of which two of his companions termi-
nated their involvement and returned to Hungary.? Tragically, another monk
who stayed with Julian, named Gerardus/Gerard, fell ill and died en route.

* Istanbul Medeniyet University, Department of History, Istanbul, Tiirkiye; ORCID ID: 0000-
0001-6620-2359; durgun.fatih6161@gmail.com

! The terms Hungaria Minor and Hungaria Nova designate subsequent settlement regions for
the Magyars. Conversely, the designation “greater” within Hungaria Maior or Magna Hunga-
ria signifies the primordial homeland, emphasising its foundational importance within Hun-
garian history and collective identity. For Friar Julian’s mission and the matter of the naming
and location of Magna Hungaria especially see: Bendefy, 1937; Németh, 1930; Czeglédy,
1943; Dérrie, 1956; Gyorffy, 1986; Dienes, 1937; Sinor, 1952; Hautala, 2016; Rimanyi, 2018.
For two studies in Turkish see, Aydim, 2021; Ozcan, 2010.

2 Rimanyi, 2018, 99.
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Despite the challenges, Julian did not give up and continued his mission
alone. He eventually succeeded in reaching his fellow Hungarians in Magna
Hungaria. During his expedition, he encountered diverse cultures and com-
municated with speakers of various languages, gaining substantial knowl-
edge of the regions. He also became cognizant of the rising threat from the
Mongol Empire. Alarmed by his findings, Julian quickly returned to Hunga-
ry to inform King Béla IV (d. 1270) about the Mongols’ swift westward ad-
vance and the significant threat they posed to Europe. His report allowed
Hungary to implement some protective measures. However, these ultimately
proved inadequate to prevent the widespread destruction of the Mongol inva-
sion in 1241-1242.2

Friar Julian’s mission in the 1230s yielded an exceptionally rare and
indispensable early account of Central Asia for medieval Europe, a contri-
bution particularly significant as it occurred just prior to, or at the very begin-
ning of, the period when Christian Europe and Mongol Asia initiated cross-
cultural and diplomatic contacts in the decades following the Mongol incur-
sions into Central Europe in the 1240s.* Friar Julian’s expedition demonstra-
ted the importance of the region, revealing it as a nexus of cultures and a lo-
cus of potential conflicts.” Julian’s enigmatic mission (a subject that retains
a presence in popular national culture through representations such as his
statue with Friar Gerard on Castle Hill in Budapest) has been the focus of
considerable historical investigation, a point corroborated by the sources in-
forming this study. Nevertheless, the broader political and religious milieus
within which his report was produced have garnered significantly less schol-
arly attention. The two primary sources detailing Friar Julian’s expedition
are primarily noted for shedding light on the Mongol threat, providing key
evidence for Great Hungary in the East, and mentioning groups like the
Mordvins.® Consequently, Julian’s account invites recognition as a historio-
graphically foundational primary source, rather than simply a supplementary
one, requiring deeper contextual understanding within its religious and poli-
tical setting.

3 Sebdk, 2024, 17-26.

4 Guzman, 1996, 53-67.

3 Hautala argues that Julian’s expedition was an explicit result of the extension of missionary
work by the Hungarian Dominicans, spurred by their evangelical success among the Cumans
(Hautala, 2016, 184).

¢ Klima, 1995, 21-33.
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II

Any attempt to grasp the religious and political dimensions of Friar Julian’s
mission must begin with a careful examination of the extant source material,
with particular attention to the route by which Magna Hungaria was reached
and to those elements of the expedition that bear directly on its political and
religious significance. Information regarding Friar Julian is unfortunately li-
mited, with only two direct primary accounts of his mission known. The first
is a report by a Friar Riccardus to the Holy See, entitled De facto Ungarie
magne, a fratre Riccardo invento tempore domini Gregorii pape noni (The
Matter of Great Hungary, written by Friar Riccardus in the time of Pope
Gregory IX). Details concerning Friar Riccardus are sparse, though his ap-
parent knowledge of Julian’s mission in the East suggests he was likely a
Dominican like Julian, and the evidence within Riccardus’s report indicates
that it was composed about 1236.7 Riccardus’s account commences with a
mention of the Gesta Hungarorum Christianorum, also called The Deeds of
the Christian Hungarians.

“It was discovered in the Gesta Hungarorum Christianorum (Deeds
of the Christian Hungarians) that there existed another, Greater Hun-
gary. From this place, seven leaders and their peoples had departed
to seek a new dwelling place, as their own land could no longer sup-
port the large number of inhabitants. After traveling through and con-
quering many kingdoms, they eventually arrived in the territory now
called Hungary, which at that time was known as the Pastures of the
Romans. They chose this land for settlement above other regions, hav-
ing subjected the peoples who were living there at the time. There, un-
der their first king, Saint Stephen®, they were finally converted to the
Catholic faith, while the earlier Hungarians, from whom these had

7 In this study, I consulted Stephen Pow’s 2018 edition at https://postponed-world-conquest.
spbu.ru/en/friar-riccardus.html titled “Friar Riccardus, The Matter of Magna Hungaria” (c.
1236)”, utilizing both the Latin edition and the English translation provided therein. All trans-
lations included in this study are my own. The title appears to be a later addition by a scribe
in one of the manuscripts, rather than the letter’s original heading (Pow, 2018, footnote 1). In
addition to Pow’s suggestion for the year 1236, alternative hypotheses are discussed by Rima-
nyi (Rimanyi, 2018, 99-100). Hautala indicates that the first Dominican expedition departed
from Hungary around 1231 and the second mission can be dated to 1234-1235 (Hautala, 2016,
330).

8 Istvan 1 (d. 1038).
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descended, remained unfaithful, continuing as pagans even today”
(Friar Riccardus, 2018).

The reference in Riccardus’ report may point to The Deeds of the Hun-
garians or a lost earlier document.” Another significant text, The Deeds of
the Hungarians (Gesta Hungarorum), was composed circa 1200 by the au-
thor known as Anonymus. He is likely identifiable as a Hungarian chan-
cellery clerk active in the late 12th or early 13th century, having previously
been in the service of King Béla I11.'° This Gesta has been a key source for
studying Hungary’s early history, from the Magyar migration to state forma-
tion, and notably predates the Dominican missions to Magna Hungaria,
which began in the 1230s. Beginning with the late 9th-century Magyar mig-
ration, the chronicle traces their route from the “Scythian Land” east of the
Volga towards settlement in the Carpathian Basin.!! This narrative gives
illuminating historical insight into the origins and movements of the Magyar
people. On the other hand, notably, unlike Riccardus, The Deeds of the Hun-
garians does not discuss the pagan beliefs of the old Magyars but stresses
their so-called Scythian origins.'"?

The report goes on to mention a concise and rather vague description
concerning the first expedition of Friar Otto, another mysterious character.
In this account, Otto meets the Eastern Magyars but cannot reach their home-
land.

“...the aforementioned friars dispatched on this mission faced con-
siderable difficulties over land and sea routes, secking the Eastern
Hungarians for more than three years. Yet, they could not locate them
because of the significant perils of the journeys, with the exception of

9 Hautala, 2016, 184.

10 Rady—Veszprémy, 2010, XIX-XXIV.

" Gesta Hungarorum 2010, 3—-11.

12 Riccardus’s report identifies the seven chieftains as the seven men from Scythian Lands, a
group known as “Hetumoger,” literally meaning “Seven Magyars” (a term also in Constantine
VII Porphyrogenitus’s De Administrando Imperio (1967, Chapter 38: 170-171). About this
topic, see (Gesta Hungarorum 2010, 3, footnote 6). Although the origins of the Hun-Hun-
garian identification via Attila can be traced back to the 11th century, and this association was
reasserted by chronicler and cleric Godfrey of Viterbo’s Memoria Seculorum (MGH, Series
Scriptorum 1872, 102) in the 12th century, it can be argued that the anonymous author of the
Gesta Hungarorum introduced into the tradition of Hungarian historiography the notion that
the Hungarians originated in Scythia — a region historically characterized as notably arbitrary
and ill-defined (Klaniczay, 2011, 189-190).
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one priest, Otto, who traveled solely under the guise of a merchant. In
a certain pagan land, he encountered some individuals speaking the
same tongue, through whom he learned exactly where they resided.
However, he did not venture into their territory. Instead, he went back
to Hungary intending to bring additional brothers who would return
with him to evangelize them with the Catholic faith. Tragically, worn
out by his many labors, he passed away eight days after arriving back,
having first explained everything about his quest to find them.” (Friar
Riccardus, 2018)

What follows in the report is a detailed narrative concerning the ex-
pedition undertaken by Friar Julian. Accompanied by three fellows, he jour-
neyed traversing the Balkans en route to Constantinople.

“Driven by a desire for the conversion of infidels, the Dominican fri-
ars again dispatched four brothers to seek the aforesaid people. After
getting a blessing from their brothers, they changed from their regular
habit into secular clothing and grew their beards and hair like pa-
gans. Aided by the leadership and expenses provided by Lord Béla,"
the current King of Hungary, they journeyed through the land of
Asan’s Bulgaria and Romania (Byzantine territory), eventually arriv-
ing at Constantinople.” (Friar Riccardus, 2018)

Following their Black Sea crossing, the travelers arrived at Tmuta-
rakan, a settlement on the Taman Peninsula now identified with modern Ta-
man located approximately opposite Kerch. At the time of their arrival, Tmu-
tarakan served as the capital of a principality under the dominion of the Kie-
van Rus.!'* It was at this location that they ascertained their fellow coun-
trymen were situated in a more northerly area.

“From that point, they embarked by sea and after a voyage of thirty-
three days, they arrived in the territory designated as Sychia, specifi-
cally the city named Matrica. The ruler and populace of this location
assert that they are Christians, possessing Greek script and clergy. It
is noted that the prince reportedly maintains a hundred wives. A gen-
eral custom among the men involves shaving their heads completely

13 Béla was crowned as King Béla IV in 1235.
14 Grinevetsky et al., 2015, 754.
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while cultivating their beards meticulously. An exception is made for
the nobility, who retain a small amount of hair above the left ear as
an emblem of their status, the remainder of the head being entirely
shaven. They sojourned there for fifty days, anticipating potential
companyionship. Furthermore, divine favour facilitated their encoun-
ter with a lady of higher standing than the king’s numerous wives; she
exhibited remarkable kindness towards them, ensuring all their neces-
sities were met.” (Friar Riccardus, 2018)

Drawing on the support and guidance of the woman previously ref-
erenced, they departed from that point. Their expedition involved traversing
a barren and unpopulated expanse for a period of thirteen days. Following
this arduous passage, they arrived in the territory known as Alania, the land
of the Alans,'> where adherents of Christianity and pagan faiths coexisted.'s
However, the brothers found themselves unable to secure any fellow trav-
ellers to continue their mission from that location, owing to the apprehension
among the local populace regarding the Tartars, who were reported to be in
the vicinity. After two friars had turned back and another had died, the re-
maining brothers confronted growing hardship. Two chose to return to Hun-
gary, leaving only Julian and Gerardus to persevere in the mission. Trav-
elling onward from Alania, they reached another city, where the ailing Gerar-
dus died. He passed away in the home of a Saracen — a term used for Muslims
in the Middle Ages, likely derived from a mistaken attribution of Arab lin-
cage to Abraham’s free wife Sarah, an error generally considered deliber-
ately invented by the Arabs themselves despite their traditionally accepted
descent from his concubine, Hagar!” — who, moved by religious compassion,
had offered them shelter. Gerard was subsequently buried in that place.!®

The narrative continues with Friar Julian proceeding by himself. In a
place identified as Great Bulgaria (Magna Bulgaria) — a region correspond-
ing to parts of present-day southern Ukraine and southwestern Russia, de-
scribed by Fiedler as “the steppe corridor to the east of the Sea of Azov under

15 For Alans, see: Bachrach (1973) and (Friar Riccardus, 2018, footnote 15). Notably, the re-
ports from the mission are silent regarding any preaching activities undertaken by Julian and
his companions among the Alans and Kipchaks (Hautala, 2020, 43, footnote 15; Dérrie, 1956,
151-161; cited from Hautala’s work).

16 Friar Riccardus, 2018.

17 Tolan, 2002, 10-11.

18 Friar Riccardus, 2018.
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the rule of Kubrat™"® — he received assistance from a compassionate Saracen
priest and his wife. While there, he encountered a Hungarian woman who
was in Great Bulgaria to be married. She provided him with crucial infor-
mation regarding the routes he had to take and assured him that he would
indeed find the Hungarians he was seeking. Sustained by this guidance and
reassurance, Friar Julian finally reached Magna Hungaria, situated near the
Volga River.?

This location may possibly be identified with Etelkdz (Atelkouzou), a
region characterized as somewhat vaguely defined and situated between the
Don and the lower Danube or the Dnieper and the lower Danube. It is known
as a territory from which the Magyars are believed to have migrated and
which, as described by Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus in De Administ-
rando Imperio, was inhabited by the Pechenegs in the 10th century.?!

Building upon the account of Julian’s solitary expedition and fortunate
encounters, the text indicates that upon his arrival in Magna Hungaria, near
the Volga River, Friar Julian was met with a warm reception from the local
inhabitants. These people were reportedly able to converse with him in his
native Hungarian language. This shared tongue allowed for direct commu-
nication and likely facilitated the cordial welcome he received.

“When they saw him and understood that he was a Hungarian Chris-
tian, they rejoiced not a little at his arrival, leading him around
through houses and villages and faithfully inquiring about the king
and kingdom of their Christian Hungarian brothers, and whatever he
wished to propose to them, as much about the faith as about other
things, they listened most diligently, because they entirely had the
Hungarian language; and they understood him and he understood
them.” (Friar Riccardus, 2018)

However, the Magyars are characterized as pagans, distinguished from
other such groups by the reported absence of idol worship.??> They are de-
picted as exhibiting sympathy towards Christian Julian, a disposition attri-
buted to a perceived shared ancestry. This portrayal, which describes them

19 Kubrat died in 665 (Fiedler, 2008, 152).

20 Friar Riccardus, 2018.

2l Porphyrogenitus, 1967, Chapter 38: 172-173.
22 Friar Riccardus, 2018.
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as lacking knowledge of God, cultivates a perception of the Magyars as
moderate kindred pagans, potentially amenable to Christian conversion. On
the other hand, their way of life is concurrently presented as akin to that of
beasts, a characterization consistent with the prevalent medieval Christian
dichotomy that equated Christianity with civilization and relegated paganism
to the realm of barbarism.?* Their subsistence is based on a non-agricultural
lifestyle, with a diet including horse and wolf meat, and the consumption of
mare’s milk and blood. They are noted for their abundance of horses and
weaponry and are depicted as highly proficient in military endeavours. Fur-
thermore, the account indicates their awareness, through ancestral narra-
tives, that the Hungarians (Ungari) are descended from their group, although
they were unaware of the Hungarians’ whereabouts at that time.*

Significantly, Riccardus’ report indicates that while the Hungarians in
the Carpathian Basin maintained a persistent memory of their separation
from their eastern brethren, the population in the ancestral homeland likewise
appears to have retained some consciousness of this historical schism. The
documented retention of knowledge concerning their separation by both the
Hungarian population that migrated westward into the Carpathian Basin and
the communities that remained in the ancestral territories near the Volga is
presented as evidence of the profound influence this formative historical
event exerted on the distinct identities of these related groups. This suggests
the persistence of a shared historical awareness that was not extinguished by
their physical separation. In the context of Friar Julian’s mission, this recip-
rocal, albeit potentially imprecise, acknowledgment of a shared lineage like-
ly served as the fundamental rationale for his undertaking to locate these east-
ern Hungarians, establishing a common historical ground for his interactions
and inquiries.

Riccardus’ narrative continues by stating that while Friar Julian was
in Magna Hungaria among the Magyars, he received a critical warning from
them concerning an impending Mongol invasion of Europe. Julian was sub-
sequently able to deliver this crucial intelligence.? The text proceeds to clar-
ify the relationship between the eastern Hungarians and the Tartars (Mon-

23 For Medieval Christian identification of barbarism and paganism see: Jones, 1971, 376~
401, especially 392.

24 Friar Riccardus, 2018.

25 Friar Riccardus, 2018.
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gols) in the region. The Tartars are depicted as neighbours to these Hunga-
rians. Despite initial military engagements, the Tartars proved unable to sub-
jugate them, suffering defeat in their first encounter. Consequently, the Tar-
tars opted to form an alliance with these Hungarians; together, they had re-
portedly devastated fifteen kingdoms. It was in this Hungarian territory that
Friar Julian encountered Tartars, notably a messenger from their leader. This
man was reportedly remarkably multilingual, fluent in Hungarian, Rus (Ruz-
henicum), Cuman, German, Saracen (Arabic), and Tartar. The messenger
conveyed to Julian that the principal Tartar army, then located approximately
a five-day journey distant, intended to advance towards the German terri-
tories.?® However, this Tartar force was reportedly awaiting the arrival of
another army that had been dispatched for the conquest of Persia.?” The mes-
senger further articulated the broader intentions of the Tartar populace. Ac-
cordingly, their plan was to depart from their own territories to engage in
combat with any who offered resistance and to devastate any polities they
could bring under their dominion.?®

Despite receiving an invitation to remain with the eastern Hungarians,
the friar opted to return for two primary reasons. Firstly, he was apprehensive
that if the neighbouring pagan polities and the Rus’ territories, situated be-
tween the Christian Hungarians of the Carpathian Basin and the eastern pa-
gan Hungarians, were to learn of the invitation extended to the latter to adopt
the Catholic faith, they might perceive this as a threat. This could lead them
to secure all travel routes, fearing that the conversion of the pagan Hungari-
ans to Christianity would empower them to conquer the intervening king-
doms. His second concern was the potential failure of his mission were he to
die unexpectedly or become incapacitated. In such an event, he would not
only fail to complete his objectives, but his fellow Hungarians would also
remain ignorant of the location of this related people. Consequently, upon

26 Friar Riccardus, 2018.

27 In the medieval period, the term “Persian” referred to a geographically imprecise and fluid
region and should therefore be understood in a broad sense within the conceptual framework
of the “Persianate,” encompassing the diverse geographies and cultures across Eurasia shaped
by Persian cultural influence. For a critical analysis of this concept, first articulated by
Marshall Hodgson in the second volume of The Venture of Islam (1974); see, Green, 2019,
1-71).

28 Friar Riccardus, 2018.
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his resolution to return, the local Hungarians revealed to him an alternative
path that would facilitate a more rapid journey back.?

It can be argued that Friar Julian’s decision to depart from Magna
Hungaria, notwithstanding the warm welcome and the invitation to stay, re-
veals a keen understanding of the precarious geopolitical environment of
Eastern Europe at that time. His rationale centred on the strategic conse-
quences tied to religious and political alignments. He shrewdly recognized
that the potential conversion of the eastern Hungarians to Catholicism and
their re-establishment of ties with their western counterparts could be per-
ceived as a significant shift in the balance of power by the surrounding non-
Christian (pagan or Muslim) and Orthodox Christian (Rus’) entities. This
could readily provoke a hostile response, potentially resulting in the closure
of essential travel routes and the isolation of the recently discovered popu-
lation. This concern illustrates a complex dynamic in the region. It reflects
the frequent interweaving of religious identity with political allegiances, a
pattern observable historically and arguably continuing today.

On the other hand, Friar Julian’s decision to depart from Magna Hun-
garia reflects the paramount importance he assigned to the successful com-
munication of his findings regarding the existence and location of their east-
ern kinsmen to the wider Hungarian population in the Carpathian Basin.
Having already undergone significant hardship and the loss of companions,
Julian was acutely aware of the inherent vulnerability of his undertaking. A
significant concern was the potential for his own demise or incapacitation to
entirely prevent the critical exchange of information. His priority, therefore,
shifted from prolonged interaction and potential missionary work among the
eastern Hungarians to ensuring that the vital intelligence concerning their
discovery was successfully relayed to his homeland. The assistance provided
by the eastern Hungarians in indicating a faster return route further empha-
sizes the importance of this communication, as they too appear to have rec-
ognized the need for Julian to deliver his findings successfully. Conse-
quently, his stated reason for returning presents Friar Julian not only as a
missionary, but also as a pragmatic envoy aware of the political risks and the
urgency of transmitting his message.

2 Friar Riccardus, 2018.
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Upon concluding his mission, Friar Julian returned to Hungary. His
return journey constituted a land passage traversing the territories of Russia
and Poland, a route reportedly indicated to him by the Eastern Magyars he
had encountered. The report compiled by Riccardus concerning Friar Juli-
an’s missionary expedition includes in its final sections an observation made
during Julian’s passage through the territory of the Mordvins, a people iden-
tified as speaking a Uralic language.’® According to Riccardus’ account, the
Mordvins have are depicted as pagan and exceptionally harsh, noting that the
men who have not committed numerous killings are held in low regard by
them.’!

The report concludes by recounting an exchange in which the Grand
Duke of Vladimir, Yuri Vsevolodovich (d. 1238) was approached by the
Mordvins, who were prompted by their prophets concerning the prospect of
dispatching a priest to baptize their population. The duke’s purported re-
sponse constituted a refusal, in which he stated that this task fell not within
his jurisdiction but rather that of the Roman Pontiff. He is further quoted as
stating that the time was approaching (a prospect often interpreted in the con-
text of the period as bearing apocalyptic significance, potentially linking to
the concept of the end times and viewing the Mongol invasion as a portent)*
when “we all must adopt the faith of the Roman Church and submit to it
obediently” * This statement attributed to the Grand Duke of Vladimir, as
presented in Riccardus’s report, is profoundly significant as it clearly sug-
gests an assertion of Papal supremacy over other Christian denominations,
specifically the Orthodox Church, emanating from a ruler within the Ortho-
dox sphere. Within the context of the Great Schism of 1054 and the ongoing
theological and ecclesiastical divisions between the Roman Catholic and Or-
thodox Churches in the 13th century, such a declaration from an Orthodox
leader acknowledging the necessity of adopting the Roman faith and sub-
mitting to Papal authority would indeed represent a remarkable and perhaps
unexpected perspective, particularly from a Western viewpoint.

While it is essential to consider this statement a fictional element, po-
tentially filtered through Riccardus’ report and contextualized by Yuri’s pro-

30 Klima, 1995, 21-33.

31 Friar Riccardus, 2018.

32 Yuri would be killed by the Mongols at the Battle of the Sit River in 1238.
33 Friar Riccardus, 2018.
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hibition on their preaching the Roman faith in his principality as can be seen
in Friar Julian’s letter that will be discussed later,* its inclusion remains
significant.® This is particularly true when considering the possibility that
the report was intended for a Catholic Christian audience, potentially reflect-
ing a Western interpretation or emphasis rather than a direct representtation
of Yuri’s own views. The mere presence of such a quote within the report is,
therefore, noteworthy for understanding the potential biases and narrative
strategies at play. This narrative element indicates at least a perception or as-
piration within certain Western circles concerning the potential future recon-
ciliation or submission of the Eastern Church to Roman authority. Further-
more, the purported action of the duke deferring responsibility for the bap-
tism of neighbouring pagans to the Roman Pontiff emphasizes an acknowl-
edgment of the Papacy as possessing a superior authority in matters of faith
and evangelization. Such a position is congruent with the central tenets of
the Roman Church’s assertions of universal jurisdiction and the function of
Dominican missionary activities in advancing these claims.

I

The second primary source concerning Friar Julian’s mission is the Epistula
de vita Tartarorum (Letter on the Life of the Tartars), an account by Julian
detailing his second expedition, addressed to the bishop of Perugia and the
papal legate in Hungary, Benedictus Salvius de Salvis, and likely composed
in 1238.%° In contrast to his earlier expedition, Julian’s second mission suc-
cessfully reached Vladimir-Suzdal, a principality that controlled the Volga
River region.’” Upon his arrival, Julian ascertained that Magna Hungaria had
been annihilated by the Mongol forces in the intervening period. In this con-
text, the author’s subsequent report provides a detailed account outlining the
strategic movements and political ambitions attributed to Chinggis Khan (re-

34 Friar Julian, 2018; Hautala, 2016, 190.

35 Certain scholars assert its authenticity. (Maiorov—Pow, 2018, 21).

36 In this study, I consulted Stephen Pow’s 2018 edition titled “Friar Julian. ‘Letter on the Life
of the Tartars’ (1238)” utilizing both the Latin edition and the English translation provided
therein. All translations included in this study are my own.

37 Rimanyi, 2018, 100. However, the precise number of expeditions in which Julian partic-
ipated remains a subject of scholarly controversy (Friar Julian, 2018, footnote 12).
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ferenced as Gurgutham, who died in 1227) and his successors, commenc-ing
from the initial emergence of the Mongol people.3®

Friar Julian’s letter delineates the Khan’s articulated objective of uni-
versal dominion and his consolidated authority within the eastern territories,
subsequently detailing the Mongol subjugation of the Cuman confederation
(identified by various names including Cumans by the Byzantines, Qipchaqgs
by Muslims, Polovtsians by the Rus, Kun by Hungarians, and Valwen or Fa-
lones by Germans),* a military success Julian attributes, in part, to the Mon-
gols’ strategic exploitation of pre-existing factionalism among the Cuman
leadership,* a vulnerability rooted in a polity characterized by internal frag-
mentation*' and already weakened by earlier incursions from the Rus’ princi-
palities and persistent internal strife, factors culminating in their decisive
defeat by Mongol forces at the Battle of the Kalka River in 1223.# Crucially,
Friar Julian also reports on the Mongols’ devastating defeat of both the Bul-
gars and the Magyars residing in Magna Hungaria, confirming the destruct-
tion of the community he had previously visited.*

In subsequent passages, Friar Julian writes that Chinggis Khan, char-
acterized therein as a prominent leader of the Tartars, initiated a swift mili-
tary offensive targeting what Julian termed the “Persian realm” (a designa-
tion likely referring collectively to Muslim powers, particularly the Khwar-
azmians, given contemporary sources’ frequent use of “kingdom of Persian”
for the Khwarazmian Empire and “king of the Persians” for its sultans),*
with the objective of resolving existing protracted disputes between the
involved entities. This venture was reportedly motivated by the objective of
resolving existing protracted disputes between the two entities.* With regard
to this, the account indicates that this campaign resulted in a decisive and
widely acknowledged victory, leading to the complete subjugation of the
Persian state under his authority (Mongol Invasion of Khwarasmian lands
between 1219-1221).

38 Friar Julian, 2018.

39 Jackson, 2018, 19.

40 Friar Julian, 2018.

41 Jackson, 2018, 19.

42 Curta, 2008, 10.

43 Friar Julian, 2018.

4 Jackson, 2018, 146, 160, footnote 99.
45 Friar Julian, 2018.
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Friar Julian also reports that leveraging these preceding successes,
Chinggis Khan’s ambition intensified.

“Rendered bolder by these events and deeming himself stronger than
all on earth, he commenced his advance against kingdoms, proposing
to subjugate the entire world to himself’ (Friar Julian, 2018)

In this respect, believing himself to be without equal in the world, he
embarked on a project to establish universal dominion and extend his rule
over all kingdoms. However, the idea that the Khan’s actions were propelled
by an aspiration for universal rule, a view supported by Friar Julian and many
modern historians, exists alongside the strong probability that the concept of
a divine mandate for world dominion originated during Chinggis Khan’s
lifetime.*

Friar Julian recounts that upon reaching Cuman territories, Mongol
forces decisively defeated them*’ subsequently integrating their lands into
the nascent empire; this victory likely corresponds to the Battle of the Kalka
River in 1223, preceding the more intensified Mongol campaigns against the
Cumans from 1236 to 1242. Following this, the Mongol armies advanced
towards Magna Hungaria, recognized as the ancestral territory of the Hunga-
rian people. Here, they engaged in an extended period of conflict with the lo-
cal populace. According to the narratives shared by the pagan Hungarians
encountered by Friar Julian, this fierce struggle persisted for fourteen years
before the Mongols finally achieved victory in the fifteenth year.*

Friar Julian’s letter also incorporated a very crucial document, namely
an ultimatum addressed to King Béla IV of Hungary. Although Julian’s ac-
count does not explicitly identify the sender, the report posits its potential
origin from either Batu Khan, Chinggis Khan’s grandson and founder of the
Golden Horde, or from Ogedei Khan, Chinggis’s son and the Great Khan at
the time.* Julian states that he received this document from (Yuri Vsevolo-

46 Maiorov—Pow, 2024, 10. This article offers significant insights as a historiographical in-

vestigation into the genesis of the Mongol understanding of universal rule.

47 Friar Julian, 2018.

48 Friar Julian, 2018. Contrary to Riccardus’s account, which posits a Magyar—Mongol
alliance culminating in victory over fifteen kingdoms subsequent to the Magyars’ purported
defeat by the Mongols, the conflict between the Magyars and the Jochids indicates that hosti-
lities were likely concentrated in the border regions of “Great Hungary” (Hautala, 2016, 188).
49 Friar Julian, 2018, footnote 43.
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dovich), the Duke of Suzdal, who had acquired it from imprisoned Mongol
emissaries whom Julian himself reportedly saw. This documented chain of
custody, particularly Julian’s personal sighting of the envoys, thus served to
corroborate the letter’s authenticity, directly linking it to the Mongol court
and its regional representatives. The letter itself was reportedly composed in
the Tartar language using a non-alphabetic script; its contents were rendered
intelligible to Julian through the interpretation provided by a Cuman indi-
vidual.®® The ultimatum reads as follows:

“I, Chayn, representative of the heavenly king, to whom he gave pow-
er over the earth to exalt those submitting to me and to humble those
opposing, I wonder about you, King of Hungary, that although I have
already sent emissaries to you for the thirtieth time, why you send
none of them back to me; but you neither send your messengers nor
letters back to me. I know that you are a rich and powerful king, and
you have many soldiers under you, and you alone govern a great king-
dom. And therefore, you subject yourself to me with difficulty of your
own will; it would be better and more salutary for you, however, if
you would subject yourself to me of your own will! I have understood
moreover that you hold the Cumans, my servants, under your protec-
tion. Wherefore I command you that you do not keep them with you
hereafter, and that you do not have me as an adversary to you on ac-
count of them! For it is easier for them to escape than for you, because
they, traveling without houses but with tents, can perhaps escape. You
however dwelling in houses, having castles and cities, how will you
flee my hands?” (Friar Julian, 2018)

The content of the ultimatum provides valuable insights into the Mon-
gol perspective, their diplomatic norms (or the contrast with European expec-
tations), and their immediate demands and threats. The opening declaration,
identifying the sender as the “representative of the heavenly king” vested
with universal authority to elevate the submissive and humble the defiant,
encapsulates the core Mongol justification for their conquests, grounded in a
belief'in a divinely sanctioned mandate to govern the world. This ideological
foundation is discernible in other surviving Mongol ultimatums like the one

50 Friar Julian, 2018.
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allegedly sent to Holy Roman Emperor Frederick I1 by the Mongols in 12385!
and became more explicitly articulated in communications dispatched to the
West in the 1240s.>* Such assertions served as a customary introduction in
Mongol correspondence with foreign rulers, functioning to assert their
claimed legitimate authority over all earthly kingdoms. Moreover, the ex-
pression of “wonder” at the King of Hungary’s failure to respond to previous
embassies (stated as the thirtieth and this is an expression, within the frame-
work of diplomatic correspondence, that implies the closure of avenues for
diplomatic compromise and constitutes a challenge) or dispatch his own en-
voys or letters operates as both a statement of grievance and an assertion of
the Mongol expectation for prompt and obedient communication from other
potentates. It frames the Hungarian king’s lack of response less as a diploma-
tic oversight than as a potential act of defiance.

However, while appearing to constitute an acknowledgment of a for-
midable adversary, the explicit recognition of Hungary’s wealth, power, mi-
litary strength, and the King’s independent rule paradoxically magnifies the
Khan’s inherent arrogance and unwavering confidence in demanding uncon-
ditional submission, effectively dismissing Hungary’s demonstrated capabil-
ities. This strategic presentation of voluntary submission as the “better and
more salutary” option functions not as a genuine path toward negotiated sett-
lement, but rather as a clear articulation of the Mongol operational paradigm
of conquest, establishing a stark dichotomy solely between coerced integra-
tion into the Mongol Empire and inevitable violent annihilation.

A particularly significant demand within the ultimatum was the direc-
tive for King Béla IV of Hungary to cease providing refuge to the Cumans,
whom the Khan explicitly designated as “my servants”. This designation is
highly revealing of the Mongol perspective, viewing conquered or displaced
populations as their subjects, whose allegiance and location remained under
Mongol jurisdiction irrespective of where they sought safety. Consequently,
the demand for their expulsion constituted a direct challenge to Hungary’s
sovereign authority and its prerogative to grant asylum to the fleeing Cu-
mans. However, King Béla IV disregarded this ultimatum and actively pur-
sued a policy of strengthening relations with the Cumans. A notable instance

51 Hautala, 2016, 192.
32 Maiorov—Pow, 2024, 5-7. For the subject of Mongol ultimatums also look at Richard, 1973,
212-222.
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occurred in 1239, when the Hungarian king granted refuge within his terri-
tories to a substantial group led by Kuthen (K&ten, killed by the Hungarians
in 1241), who had previously engaged in hostilities against the Mongols at
the Battle of the Kalka River.>® In this regard, this specific stipulation in the
ultimatum concerning the protection of the Cumans evidences the Mongols’
persistent and far-reaching pursuit of those who resisted or escaped their
control and clearly establishes the non-negotiable nature of submission
within the Mongol imperial order.

The ultimatum’s concluding threat served as a potent articulation of
Mongol military doctrine and inherent self-assurance. This was achieved by
drawing a clear contrast between the nomadic lifestyle of the Cumans —
whose potential for successful evasion the Khan explicitly acknowledged —
and the fixed, sedentary existence of the Hungarians, anchored in permanent
settlements such as houses, castles, and cities. This juxtaposition effectively
conveyed Hungary’s fundamental vulnerability to a highly mobile invading
force. In this respect, the accompanying rhetorical question, “how will you
flee my hands?”, shows the perceived inevitability of conquest for a settled
society unable to readily disperse and thus escape the swift and devastating
operational reach of the Mongol armies. Consequently, this final point en-
capsulated the core message that resistance was futile, positioning Hungary’s
sedentary nature as a critical liability that rendered it an unavoidable target
if the King chooses opposition over submission. However, in direct response
to this Mongol ultimatum, King Béla IV of Hungary elected not to comply.
Instead, he chose to persist in granting asylum to the Cuman refugees, as in-
dicated previously, and in safeguarding his kingdom’s autonomy. This act of
defiance directly contributed to the Mongol invasion of Hungary in 1241.
The ensuing military campaign witnessed the Hungarian forces suffering cat-
astrophic defeats, most notably at the Battle of Mohi in April 1241, which
resulted in the temporary subjugation of significant territories within the
Hungarian realm under Mongol authority.>* The concluding section of Juli-
an’s report presents a condensed overview of his own exploratory mission
and the preceding expedition by the Dominican friar, Otto. This is followed

53 Maiorov—Pow, 2024, 19; Korobeinikov, 2008, 389-390.
3 Negyési, 1997, 296-310; Lendvai, 2021, 49-50; Jackson, 2018, 68-79; Korobeinikov,
2008, 389-390.
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by final comments on the Tartars and concludes with the explicit statement
that the letter’s intention is to detail the “life, sect, and origin of the Tartars”.%

v

Based on the evidence presented in both of the aforementioned texts, Friar
Julian’s expeditions hold substantial historical significance, attributable to
several principal factors. A primary contribution lies in his confirmation of
the continued existence of Hungarians in Magna Hungaria. While earlier in-
timations of this eastern branch of the Hungarian people were present in oral
traditions and vaguely implied in some written sources — characterized by
scholars as “entirely medieval constructions® — Friar Julian’s mission pro-
vided the first-hand account of their presence, although its complete veracity
calls for careful consideration.’” Furthermore, Dominican Friar Julian’s de-
signation of Magna Hungaria may have influenced 13th-century Franciscan
friars such as Johannes de Plano Carpini and William of Rubruck, who also
identified Bashkiria as Magna Hungaria.>® Beyond the terminology, Julian’s
observations concerning the Eastern Hungarians offered crucial insights for
reconstructing the early history and migratory patterns of the Hungarian peo-
ple, contributions that remain highly relevant for contemporary academic
pur-suits in Hungarian history and cultural studies.

It is evident that a significant dimension of the historical importance
of Friar Julian’s letter derives from his role in providing an early warning re-
garding the impending Mongol expansion. His direct observations concer-
ning the Mongol Empire’s burgeoning power and military capabilities fur-
nished European leaders, most notably King Béla IV of Hungary, with cri-
tical intelligence that could have facilitated the anticipation of and prepa-
ration for the Mongol invasion of Europe in 1241. However, despite the per-
ceived urgency of Julian’s report on the Mongol threat, this intelligence initi-
ally elicited an insufficient response from European rulers, including Holy
Roman Emperor Frederick II and Pope Gregory IX, who were, as Vercamer

55 Friar Julian, 2018.

36 Berend-Urbanczyk—Wiszewski, 2013, 67-70.

37 Berend-Urbanczyk—Wiszewski, 2013, 70.

38 Carpini, 1996, 68, 82, 102; William of Rubruck, 2009, 138, 201.
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notes, “intensely occupied amongst themselves”.> This apparent lack of
prioritization is notable, particularly given that Frederick II had reportedly
received an ultimatum from Batu Khan as early as 1238, according to the
account of French monk and chronicler Alberic de Trois-Fontaines.®® Fur-
thermore, Pope Gregory IX, who was likely aware of Friar Julian’s report
through intermediaries such as the Hungarian king’s uncle, Berthold of An-
dechs, Patriarch of Aquileia,! simultaneously urged King Béla to participate
in a Crusade against Frederick I1.%2 This demonstrable lack of preparedness
undoubtedly contributed to the calamitous Mongol invasion of Hungary in
1241. It was primarily in the aftermath of this devastating incursion that the
Mongol threat was accorded the requisite seriousness across Europe.®

As noted in the introduction, Friar Julian’s mission is commonly ack-
nowledged for its contribution to documenting the presence of Hungarian
communities in Magna Hungaria and for issuing some of the earliest alerts
regarding the burgeoning Mongol threat. However, the broader religious and
political milieu in which this mission unfolded has received comparatively
less scholarly attention. A more comprehensive investigation of this wider
context is needed, as it is crucial for illuminating Friar Julian’s motivations
and understanding the mission’s full significance when analysed through the
dual lenses of medieval Dominican missionary activity and the prevailing
geopolitical landscape of the era.

The Dominican Order, to which both Friar Julian and Riccardus belon-
ged, played a crucial role in advancing the missionary goals of the Papacy,
which aimed to spread Christianity globally. These efforts gained significant
momentum in the early 13th century. Successive Popes, including Innocent
II1, Honorius III, Gregory IX, and Innocent IV during the 13th century, de-
monstrated a strong commitment to the Papacy’s mission of evangelizing
non-Christian populations.®* Their initiatives sought to integrate those identi-
fied as infidels and pagans into Catholic Christianity. This drive was fuelled
by a dual purpose, particularly after the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215, in-
volving the expansion of Christendom’s geographical reach through the re-

39 Vercamer, 2021, 236.
% Hautala, 2016, 192.

61 Jackson, 2018, 68.

62 Vercamer, 2021, 238.
63 Jackson, 2018, 69—78.
% Ryan, 2017, xvii-xiv.
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conquest of the Holy Land and the conversion of Eastern Christians, Mus-
lims, Jews, and pagans, as the eschatological end times were perceived to be
approaching.®® Furthermore, as Christopher Tyerman observed concerning
the Crusades against Muslims, conversion rather than conquest became a
more appealing strategy for removing threats to Christendom. This shift oc-
curred as Western Europeans gained a greater awareness of the world’s scale,
as well as its racial and religious diversity during the 13th century, coinciding
with the limited success of military campaigns in achieving crusading object-
tives.® In this respect, Saint Francis, the founder of the Franciscan Order,
travelled to Egypt to present the Christian message to the Ayyubid sultan,
Malik Al-Kamil. Concurrently, following the Mongol invasions of Europe,
the mission of the Mendicant Orders expanded to address the significant
threat posed by the Mongols, leading to the selection of the first papal emis-
saries to the pagan Mongols from their ranks.®’

Consequently, both the Dominicans and Franciscans were actively in-
volved in promoting missionary endeavours aimed at extending Christian in-
fluence through outreach to distant territories and diverse populations. The
Papacy specifically entrusted this task to these newly established mendicant
orders. Founded by Saint Dominic in 1216, the Dominican Order empha-
sized preaching, intellectual training, and missionary work. These character-
istics made the order particularly well-suited for disseminating Christianity
beyond Europe’s traditional borders by using logical arguments to persuade
non-believers.®® For this purpose, they would learn other languages as need-
ed, enabling them to engage in debate and comprehend sermons.® In con-
trast to the military religious orders of the era, which were perceived as less
effective in expanding Christianity, the Dominicans, alongside the Francis-
can order founded in 1209, were expected to succeed in converting non-
Christians. The mendicant orders thus received substantial support. For in-
stance, in 1233, Gregory IX secured Emperor Frederick II’s favourable dis-
position towards the Dominicans planning to preach in Lucera, a settlement
of Sicilian Muslims established by the emperor in southern Italy.”

65 Bird, 2017, 42.

6 Christendom, 2006, 638—639.
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The Dominican Order was formally established within the Kingdom
of Hungary in 1221, during the pontificate of Honorius III and the reign of
King Andras Il (Andrew II; d. 1235), father of King Béla IV. This develop-
ment occurred shortly after the Order’s foundation by Saint Dominic in 1216.
The presence of Dominicans in Hungary was a direct consequence of the
Order’s general chapter meeting held in Bologna in 1221. Notably, Paul of
Hungary (Paulus Hungarus), then a professor of Roman law at the Univer-
sity of Bologna, returned to his native country accompanied by four fellow
Dominicans. While their initial presence was recorded in Gyor, the Order’s
first priory in Hungary was formally established in Székesfehérvar. The Do-
minican Order experienced rapid expansion within Hungary during this pe-
riod, successfully founding approximately 25 priories between 1221 and
1241." Paul of Hungary initiated missionary endeavours directed towards
the pagan Cuman people situated beyond the Carpathian Mountains. This
mission aligned with a vision attributed to Saint Dominic (d. 1221), who was
likely motivated by the Cumans’ proximity as the nearest pagan group on
Christendom’s eastern frontier.”> Driven by the desire to spread the Chris-
tian faith, he sought and received permission from Pope Innocent III to un-
dertake a mission to the Cumans.” Concurrently, King Andras II of Hungary
actively supported the expansion of the Dominican Order, particularly fol-
lowing his decision to expel the Teutonic Knights from Transylvania in
1225.7

On the other hand, prior to his accession to the throne in 1235, Béla
IV, during his tenure as Duke of Transylvania from 1226, implemented a po-
licy of territorial expansion targeting areas beyond the Carpathian range. A
central element of this strategy consisted of fostering the missionary active-
ities undertaken by the Dominican Order in Cumania, located beyond the
Carpathian Mountains, which commenced in the 1220s.7° A significant event
presenting this initiative occurred in 1227 when Bortz (also known as Burch
or Boricius), a prominent Cuman chieftain, decided to convert to Christiani-
ty. Drawing upon Master Roger’s Carmen miserabile, a principal eyewitness

71 Curta, 2019, 491-492.

72 Berend, 2001, 215.

73 Spinei, 2008, 414.

74 Curta, 2019, 564.

75 Master Roger, 2010, 138, footnote 3.
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source for the Mongol invasion (1241-1242) and the preceding political cli-
mate in the Hungarian Kingdom, it can be discerned that King Béla IV’s re-
sponse to the conversion of the Cumans was notably positive, reflecting his
prevailing political and religious agenda:

“...hearing this, the king was filled with exceeding great joy, partly
because a prince who hitherto was as equal to him was prepared to
submit to his power and partly because he was thus able to fulfil his
plan of winning so many souls for Jesus Christ.” (Master Roger, 2010,
139)

Notwithstanding potential opposition among his magnates “to the
emergence of the king’s new allies who possessed significant military capa-
bilities”’® King Béla IV accommodated the Cumans on the recommendation
of the Dominicans.”” Empowered by authorization from Pope Gregory I1X’s
papal legate, Archbishop Robert of Esztergom proceeded to the Cuman terri-
tories and officiated the baptism of Bortz and his followers in the presence
of Béla I'V. This event held dual religious and political importance, as Bortz
concurrently acknowledged Béla’s suzerainty. The subsequent establishment
of a Cuman bishopric in 1227 or 1228 served to extend Hungarian secular
influence into the regions inhabited by the Cumans.” Nevertheless, it is cru-
cial to recognize that the conversion of the Cumans did not inherently lead
to their automatic submission to Hungarian authority. The process of integ-
rating the Cumans into Hungarian society subsequently created tensions, no-
tably demonstrated by the killing of the Cuman leader Kuthen (Kéten) on
March 17, 1241, and the Cumans’ leaving for Bulgaria only four weeks be-
fore the decisive Battle of Mohi.”™

It can thus be argued that religious conversion and missionary active-
ities were integral components of King Béla IV’s political objectives. Hunga-
rian policies before the Mongol Invasion of 1241-1242 were largely directed

76 Hautala, 2016, 195.

77 Master Roger, 2010, 38, footnote 3. King Béla IV’s daughter, Margaret (Margit, 1242—
1270), who later became known for her sainthood and her association with Margitsziget (Mar-
garet Island), was dedicated to a Dominican nunnery in 1245 in thanksgiving for the end of
the Mongol Invasion. This act, however, does not signify the King’s exclusive affiliation with
the Dominican Order, as he also extended considerable support to the Franciscans (Niessen,
2016, 88—89).

78 Kovécs, 2005, 261.

7 Lendvai, 2021, 52.
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towards the consolidation and expansion of the Hungarian kingdom’s influ-
ence across Central and Eastern Europe.®® In this respect, the period of his
reign preceding the Mongol onslaught was characterized by deliberate efforts
to enhance royal authority, integrate peripheral territories into the kingdom’s
structure, and cultivate Hungary’s standing as a preeminent Christian region-
al power. Therefore, his overarching goal was the establishment of a defen-
sive buffer zone against external threats, particularly nomadic groups origi-
nating from the East, while simultaneously incorporating these lands into
Hungary’s expanding dominion. Through this strategic purpose, Béla sought
to strengthen Hungary’s frontiers and promote stability by integrating newly
acquired regions into the political, economic, and spiritual fabric of the Hun-
garian kingdom, which was conceived as the protector of the Eastern frontier
against perceived infidels. In this sense, Hungary’s self-representation as the
Antemurale Christianitatis (bulwark of Christianity)®' would become firmly
established through the Hungarians’ genuinely strong resistance against the
Mongols within Western Christendom, but its origins are to be found in the
earlier construction of the image of the Kingdom of Hungary as the protector
against Eastern pagans and the idea that the spread of religion served as a
tool for this political objective.

Given the prevailing religious and political climate of the era, it is per-
tinent to observe that the Papacy formally endorsed the missionary efforts
carried out by the Dominican and Franciscan orders through the issuance of
the papal bull Cum hora undecima (‘Since the eleventh hour’) in 1235. This
mission bull, addressed to friars active in and en route to mission fields in
western Asia, was subsequently reissued by Pope Innocent IV in 1245. In the
opening lines of this bull, the pope conveyed a sense of eschatological urgen-
cy and the need for renewed missionary activity, stating:

80 Berend-Urbanczyk—Wiszewski, 2013, 441-442.

81 According to Janos M. Bak, the notion that Hungary was left in isolation to defend the
Christian West against external threats, although its precise origins and context remain some-
what unclear, appears to have been anticipated in a letter dispatched by King Béla IV to the
apostolic See in 1242 (Bak, 2004, 118). This sentiment would subsequently be reasserted, of-
ten alongside complaints regarding the Hungarian Kingdom’s solitary efforts in defending
Christendom. For a comprehensive analysis of this concept and the aforementioned letter
within the broader context of King Béla’s rule and the influence of frontier ideology on the
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“Since the eleventh hour has come in the day given to mankind |...]
spiritual men [...] must go forth again [...] to all peoples of every
tongue and every kingdom to prophesy because |[...] the remnant of
Israel will not be saved until | ...] the fullness of peoples first enter’ the
kingdom of heaven” (Ryan, 2000, 249; Schmieder, 2000, 259-265)

The denomination of Cum hora undecima carries significant symbo-
lic biblical resonance, directly referencing the concept of the “eleventh hour”
found in the Gospel of Matthew (20:6). This signifies a critical, final juncture
for salvation before its opportunity closes, thus serving as a compelling call
for the immediate and widespread expansion of Christian evangelization.
This also reflects the Papacy’s broader objective of propagating Christianity
as a preparatory measure in anticipation of the Second Coming and heightens
the sense of temporal pressing necessity concerning religious and spiritual
preparedness. It is significant that this papal bull was promulgated around
1235, a period that approximately coincided with King Béla IV’s sponsor-
ship of Dominican missions, though it was not specifically directed towards
Magna Hungaria. Situated within this timeframe, the bull mirrored the
Church’s ambition to broaden its geographical reach while concurrently ad-
dressing the growing menace posed by the Mongol Empire. From a political
standpoint, these missions were closely connected to King Béla IV’s efforts
to fortify Hungary’s Christian identity in the face of increasing external
threats.

In sum, the convergence of religious objectives, potent symbolic
meanings, and pragmatic political considerations offers a far richer under-
standing of Friar Julian’s mission. It emerges as far more than an isolated act
of exploration or evangelization, appearing instead deeply embedded within
the intellectual and strategic currents of the medieval world. The missionary
impulse of Latin Christendom toward pagan populations, the Papacy’s es-
chatological expectations, and King Béla ['V’s strategic aim of consolidating
a Christian frontier against eastern threats intersected within the wider frame-
work of Dominican activity carried out in the service of papal policy.

The perception of the Mongols as possible harbingers of the apoca-
lypse further intensified the perceived necessity of conversion and political
consolidation. Conversion was conceived as a means of securing souls before
the anticipated end times, while the strengthening of Christian polities such
as Hungary functioned as a defensive bulwark against the enemies of the
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faith. Julian’s reports, which attested to the existence of the eastern Hunga-
rians and warned of the approaching Mongol danger, would therefore have
been interpreted within this complex context, demonstrating the mission’s
importance for the spiritual and temporal safeguarding of Christendom. In
this sense, recognizing this intricate interplay of religious belief, symbolic
interpretation, and political strategy remains essential for a full appreciation
of the broader significance of Julian’s pioneering mission within the inter-
connected religious and geopolitical landscape of the 13th century.
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Kiiresel Hristiyan vizyonu ile kayip yurt arayis1 arasinda:
Rahip Julian’in Magna Hungaria misyonu
Genisletilmis 6zet

Bu ¢aligma, 13. yiizyilda Macar Dominiken rahibi Julian’in (Julianus barat) Magna
Hungaria’ya yonelik misyon faaliyetlerini ve buna iliskin birincil kaynaklari, yalniz-
ca “kayip soydaslari bulma” amactyla yapilmis bir kesif girigiminin gdstergeleri ola-
rak degil, ayn1 zamanda kimlik, misyon, sinir siyaseti ve Mogol tehdidi eksenlerinde
sekillenen ve farkli vechelere sahip bir tarihyazimsal olgu olarak degerlendirmek-
tedir. Caligma, temel olarak iki tane birincil kaynaga dayanmaktadir. Bunlardan biri,
rahip Riccardus’un De facto Ungarie magne (1236 civari) ve digeri ise rahip Juli-
an’1n ikinci misyon faaliyetinin ardindan kaleme aldig1 Epistula de vita Tartarorum
(1238 civari) baslikli metinlerdir. Bu iki metin birlikte okundugunda, Julian’in “Do-
gu Macarlar1” (Keleti magyarok) ile temas kurma ¢abasinin, Papaligin Hristiyanligt
yayma misyonu ve IV. Béla (1235-1270) doneminde Macar Kralligi’nin dogu sini-
rin1 tahkim etmeye doniik politik hedefleriyle i¢ i¢e gectigi goriiliir.

Calismanin ilk bdliimleri, Riccardus’un raporunun sundugu giizergah ve an-
lat1 6rgiisiinii ayrintilandirarak Julian’in misyon yolculugunu kronolojik olarak yeni-
den kurmay1 hedeflemektedir. Riccardus’un metni, 6nceki Dominiken misyon faali-
yetlerini (6zellikle Otto’nun bagarisiz misyonu) anarak Julian’in misyonunun istisnai
niteligini vurgulamaktadir. Julian’in istanbul iizerinden Karadeniz’e agilip Tmutara-
kan hattina ulagsmasi, ardindan 4lania iizerinden ilerlemesi ve nihayet idil cevresinde
Magna Hungaria’ya varmasina iliskin verilen bilgiler ve yapilan yorumlar, o done-
min bir Macar Dominiken rahibi tarafindan hem cografi hem de kiiltiirel “sinir bol-
geleri”nin nasil tasvir edildigini ortaya koymasi agisindan oldukg¢a 6nemlidir. Ric-
cardus’un anlatisi, Julian’in bagartya ulagsmasini ¢ogu zaman beklenmedik karsilag-
malarla, yerel aracilarla ve 6zellikle dil lizerinden kurulan yakinlikla agiklar. Dogu
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Macarlar ile ayni dili konusabilme, Julian’a yalnizca iletisim kolaylig1 saglama-
mustir. Daha 6nemlisi, Julian’in goziinde “ortak kdken” fikrinin somut bir nitelige
kavusmasina ve Julian’in bilgi edinmeye yonelik arastirma ve sorusturmasini derin-
lestirmesi ve mesrulagtirmasina imkan tanimistir. Bu noktada “ortak kdken” bilgisi-
nin iki taraf¢a da hatirlaniyor olmasina yonelik iddia (Karpat Havzasi’ndaki Macar-
lar ile Volga ¢evresindeki topluluklar) Macarlarin tarihsel siirekliligini mesrulastir-
mak agisindan da 6nem arz etmektedir.

Bununla birlikte Riccardus’un metni, Dogu Macarlarini, bir anlamda, “ortak
koken” dolayisiyla adeta “ilimli paganlar” seklinde resmederken, eszamanli bigcimde
Orta Cag Latin Hristiyan zihniyet diinyasindaki medeni/barbar ikiligini de yeniden
iiretir. Paganligin “barbarlik” ile 6zdeslestirilmesi, beslenme bi¢imi ve yasam tarzi
iizerinden yapilan betimlemelerde agik¢a goriiniir. Makale, bu soylemsel ¢er¢evenin
yalnizca etnografik bir ayrint1 degil, ayn1 zamanda misyonerlik hedefini (ihtida et-
mesi miimkiin Pagan) ve Latin Hristiyanlig1’nin kendine iligkin tanimin1 (medeniyet
tasiyicisi) giiglendiren bir anlati stratejisi oldugunu ileri siirer. Bu baglamda Julian’in
misyon faaliyeti, salt cografi bir bulgu olmaktan ¢ikar ve Hristiyan evrenselliginin
sinir bolgelerinde nasil olusturulmaya ¢alisildigina dair bir 6rnek haline gelir.

Caligmanin ikinci 6nemli boyutunu, Julian’in 1238 tarihli mektubunun ortaya
koydugu Mogol imgesi ve tehdidi olusturmaktadir. Julian’in ikinci misyon girisi-
minde Magna Hungaria’nin Mogollar tarafindan tahrip edildigini 6grenmesi, met-
nin tonu ve igerigini dogrudan belirlemistir. Julian i¢in artik mesele yalnizca soydas-
lara ulagsmak degil, yaklasan Mogol saldirisina dair bilgi iiretmek ve bu bilgiyi Av-
rupa’ya tagimaktir. Mektupta aktarilan Mogol iiltimatomu, Mogol imparatorluk ide-
olojisini “evrensel hiikiimranlik” iddias1 tizerinden tanimlar. Bu anlamda, Mogol ha-
kimiyetine itaat etmeyenlerin tehdit edilmesi ve kosulsuz teslimiyet talebi, Mogol-
larin, en azindan retorik olarak, diplomatik pazarliga kapilar1 kapattiklarint da gos-
terir. Ozellikle Kumanlarin Macar topraklarinda himaye edilmesine karsi1 gosterilen
tepki, Mogollarin, yikici istilalarindan kacan veya bunlara direnenleri de kendi bo-
yunduruklar altina mutlak sekilde girmesi gereken topluluklar olarak gordiiklerini
ve bu nedenle de Kumanlar1 himaye eden Macarlarin egemenligine dogrudan mey-
dan okuduklarimi gosterir. Boylece, IV. Béla’nin bu tehdide ragmen Kumanlarla
iliskileri giiclendirmesi, 1241-1242 felaketinin arka planindaki siyasal kararlar zin-
cirini anlamak agisindan da 6nem tagir.

Calismanin iiciincii ve en 6nemli yoniinii, Julian’in misyonunun degerlendir-
mesine tarihyazimsal bir derinlik kazandirma iddias1 olusturmaktadir. Bu baglamda
Julian’1n misyonunu belirleyen ii¢ temel motivasyon bir arada ele alinmaktadir. Bun-
lardan birincisi, Dominikenler ve Fransiskenler gibi dilenci (mendicant) tarikatlarin
Hristiyanlig1 kiiresel diizeyde yayma programi ve bunun Papaligin Hristiyanligin
yayilmasina iligkin kendi politikas1 ve Kiyamet beklentisinin yarattig1 eskatolojik
havayla drtiismesidir. Ikincisi, 6zellikle IV. Béla’nin Macar Kralligi’nin dogu siniri-
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n1 Hristiyan bir “tampon” bolge olarak tahkim etme stratejisi ve bunun Macar Kral-
lig1’na yonelik Antemurale Christianitatis (Hristiyanligin kalesi) anlayisinin Yeni
Cag’dan ¢ok 6nce goriilen erken bir imgesi olmasidir. Ugiinciisii, Avrupa’da Mogol-
larin muhtemel kiyamet habercileri olarak algilanmasiyla giiglenen zaruri ve acil
savunma ihtiyacinin Julian’in raporunun igerigini belirlemesidir. Bu ¢ergevede Juli-
an’in misyonu ve buna iligkin burada degerlendirilen metinler, yalnizca donem hak-
kinda bilgi kaynag: belgeler seklinde goriilmemelidirler. Daha dnemlisi, bunlar ta-
rihyazimsal bir perspektifle dini, politik ve sembolik anlamlarin kesistigi bir bag-
lamda {tretilmis anlati stratejilerine dayanan metinler olarak degerlendirilmelidir.
Boyle bir okuma, rahip Julian’in misyonunun tarihsel 6nemini hem Orta Cag Avru-
past’nin Asya’ya agiliminda erken bir 6rnek, hem de 1241-1242 6ncesi Latin-Hris-
tiyan diinya-siyasetinin potansiyellerini ve sinirliliklarini aciga ¢ikaran bir olgu ola-
rak elestirel bigimde irdelemeyi saglayacaktir.
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AN INDETERMINATE SOJOURN: HUNGARIAN
ARISTOCRATS IN THE BYZANTINE EMPIRE

Ali TIRALI*

Amer savoir, celui qu’on tire du voyage!
(Charles Baudelaire, Le Voyage)

The Kingdom of Hungary occupied a particularly interesting position within
medieval European diplomacy.! Medieval Hungary was, both culturally and
politically, the intersection of the Byzantine, Central European, and steppe
worlds. The kingdom was Catholic by religion, closely related to the seat of
St. Peter, culturally closer to the steppe peoples, and had close ties with the
Byzantine Empire. Until the late 12th century, it was the only well-estab-
lished kingdom-tier political power in the north-western borders of the
Byzantine Empire. The Great Hungarian Plain made up the core territory of
Hungary, yet it was also a region of considerable importance for the Byzan-
tines. In the collective memory of the Byzantine literati, this plain was the
land of the Huns. In the subsequent centuries, the empire kept a close eye on
the Avars who dominated it. Furthermore, the Magyar tribes who played a
central role in the ethnogenesis of the Hungarian nation were familiar to them
since they had lived in the steppes of Etelkdz. The Byzantine diplomatic tra-
dition was always meticulous and suspicious about the steppe populations in
the north of the Empire. On the other hand, because of the Roman heritage
and the Orthodox Church, the Byzantine Empire was a political and spiritual
centre of attraction for all societies in its immediate vicinity. Due to this par-
ticular aspect, Constantinople was the focal point of the Hungarian élite, and
several Hungarian aristocrats went to the Byzantine Empire.
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This paper provides an overview of the Hungarian nobles who lived
in the Byzantine Empire for several reasons. These individuals left their na-
tive country and visited or settled in the Byzantine Empire to establish or
strengthen diplomatic relations, to marry into the Byzantine aristocratic fa-
milies, to seek refuge there, or to live there after being taken captive. Hence,
in the first group, it can be noted that the earliest ones were to lay the dip-
lomatic foundations of the relations between Hungary and the Byzantine Em-
pire and to establish contact with the centre of Orthodox Christianity, which
had a strong spiritual influence even to the borders of Central Europe at that
time. As can be seen, the first Hungarian aristocrats who came to Constan-
tinople were baptised in this city. Subsequently, Hungarian princes involved
in struggles for the throne and Hungarian princesses married into the imperial
dynasties resided in the Byzantine Empire. Finally, individuals whose rea-
sons for coming to the Byzantine Empire were radically different from those
listed above, namely the Hungarian nobles who were captured in war and
brought to the Empire and deprived of their freedom, could be added to this
list. In this article, the term aristocrats is used in a general sense to include
both members of the royal family and individuals from various strata of the
nobility.

Who were the first Hungarian aristocrats to visit the Byzantine Em-
pire? The Byzantine diplomatic manual De Administrando Imperio men-
tioned two names: Termatzous (Teppatiovg) and Boultzous (BovAtlovg).?
Termatzous was the grandson of the Grand Prince Arpad and a non-ruling
member of the dynasty. Boultzous bore the traditional Hungarian title of
karchas and was apparently not a member of the House of Arpad. Moravesik
dated this voyage around the year 948.% In the Synopsis Historiarum of
loannes Skylitzes, there is a longer and different narrative. According to Sky-
litzes, Boulosoudes (BovAocouvdnc) and Gylas (I'vAdc), two Hungarian
chieftains, travelled to Constantinople one after another, but not together, to

2 For a general overview of Byzantine-Hungarian relations, see Gyula Moravcsik’s Byzantium
and Magyars and Ferenc Makk’s The Arpdds and the Comneni: Political Relations between
Hungary and Byzantium in the Twelfth Century. Moravcesik’s Byzantinoturcica is an indis-
pensable manual for every study on the Byzantine relationship with steppe nomads. It is also
worth mentioning here Mobility and Migration in Byzantium: A sourcebook, a very useful
volume about the question of mobility and migration in the Byzantine Empire.

3 Porphyrogenitus, 1967, 178-179.

4 Jenkins, 1967, 153.
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receive baptism. Both received the Byzantine title of patrikios after baptism.
According to the author, when Gylas returned to Hungary, he continued to
live as a devout Christian and had a peaceful relationship with Byzantium.

Furthermore, he brought Hierotheos, the Bishop of 7¢ ourkia,” with him
on his return to his country. However, Boulousoudes “violated his covenant
with God” (returned to paganism) and continued to raid the Byzantine terri-
tory. Boulousoudes was killed by Otto I (r. 936-973) after the Battle of Lech-
feld (955), in which the Hungarian forces were crushed by the imperial
army.®

Both Boultzous and Boulousoudes are Greek renderings of the Hunga-
rian name Bulcsu and refer to the same person. The Gesta Hungarorum de-
tailed his military exploits and death alongside Lél.” Termatzous, however,
was mentioned only in De Administrando Imperio. Gylas, a Hungarian title
(gvula) rather than a personal name, likely referred to a ruler of Transylvania
and was distinct from Termatzous. Thus, Termatzous remained an obscure
figure known only from De Administrando Imperio.

The brief visits of Hungarian aristocrats to Constantinople, including
those with Bulcsu or soon after, reflected the fundamental concerns of Hun-
garian society during their settlement and Christianization in the mid-10th
century. However, Hungary turned towards Catholicism under Géza and
Vajk, who would later become King Saint Stephen (Istvan I), and the Byzan-
tine religious influence in the country would decrease. This situation would
not prevent the Kingdom of Hungary and the Byzantine Empire from having
complex political struggles and alliances.

Although religious influence declined, the political influence of the
Byzantine Empire in Hungary continued, especially increasing from the 12th
century onwards. Hungarian princes seeking the throne solidified this con-
nection further by choosing the Byzantine Empire as their place of exile.
Prince Almos was the first of these pretenders. This pretender, who was
blinded by King Kalman (r. 1096-1116), along with his son Prince Béla (la-
ter King Béla II) went as a refugee to the court of Emperor loannes II with a
group of followers. The example of Almos was later followed by ispdn Bors.

3 In 9th and 10th century Byzantine sources, the terms Tourkoi and Tourkia always refer to
the Hungarians and their country.

¢ Skylitzes, 1973, 239.

7 Kézai, 1999, 91-97.
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Bors was proclaimed king along with ispan Ivan in 1128, because of the
illness of King Istvan II. However, when the king recovered, he beheaded
Ivan, and under these circumstances, Bors managed to save his life by escap-
ing to Byzantium.?

In the same period, the dynastic marriages between the Byzantine Em-
pire and the Kingdom of Hungary began. Three Hungarian princesses were
married to Byzantine emperors: Piroska-Eirene, the first Byzantine Empress
of Hungarian ancestry, left more historical traces than the other two. The sec-
ond was Princess Maria, originally called Margit, who was married to Isaa-
kios Angelos. The last of these empresses was Anna of Hungary, wife of
Andronikos II Palaiologos.

Piroska, who would later become an Eastern Orthodox Saint, was the
daughter of King Laszl6 I of Hungary (r. 1077-1095). In 1105 she was mar-
ried to loannes Komnenos, who would later become the emperor loannes 11
Komnenos of Byzantium (r. 1118—1143). She took the name Eirene upon her
marriage, a Greek name meaning peace, often given to foreign princesses.’
She was described as a modest and moderate woman by the historian Ioannes
Kinnamos.!'” She is mostly remembered for her patronage of Christ Pantok-
rator Monastery, and there are few references to her in contemporary Byzan-
tine chronicles. However, she must have had a strong impact as the first bride
to come to Constantinople from the Catholic world and as a principal figure
of the zenith of Byzantine-Hungarian relations. Her son Manuel I (r. 1143—
1180) was an admirer of European culture and fashion in the Byzantine Em-
pire, contrary to the cultural traditions of the empire, and a statesman par-
ticularly interested in Hungarian politics. This interest likely stemmed not
only from his geopolitical goals but also from an awareness passed down
from his mother. In a poem written after the death of Empress Piroska-Eire-
ne, Theodoros Prodromos praised her as the “lady of all the Western Peo-

2 11

ples”.

8 Illuminated Chronicle, 2018, 294-295. See also Makk, 1989, 25. Bors seems to be some-
times confused with Boris Kalamanos; however, Makk convincingly explains that Boris and
Bors are different individuals.

9 Ruth Macrides challenges this idea by stating that the popularity of the name Eirene among
the foreign brides of the Komnenoi could be related to the memory of Eirene Doukaina, wife
of Alexios I. See Macrides, 1992, 276-277.

10 Kinnamos, 1836, 9-10.

' Lau, 2019, 148.
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The second princess from Hungary to marry a Byzantine Emperor was
Maria. Her original name was Margit, and she was the daughter of Béla I1I
(r. 1172-1196) and Agnes of Antioch. Maria married the emperor Isaakios
IT Angelos (r. 1185-1195 and 1203—-1204) as a condition of the Hungarian-
Byzantine peace of 1185, and she was subsequently brought to the regions
of Ni§ and Branic¢evo, which were recently occupied by Hungarians. This
territory was regarded as her dowry to the Byzantine Empire. It seems that
their marriage was not approved by many. For example, the historian Nicetas
Choniates implied that he disapproved of the marriage between Princess
Margit and Emperor Isaakios II Angelos because the bride was less than ten
years old when she was betrothed to the emperor. There were no details on
the life of Maria as the Empress of Byzantium; however after the death of
Isaakios II Angelos, she was married to Marquis Boniface of Montferrat (r.
1192-1207, King of Thessaloniki 1205-1207), from the Italian noble house
of Aleramici, who was among the leaders of the Crusaders in the Fourth
Crusade.'? After the occupation of Constantinople, Boniface was proclaimed
the King of Thessaloniki. Boniface pursued a careful propaganda policy to
gain the support of the local Byzantine Greek population and declared Mar-
git-Maria as queen and Manuel Angelos, son of Isaakios Il and Margit-Mari-
a, as heir apparent. In this way, he would gain an advantage over other Cru-
sader commanders by presenting himself as a follower of Byzantine concepts
of legitimacy. Choniates stated that he was warmly welcomed by the Thra-
cians, Macedonians, and Thessalians. The author who described Boniface as
a monster distinguished his wife from him and pointed out that after Boni-
face’s death, the cities ruled by Margit-Maria as regent experienced some
relief.® Georgios Akropolites wittily noted that eyewitnesses considered
Margit-Maria strikingly beautiful.'*

The last Hungarian bride of the Byzantine Empire was Anna of Hun-
gary who was married to Andronikos II Palaiologos (r. 1282—-1328), who was
not the sole emperor, but the co-emperor at the time of their marriage. Anna
was the daughter of King Istvan V (r. 1270-1272) and Queen Erzsébet (of
Cuman origin). Pachymeres presents her as the first-born daughter of “King
of Hungary and a very beautiful Cuman captive woman whom the King se-

12 Choniates, 1975, 598.
13 Choniates, 1975, 636.
14 Akropolites, 1978, 13.
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lected for her beauty”."” Anna died in 1281, while she was accompanying
her husband during his campaign in Asia Minor; her place of death was likely
the town of Nymphaion (Nif, today Kemalpasa) near izmir.'® Hence, she did
not survive to see her husband’s rule as the sole emperor.

The Byzantine sojourn of Almos and his son Béla was already men-
tioned. Their flight to Byzantium triggered a war between the Byzantines and
Hungarians in 1127. However, this war ended in 1129, and Prince Béla suc-
ceeded the childless King Istvan II in 1131. In addition, in the 1050s, two
brothers of King Géza Il (r. 1141-1162) took refuge in the Byzantine Empire.
These pretenders were Prince Istvan (future Istvan IV) and Prince Laszl6 (fu-
ture Laszlo II). Istvan married Maria Komnene, the niece of the emperor Ma-
nuel 1.7

In the Byzantine-Hungarian War, the Byzantine army decisively de-
feated the Hungarians at the battle of Chramon Castle (present-day Banatska
Palanka, Serbia), capturing many prisoners. Among these people, Kinnamos
mentions Akousis and Keladis, whom he described as very remarkable men
among the Huns. The author did not provide any information about the per-
sonal histories of these two Hungarian aristocrats and their lives as captives
in Byzantium. The name Akousis clearly reflects the Hungarian proper name
Akos, and behind the name Keladis one could find the name Keled. Perhaps
it can be speculated that the second person belonged to the Hungarian clan
Gutkeled." Kinnamos and Choniates mention other Hungarian nobles held
captive in Byzantium, including Bagin (Bakyivoc), who became a captive
after losing a duel with the emperor.' Kinnamos also records that Ioannes
Kontostephanos and Andronikos Lampardas captured five Hungarian Zupans
and 800 soldiers.?

However, the most striking example of Hungarians in the Byzantine
Empire was the young prince Béla-Alexios, who would be the future Béla
IIT of Hungary. He was the son of King Géza II of Hungary. As narrated by
Kinnamos, Emperor Manuel I Komnenos, who was the son of loannes II and
Piroska-Eirene, sought to claim Hungary. For this purpose, the Hungarian

15 Pachymeres, 1984, II: 413.

16 Pachymeres, 1984, II: 628-629. See Footnote 5 in Pachymeres, 1984, I1: 628.

17 Choniates, 1975, 126; Kinnamos, 1836, 203. See also Efthymiadis, 2008, 21-28.
18 Kinnamos, 1836, 11.

19 Kinnamos, 1836, 110—112; Choniates, 1975, 92.

20 Kinnamos, 1836, 274.
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prince was brought to Constantinople and given the title of despotes. Manuel
I renamed Béla as Alexios and betrothed him to his daughter Maria Kom-
nene. Lacking a son, Manuel planned to designate his daughter Maria and
son-in-law Béla-Alexios as his heirs, hoping their marriage would unite
Byzantium and Hungary. To this end, Béla-Alexios ceded his patrimonial
territory of Sirmium to the Byzantine Empire.?! However, in 1169 Manuel I
had a son (Alexios II) from his second marriage with Maria of Antioch and
proclaimed him his co-emperor and successor. This led to the cancellation of
the betrothal of Béla-Alexios and Maria Komnene. Subsequently, the Hun-
garian prince was married to Anna of Antioch, the sister-in-law of the em-
peror, and after the death of Istvan III, he returned to his country as the king.
Kinnamos stated that Béla-Alexios promised that he would be useful to the
Emperor and the Romans for his lifetime.?? Indeed, during the lifetime of
Emperor Manuel I, Béla-Alexios (now Béla III of Hungary) continued to be
a loyal ally of the Byzantine Empire. However, after the death of Manuel I,
the child emperor Alexios 11 was enthroned under the regency of his mother
Maria of Antioch. This short-lived regency ended with the coup d’état of
Andronikos Komnenos (r. 1183—-1185), the cousin of the late emperor Manu-
el I. Andronikos, who proclaimed himself as the regent of Alexios II (r.
1180-1183), imprisoned Empress Maria by accusing her of provoking King
Béla I1I, her sister’s husband by sending him letters which incited him to rav-
age the lands around Belgrade and Branievo.”® Independent of their ve-
racity, these accusations showed that the Empress, her sister, and her sister’s
husband, were all seen as part of the same political network, regardless of
their ethnic background. In this context, it is important to note that all three
of these individuals were, at least in origin, foreigners and Catholics, and that
one of the main events of the reign of Andronikos Komnenos, the Latin Mas-
sacre, took place during the same period. It was a period in which xenophobic
and anti-Western ethos intensified in the Byzantine Empire, both among a
section of the ruling elite and among the people. Finally, Prince Géza, the
brother of Béla-Alexios and a pretender to the Hungarian throne, settled in

2l Simpson, 2019, 192.
22 Kinnamos, 1836, 287.
2 Choniates, 1975, 267-268.

225



the Byzantine Empire in the 1190s, as a member of the Crusader Army of
Emperor Friedrich I Barbarossa.**

Among the Hungarian aristocracy of the Byzantine Empire, the Kala-
manoi family merits special attention. The founder of this family, Boris Kala-
manos, claimed to be the son of King Kalman of Hungary, but Kalman, who
divorced his mother Eufemia of Kyiv, never recognised Boris as his son be-
cause of her alleged adultery. Boris, who probably spent his childhood and
youth in Kyiv, after an unsuccessful attempt to take over the Hungarian
throne, came to Constantinople and became a member of the entourage of
Ioannes I Komnenos.?® During his stay in Constantinople, he was married
to Arété Doukaina, a relative of the Komnenoi. He seemed to be respected
as the legitimate king of Hungary in exile. Even after he died in 1156, his
wife Arété continued to use the title kralaina, demonstrating this claim.?
This family later served in the Byzantine bureaucracy for generations. His
son, Konstantinos Doukas Kalamanos, known as Kalamanos the Younger,
was described by Kinnamos as a handsome man who had an active role in
military conflicts (tfv Te Syv dyadd koi dpactnpie To ¢ nayac).?” Kons-
tantinos Doukas Kalamanos served as the Byzantine doux of Cilicia in the
late 12th century. There is no information about his immediate descendants.
Nonetheless, a certain Laskaris Kalamanos was mentioned in the History of
Joannes Kantakouzenos, active around 1330.28

loannes Kinnamos mentioned auxiliary Hungarian troops in the
Byzantine armies. They were sent by Béla III for Emperor Manuel I’s ambi-
tious campaign in Western Asia Minor, which ended with the disastrous
defeat at Myriokephalon (1176) against the Seljuk Turks.? Given the social
structure of 12th-century Hungary, where elements of tribal aristocracy and
feudalism still existed, these commanders were most likely Hungarian no-
bles. However, there was no reference to the identity of the commander of
these Hungarian troops. Finally, Kinnamos mentioned a Hungarian aristocrat
who had defected to the Byzantines; a certain Vasas or Vasak who reported
the location of the Hungarian King during the siege of Zeugminon (1165),

24 Makk, 1989, 122.

25 Laurent, 1972, 35.

26 Laurent, 1972, 36-37.

27 Kinnamos, 1836, 216.

28 K antakouzenos, 1828, I: 399.
29 Kinnamos, 1836, 299.
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and his “Scythian and Tauroscythian” (i.e. Cuman and Russian) soldiers. The
fate of this individual is unknown.*

As described in this study, a significant number of Hungarian nobles
who came to the Byzantine Empire belonged to the Arpad dynasty, and the
most common reason for their arrival was to receive support from the Byzan-
tine Empire for their struggle for the throne of Hungary or to live as an exile
in the Byzantine Empire if they were at risk in their country as a member of
the dynasty. Apart from this, female members of the dynasty often came to
Constantinople through dynastic marriages. The reason for the arrival of less-
er nobles is defection or captivity in war. However, we know a lot more about
the royal family's high-ranking nobles than we do about the regular aris-
tocrats. We have almost no information about the life of lower-ranking Hun-
garian nobles in Byzantium.

Byzantine writings often portrayed the Hungarians as a semi-barbarian
people. Even after the Hungarians converted to Christianity in the 11th cen-
tury and the ruling families of Byzantium (under the Komnenos dynasty) and
Hungary (under the Arpad Dynasty) formed marriage alliances, Byzantines
still sometimes used derogatory language to describe the Hungarians. The
Byzantine approach to Hungarians was similar to their approach to the Bul-
gars and Vlachs. In the Byzantine culture, the indicators of being civilised
were Romanness and Christianity, and these aspects were inseparable.®' So,
the Hungarians became part of the Christian world via baptism, but they did
not share the Roman style of life, which was the only way of becoming com-
pletely civilised according to the Byzantines; hence, they did not belong to
the civilised world. Their history and alleged racial character put them into
an intermediate position. Consequently, the cultural and confessional differ-
rences constructed a barrier between the Byzantine Empire and the King-
dom of Hungary. To understand this issue, it is important to consider the on-
going territorial conflict between Byzantium and Hungary in areas like Banat
and Dalmatia. Border conflicts arose as both Byzantium and Hungary tried
to control Serbia. Moreover, the uneasiness felt towards the Crusaders in the
Byzantine Empire also triggered a negative view towards all Catholic peo-

30 Choniates, 1975, 242.
31 For a broader discussion of the issue see Malamut, 1999, 119-132.
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ples.?? Nonetheless, in the last decades of the Byzantine Empire, this ap-
proach was softened because Hungary was perceived as a strong ally against
the Ottoman Turks.

In this sense, a comparison between the Hungarian and Seljuk élite
may be significant. Until the 13th century, Byzantium functioned as a centre
of attraction for both countries. Particularly, the Hungarian and Turkish pre-
tenders perceived the Byzantine Empire as a power that might help their
struggle for the throne. Furthermore, a noteworthy trait of Seljuk aristocracy
in the Byzantine Empire is a concept developed by Rustam Shukurov, the
“dual identity.” The author explained that:

“Within a Christian environment, such individuals would self-identify
as Christian, thereby deferring their Muslim identity. (...) Of course,
such a paradigm is completely different from religious or cultural syn-
cretism, which means the combination of the elements of differing
worlds. Differing beliefs, languages, and modes of life seemingly were
present unmixed in the mentality of such persons. Depending on the
circumstances, one of the two parts of their dual self was activated

while the other receded into deferred status.”*

The Seljuk sultans of Riim, such as Kaykhusraw I (r. 1237-1246),
Kayka’us II (r. 1246-1262), and Mas‘tad II (r. 1284—-1297 and 1303-1308)
were baptised as Orthodox Christians and, in a certain period of their lives in
exile, actively professed this confession. The Constantinopolitan period of
Prince Béla-Alexios can be interpreted as a “dual identity”, an experience si-
milar to the experience of the Seljuks. The Hungarian prince, while appar-
ently maintaining his Catholic faith, adopted a Greek name and embraced
the Byzantine culture and identity. However, Béla-Alexios was the heirap-
parent of the Byzantine throne, and it is essential for a person in such a po-
sition to be an Orthodox Christian. Lukacs, the archbishop of Esztergom of
the period, was against Béla-Alexios’ assuming the throne of St. Stephen as
the successor of Istvan III. His attitude was partly related to his suspicion of
simony by Béla-Alexios and partly linked with his supposition that Béla-

32 An episode in Choniates’ narrative that illustrates the symbolic dimensions of anti-Hunga-
rian sentiment in Byzantium has been discussed by Paolo Odorico. See Choniates, 1975, 151
and Odorico, 2011, 46.

33 Shukurov, 2016, 134.
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Alexios was Orthodox and he would increase the power of the Orthodox
Church in Hungary.** His mother, Euphrosyne of Kyiv, was also Orthodox.
Upon Manuel I's designation of Alexios as heir and the death of his brother,
King Istvan III, Béla-Alexios returned to Hungary as Béla III, reassuming
his Hungarian identity.>> He returned not only to Hungary but also to his
Hungarian identity. The same Béla would not hesitate to raid Byzantine terri-
tory after Andronikos Komnenos’ ascension to the throne. Nevertheless, he
would proceed to arrange the marriage of his daughter Margit to another
member of the Byzantine imperial family.

In the beginning of the 13th century, which began with the disaster of
the Fourth Crusade (1204) for the Byzantines, the Byzantine Empire started
to lose its distinct position in the perceptions of neighbouring populations. In
this turbulent period, when the ruling élite of the Byzantine Empire lost
Constantinople to the Crusaders and took refuge in Nicaea, a Hungarian King
visited this court. King Andras II of Hungary, participating in the Fifth Cru-
sade, travelled overland through former Byzantine territory on his way home
from the Holy Land in 1218. He arranged a marriage between Maria Laska-
rina, daughter of Emperor Theodoros Laskaris of Nicaea, and his son, the fu-
ture King Béla IV. The Byzantine princess travelled to Hungary with her
father-in-law.*® The re-establishment of Bulgaria as an independent kingdom
in 1185 and the rise of Serbia under Stefan Nemanja (r. 1166—1196) severed
the critical Byzantine-Hungarian borderland connection, causing a signifi-
cant divergence in the priorities and interests of both empires. The Mongol
invasion of Hungary had a similar destructive effect on the power and wel-
fare of the Kingdom of Hungary, and especially after the Angevin dynasty
came to power, and Central European and Italian politics became much more
important for this country.

The Byzantines nevertheless continued to observe Hungary, even
from a distance. In the 15th century, the Byzantine authors expected Hun-
garian assistance against the Ottoman Turks and perceived Hungarian rulers
such as Zsigmond, Janos Hunyadi, and Matyas Corvinus as possible libera-
tors from the Ottoman yoke.*’

34 Makk, 1989, 108.

35 Makk, 1989, 107-108.
36 Akropolites, 1978, 26.
37 Mitsiou, 2011, 221.
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We know little, if anything, about the networks of Hungarian aristo-
crats in the Byzantine Empire. More broadly, Hungarians in the Byzantine
Empire, regardless of social status, likely did not maintain a cohesive com-
munity with shared memories and ethnic identity. Ultimately, the Hungarian
aristocracy in the Byzantine Empire had two main characteristics: They were
generally related to the Hungarian royal family (Arpad Dynasty) and the im-
perial dynasties in Byzantium (Komnenos, Angelos, Palaiologos). Their po-
litical network relied on Byzantine dynasties, not on the independent net-
works of Hungarian aristocrats. Even Béla-Alexios’ politics of war and peace
demonstrated that their understanding of alliances was shaped around indi-
viduals and families, not as institutions. There are no visible traces of other
Hungarian nobles who immigrated to the Byzantine Empire. For example,
there is no information about the followers of Almos and Béla who came af-
ter their leaders to Constantinople. The Kalamanoi family seems to be an
exception in the history of the Hungarians in Byzantium since they obtained
power as a bureaucrat-aristocratic family, and they served as administrators
in various parts of the empire, regardless of the region and without taking on
a duty related to Hungary. However, it is possible to speculate whether there
were also local aristocrats of Hungarian origin in the provinces of the Danube
basin of the empire, for example. This issue will be better illuminated by new
research in sigillography by identifying patronymics and names of Hunga-
rian origin.
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Siiresi Mechul Bir ikamet:
Bizans imparatorlugu’nda Macar Aristokratlar
Genisletilmis 6zet

Bu ¢alismanin konusu 10. yiizyildan 13. yiizyila kadar Bizans Imparatorlugu’na ge-
sitli sebeplerle gelen Macar aristokratlardir. Bu kisiler, donemin Macar—Bizans dip-
lomatik ve kiiltiirel iliskileri de gbz 6niinde bulundurularak incelenmistir. Agirlikl
olarak Bizans kaynaklar1 (Kinnamos, Honiatis, Akropolitis, Pahimeris vs.) kullani-
larak yapilan bu incelemede, imparatorluk topraklarina go¢ eden, cogu Arpad Hane-
danlig1i’na mensup Macar soylularin gelis sebepleri ¢oziimlenerek, s6z konusu kesi-
min tarihsel ve toplumsal bir panoramasi verilmistir.

Orta Cag Macaristan hem Kkiiltiirel hem de politik olarak Bizans, Orta Av-
rupa ve bozkir diinyalarinin kesistigi noktadaydi. Bu krallik Latin Hristiyanlig: iize-
rinden Bat1 Avrupa diinyasi ile temastaydi, kiiltiirel olarak bozkir halklara yakindi
ve Bizans Imparatorlugu ile 5nemli baglara sahipti. 12. yiizyilin sonlarma kadar, Bi-
zans Imparatorlugu’nun kuzeybat1 sinirlarindaki en hatir1 sayilir siyasi giigtii. Bizans
diplomatik gelenegi, imparatorlugun kuzeyindeki bozkir halklar1 konusunda her za-
man siiphecidir. Ote yandan, Roma miras1 ve Ortodoks Kilisesi nedeniyle Bizans
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Imparatorlugu, yakin c¢evresindeki tiim toplumlar igin politik ve manevi bir ¢cekim
merkeziydi ve Macarlar da tarihsel seriivenlerinin bu noktasinda s6z konusu ¢ekimin
etki alanina girdiler.

Bizans Imparatorlugu’na gelen, eldeki kayitlara gore ilk Macar soylular,
Konstantinos Porphyrogenitos un De Administrando Imperio eserinde gegen Boul-
tzous (Bulcst) ve Termatzous’tur. Fakat erken donem Macaristan Kralligi’nda Orto-
dokslugun dini etkisi uzun siirmeyecektir. 11. yilizyil basinda Kral 1. (Aziz) Istvan
Latin Hristiyanlig1 kabul ederek Macaristan’in dini yoniini de tayin etmistir. 11.
ylizy1l boyunca nispeten hareketsiz olan Bizans—Macar iliskileri 12. yiizyildan itiba-
ren iyice ivme kazanir.

1105°te ise ilk kez Bizans imparatorlugu’na bir Macar prenses gelin olarak
gelmis, Kral 1. (Aziz) Laszl6’nun kizi Piroska, (daha sonra tahta ¢ikacak) Ioannis
Komnenos ile evlenmistir ve irini adin1 almistir. imparatorige irini 6zellikle Pantok-
rator Manastir’’nin insaatindaki destek ve himayesiyle hatirlanir. Bu evliligi daha
sonraki donemlerde, iki Macar prensesi, Margit ve Anna takip etmistir.

Ote yandan Prens Almos’tan baslayarak Arpad Hanedanligi’nin prensleri
Konstantinopolis’e ¢esitli donemlerde siirgiin olarak gelmislerdir. Bu prensler kendi
taht iddialarinin arkasma Bizans Imparatorlugu’nun askeri ve siyasi destegini almak
istemislerdir. Boylece 12. ylizyilin ortasinda Macaristan’daki hanedan miicadelele-
rinde Bizans etkisi de 5nemli 6lgiide artmistir. S6z konusu donemde Bizans Impara-
torlugu’nda ikamet eden Macar prenslerin en 6nemlilerinden biri Kral II. Géza’nin
oglu Prens Béla-Aleksios olup, I. Manuel’in kiz1 Maria ile evlenip Bizans tahtina
gecmesi dahi giindeme gelmistir. Boyle bir durumda Macar Kralligi’nin Bizans Im-
paratorlugu’na iltihak etmesi beklenmekteydi. Ancak bu plan, I. Manuel’in bir oglu
dogunca (II. Aleksios Komnenos) akim kalmistir ve Béla-Aleksios Macaristan’a d6-
niip, I11. Béla olarak tahta ¢ikmustir.

I11. Béla’nin kiz1 Margit ise Bizans Imparatoru II. Isaakios Komnenos ile
evlenip Konstantinopolis’e gelmistir. Margit’in ikinci esi ise 4. Hagli Seferindeki
muzaffer Latin kuvvetlerinin kurdugu Selanik Krallig1’nin tahtina gegen Italyan aris-
tokrat Bonifacio del Monferrato’ydu. Kendisi Bonifacio’nun 6liimiinden sonra bu
Kralligin taht naipligini yapmistir, Honiatis Margit’in taht naipligi doneminde Boni-
facio’nun idaresinden bunalan halkin rahatliga kavustugunu soyler.

Bizans Imparatorlugu’na gelin olarak gelen son Macar prensesi ise II. Andro-
nikos Palaiologos ile evlenen V. Istvan’m kizi Anna’dir. Yine Arpad Hanedanlhigi
kokenli olup Bizans biirokrasisinde gorev alan Kalamanoi siilalesi donemin bir bas-
ka dikkat ¢ekici Bizans—Macar ailesidir. Bu aileden Konstantinos Doukas Kalama-
nos 12. ylizyilda Kilikya doux’u olmustur. Bu ailenin tarihine dair kimi referanslari
Kinnamos ve Honiatis’in tarihlerinde bulmak miimkiindiir. 14. yilizy1l gibi ge¢ bir
tarihte dahi, Kantakouzenos’un eserinde bu ailenin bir mensubuna dair referansa
rastlamak miimkiindiir.
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Bizans Imparatorlugu’na degisik sebeplerle gelmis ¢ok sayida daha alt seviye
Macar soylu olmakla beraber, bu sahislarin hayatlar iizerine ¢cok kisitli bilgiler var-
dir. Bunlarm 6nemli bir kismi savas esiri olarak Bizans Imparatorlugu’na gelmis gibi
goriiniiyor. 12. yiizyil ortalarinda en yogun dénemlerini yasayan Bizans—Macar ilig-
kileri yiizy1lin sonunda, Bizans Imparatorlugu’nun Orta Avrupa’ya dek uzanan etki-
sini yitirmesiyle eski dnemini kaybeder. Fakat 14. ve 15. yiizyillarda Bizans impara-
torlugu’nun elde kalan son topraklarina yonelik Tiirk tehdidinin artmasiyla Bizans-
lilarin Macaristan’a yonelik ilgisinde yeni bir canlanma olur.

Genel olarak Bizans edebiyatinda Macarlarin temsili ¢cok olumlu degildir.
Macarlar, Hristiyan olduktan sonra bile yari-barbar bir halk olarak anilmislardir. Bu
temsilin temelinde Bizans diinya goriisii yatmaktadir. Bizans kiiltiiriinde medeni ol-
mak i¢in temel kriterler Hristiyan ve kiiltiirel olarak Romali olmakt1. Buradaki kiiltii-
rel kriterin diginda kalan Bulgarlar, Ulahlar gibi halklara benzer sekilde, Macarlar
da Hristiyanlig1 benimsedikleri halde Bizanslilar nezdinde olumlu bir imaja sahip
olmamiglardir. Bilhassa 12. yiizyildan itibaren Ortodoks-Katolik iliskilerinde artan
gerilim ve Hagli seferlerinin Bizanslilarda olusturdugu tedirginligin de bu yaklasimi
kuvvetlendirdigini sdylemek gerekir.

Bizans imparatorlugu’ndaki Macar soylularin, sdz gelimi Béla-Aleksios gibi
Konstantinopolis’te, Bizans Imparatorluk eliti i¢inde yasayip, Ortodokslugu da ka-
bul edenlerin, Rustam Shukurov’un, Selguklu elitinin kimi mensuplarini tanimlarken
kullandig: “¢ifte kimlik” (dual identity) olgusunu da benimsemis olduklar ifade edi-
lebilir. Bu sahislar hem Macar kimligini hem de Bizansli kimligini ikili benliklerinin
bir pargasi olarak kabul etmislerdir. Macar elitlerin Bizans’taki kisisel aglarina dair
bilgiler ise ¢ok zayiftir. Bizans Imparatorlugu’ndaki Macar aristokratlar genellikle
Macar kraliyet ailesiyle (Arpad Hanedanlig1) ve Bizans’taki imparatorluk haneda-
niyla (Komnenos, Angelos, Palaiologos) iliskiliydiler. Bizans imparatorlugu’na ge-
len Macar soylularinin énemli bir kism1 Arpad Hanedanligi’na mensup olup, bun-
larin gelislerinin en yaygin nedeni iilkelerindeki taht miicadelelerinde Bizans Im-
paratorlugu’ndan destek almak veya hanedan iiyesi olarak tilkelerinde tehlike altin-
daysalar Bizans imparatorlugu’nda siirgiin olarak yasamakti. Bunun disinda Arpad
soyuna mensup kadmlarin da hanedanlararasi evlilikler sonucu Konstantinopolis’e
geldikleri goriilmektedir.
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MACARISTAN’DAKI PECENEKLERIN TARIHINE
DAIR ARKEOLOJIK VERILER: GENEL BIR
DEGERLENDIRME

Attila KATONA-KISS*

Giris
Macar Ulusal Miizesi’nin daha sonra miidiir yardimciligi gorevini iistlenen
Géza Nagy, 19. yiizyilin sonlarinda, Macar yurdunun fethinden sonra Maca-
ristan’a yerlesen dogu kokenli topluluklarin arkeolojik mirasinin, dénemin
Hristiyan Macar niifusuna ait buluntulardan esas olarak pagan gomii gele-
nekleri, atl gdmii uygulamalar1 ile dogu karakteri tastyan silahlar ve at binit
takimlar1 temelinde ayirt edilebilecegini ilk kez ortaya koymustur. Calisma-
sinda, Erdételek’te ele gegen buluntularm yani sira, Fejér ili'ndeki Tinod
yerlesiminde giin 15181na ¢ikarilan buluntu grubunu da bu ¢ercevede deger-
lendirmis; ayrica s6z konusu yerlesimin gevresinde Arpad déneminde Pege-
neklerin yagsadigim belirtmistir.'

Gergekten de 1269 tarihli bir belgeye gore Tinod, Peceneklerin yasa-
di1g1 bir kdydii.? Bu nedenle, yakin donemde farkli goriisler ileri siirtilmiis ol-
sa da burada ele gecen buluntularin (iki kilig, bir tizengi ve bir gem) Maca-
ristan’daki Peceneklere ait arkeolojik mirasin ilk temsilcileri oldugu yoniin-
deki goriis genel kabul gérmiistiir. Ne yazik ki bu buluntu grubu yaklasik son
150 yil i¢inde kayda deger 6lciide zenginlesmemistir. Giiniimiize kadar bu
gruba dahil edilen buluntular arasinda yalnizca iki yerlesime ait arkeolojik
malzeme, Macaristan’daki Pe¢geneklerin maddi kiiltiiriiyle kesin olarak iligki-
lendirilebilmektedir (Sarbogard—Templom-diilé ve Kajdacs-Roékadomb).

* Szeged Universitesi Klebersberg Kiitiiphanesi, Szeged, Macaristan; ORCID ID: 0000-0002-
3438-2532; katona.kiss.a@gmail.com
Ceviri: Csilla Balogh, Istanbul Medeniyet Universitesi Sanat Tarihi Boliimii, Istanbul,
Tiirkiye

' Nagy, 1893, 105-109, 116-117.
2 AMTF I1: 410; Gyarffy, 1990, 136-137 [47].
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Bunun disinda kalan buluntular ise, esas olarak Dogu Avrupa ve Bal-
kanlar’daki Pegeneklerle iliskilendirilen benzer 6rnekleri ile ele gegtikleri
yerlerin Pecenek yerlesimleriyle baglantisi nedeniyle degerlendirmeye alina-
bilmektedir.

S6z konusu buluntularin biiyiik ¢cogunlugu (yukarida anilan ii¢ yerle-
simin buluntular1 da dahil olmak {izere), Macaristan’daki Pe¢eneklerin tarih-
sel olarak en yogun yerlesim alanini olusturan Dogu Transdanubya’daki Sar-
viz Vadisi’nden ele gegirilmistir.> Bununla birlikte, bunlara ait buluntular
Karpat Havzasi’nin diger bolgelerinde de miinferit olarak goriilmektedir. Bu
caligmada, s6z konusu arkeolojik buluntu grubunun genel bir degerlendirme-
si sunulacaktir.

Tarihsel arka plan

Tibet ve Cin kaynaklarimin (be-ca-nag) birbirini tamamlayan kayitlari, Pece-
neklerin bilinen ilk yurtlarinin, 8. yiizyilin ortalarina dogru, Bat1 Sibirya O-
vas’nin giiney kesiminde, Irtis Nehri’nin yukar1 havzasinda bulundugunu
gostermektedir.* Boylarinin, biiyiik olasilikla Uygur Kaganligi’nin genisle-
mesi sonucunda bu bolgeden batiya dogru gog ettikleri anlagilmaktadir. Ni-
tekim 870-893/894 yillar1 arasinda Idil ile Ural Nehirleri arasindaki bolgede
yasadiklar1 bilinmektedir.’ Bizans kaynaklarindan, ozellikle de De Admi-
nistrando Imperio (DAI), Pegeneklerin 893/894 yilinda Oguzlarla yaptiklar
savasin ardindan bu bolgeyi terk etmek zorunda kaldiklarini bildirmektedir.®
Bunun iizerine Idil Nehri’ni asarak, eski Macarlarin Karpat Havzasi’n1 yurt
edinmesinden (895) sonra Dogu Avrupa bozkirini Asagi Tuna’ya kadar uza-
nan genis bir cografyada hakimiyetleri altina almislardir.

3 Gyorfty, 1990, 136-152.

4 Senga, 1992, 508; Senga, 1996, 39-44. Pegenck boy adinin ve onun kisa degiskesi olan
Begen/Pegen adinin, 4-7. yiizy1l olaylarini iceren daha erken tarihli Cin kaynaklarinda gecen
Beiru 1:#% (SS/84) ve Bigan tEF (BS/99) boy adlariyla 6zdeslestirilmesine ve bu boylarin
s6z konusu Cin kaynaklarindaki cografi lokalizasyonlarina iligkin filolojik yorum igin bk.
Aydemir, 2021, 389, 391, dipnot 1440 ve 1450.

5 Katona-Kiss, 2017, 101.

% DAI 37; Zimonyi, 1998, 143.
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Peceneklerin bu bolgedeki egemenligi 11. yiizyilin ortalarina kadar
devam etmistir. Ancak bu donemde hem i¢ miicadeleler hem de Dogu Avru-
pa bozkirlarinda beliren Kuman-Kipgaklarin baskisi sonucunda Oguz kabile-
leri ikiye ayrilmistir. Islamiyet’i benimseyen kollar, Selguklular adryla Iran
cografyasina yonelerek Selguklu Sultanligi’ni kurarken; eski inanglarini ko-
ruyan gruplar ise Kuman-Kipgaklarin ilerleyisi karsisinda idil Nehri’nin ba-
tisindaki topraklara ¢ekilmislerdir. Bu gelismelerin sonucunda Pegenekler
sayica giderek artan topluluklar halinde Asagi Tuna’y1 asarak Bizans toprak-
larina yerlesmis; daha kiiciik gruplari ise Rus topraklar ile Macar Kralligi’na
siginmustir.”

Her ne kadar baz1 Pecenek gruplarin 10. yilizyilin ortalarinda Taksony
(955-972)% ve ylizyilin ikinci yarisinda Géza (972-997)° donemlerinde
Macar Biiyiik Prensligi topraklarina yerlesmis olabilecekleri diisiiniilse de,
daha kalabalik topluluklar halinde Macaristan’a gelisleri ancak 11. ylizyilin
ortalar1 ile 12. ylizyilin ilk ¢eyregi, yani I. Andras (1046—-1060) ile II. Istvan
(1116-1131) arasindaki dénemde gergeklesmistir. Bu donemde yasanan go-
¢lin, bozkirdaki siyasal gii¢lerinin zirvesinde bulunduklari 10. yiizyildaki Pe-
cenek yerlesimlerinden ¢ok daha genis ¢apli oldugu anlasiimaktadir.' Bu
kronolojik cercevenin baglangicini 11. yiizyilin ortalarinda Peceneklerin
bozkirdaki siyasal hakimiyetlerinin ¢okiisii, sonunu ise Bizans’in Asagi Tu-
na sinir bolgesine yerlesen Peceneklerin bagimsiz siyasi varliklarinin 1122
yilinda gerceklesen Beroia Muharebesi ile ortadan kaldirilmasi olusturmak-
tadir.!!

Macar Kralligi’na gelen bu Pegenek topluluklari, devlet yonetimi tara-
findan Karpat Havzasi’nin ¢esitli bolgelerine iskan edilmis ve boylece farkl
yerlerde irili ufakli yerlesim kiimeleri meydana getirmislerdir.'? Yukarida da
belirtildigi {lizere, bunlarin en genis ve en biitiinliiklii yerlesim alani, Tuna
Nehri’nin batisinda, tarihi Fejér ve Tolna Vilayetleri sinirlari i¢inde yer alan
Sarviz Vadisi’nde olusmustur.

7 Katona-Kiss, 2007, 551-558.

8 Anonymus, 57 (Veszprémy, 1999, 49; SRH I: 116).
9 Kézai, 94 (Bollok, 1999, 122; SRH I: 192).

10 Hathazi-Paloczi Horvath, 2016, 45.

! Hathazi, 1996, 225.

12 P4loczi Horvéth, 2014, 44, 24, kép.
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Arkeolojik kahintilar'

Tinddpuszta buluntu grubu

Gilintimiizde Sarbogard sehrinin sinirlari igerisinde, “PintérVarga ailesi me-
zarlig1” veya “Tinddi sz616hegy” olarak bilinen mevkiden, ge¢ donem bozkir
gogebe kiiltiirtiyle iliskilendirilen daginik buluntular ele gecirilmistir. Bun-
lar, perginlemeyi taklit eden glimiis kakmalarla siislenmis yan gubuklu bir
gem, kulaklari tizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus yuvarlak bir tizen-
gi ile hafif kavisli namluya ve diiz balgaga sahip iki kiligtan olugmaktadir
(Gor. I). Soz konusu eserler, 1877 ve 1878 yillarinda iki ayr1 vesileyle Macar
Ulusal Miizesi’ne kazandirilmstir.

Bu buluntu grubu bir¢cok kez bilimsel degerlendirmeye konu olmustur.
Ik olarak Géza Nagy, 1893 yilinda yayimladig iki ¢aligmasinda Tin6d’dan
ele gegen buluntulari incelemis ve bunlar1 12—13. yiizyillara tarihlendirmis-
tir.1

13 Macaristan’daki Pegeneklerle iliskilendirilen arkeolojik buluntularin bir kismi zaman igeri-
sinde kaybolmustur. Giiniimiize ulasan buluntularm biiyiik bélimiinde ise metrik Slgiiler ya-
yimlanmamustir. Olgii verilerinin yayimlandig1 6rneklerde, ilgili degerler atif yapilan lite-
ratiirde yer almaktadir.

14 Nagy, 1893, 116; Nagy, 1893a, 272-273.

Bu noktada belirtmek gerekir ki Géza Nagy, buluntu grubunu olusturan eserleri hem tek tek,
hem de birbirleriyle olan iligkileri bakimindan her zaman ayni sekilde tarihlendirmemistir.
Bununla birlikte, Tin6d’dan Macar Ulusal Miizesi’ne intikal eden buluntular1 bir biitiin olarak
degerlendirdiginde, bunlar tutarh bigimde Arpad déneminin ikinci yarisina tarihlendirmistir.
Nitekim 1900 yilinda yayimlanan 4 magyar viseletek térténete baslikli kapsamli eserde, Orta
Cag’a ve 6zellikle Arpad donemine ait tizengileri ele alirken, Tinod’da bulunan tizengileri
11-12. yiizyillara tarihlendirmis; buna karsilik benzer tipteki Erdételek’te bulunan iizengi ¢if-
tini 12—13. yiizyillara, Buda Kalesi, Rakos ve diger merkezlerden bilinen 6rnekleri ise 13—14.
yiizyillara tarihlemistir (Nagy—Nemes, 1900, 82). Aymi eserde yer alan ve Arpdd donemi silah-
lary (11-13. yiizyrllar) baghigini tasiyan 23 numarali levhada, Tinod buluntular arasinda bulu-
nan giimiis kakmali gem (Nagy—Nemes, 1900, 23. tabla 17) ile ayn1 yerlesimden ele gecen iki
kilig (Nagy—Nemes, 1900, 23. tabla 31-32) da yer almakta ve bunlar 11-13. yiizyillara tarih-
lendirilmektedir (Nagy—Nemes, 1900, XXXII). Buluntu grubunun bir parcasini iizenginin de
olusturdugu goz oniine alindiginda, bu tarihlendirme dolayli olarak onun kronolojisini de be-
lirlemektedir. Bununla birlikte, ayn1 levhada alt1 {izengi daha bulunmaktadir. Bunlardan 18
numarali 6rnegin biiyiik olasilikla Tindd tizengisi oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Her ne kadar Nagy
bu 6rnek igin herhangi bir buluntu yeri belirtmemis ve onu genel olarak “Arpad dénemi iizengi
tipleri” arasinda degerlendirmis olsa da s6z konusu {izenginin (yine kulagi gévdeye doviilerek
olusturulmus, ancak kollarinin uglarinda yumrular bulunan, daha elips bigimli ve daha az yu-
varlak olan 6rnekle birlikte) “13. ve 14. yiizyillar arasindaki gegis donemine” ait oldugunu
ifade etmistir (Nagy—Nemes, 1900, XXXII). Burada ayrica belirtilmelidir ki, Zsolt Petkes de,
“23. tabla 18 figiirii” olarak yer alan {izengi ¢izimini Tindd 6rnegi ile 6zdeslestirmistir (Petkes,
2012, 85). Yarim profilden tasvir edilmis bu oldukea kiiciik ¢izim, Géza Nagy’mn ayni iizengi
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Bu buluntulardan yalnizca gem ile 2 numarali kili¢ glinlimiize ulas-
mistir. 1 numaral kilicin, envanter kayitlarinda buluntu yeri bilinmeyen bir
eser olarak yeniden kaydedilmis kiligla ayn1 eser oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. '3
Uzengi ise kaybolmus olmakla birlikte, ¢izimlerinden hareketle incelenebil-
mektedir.'®

Literatiirde, s6z konusu eserlerin gergekte farkli donemlere ait ve bir-
birine karismis buluntular oldugu yoniinde gorisler ileri siiriilmiistiir. Gemin
muhtemelen Macar fetih donemine tarihlenebilecegi,'” kesici silahlar ile ii-
zengilerin ise daha ¢ok Hantos yoresindeki Kuman-Kipcaklarin maddi kiil-
tiiriine ait oldugu diisiiniilmiistiir.!® Buna ragmen, arastirmalarda Tinéd bu-
luntu grubunun Macaristan’daki Peceneklerin arkeolojik mirasina ait oldugu
yoniindeki goriis giiniimiizde de gegerliligini korumaktadir.

Son yillardaki arastirmalarin ortaya koydugu veriler 1s1ginda, Tindd’-
dan ele gegen yalmanh kiliglarin yalnizca Kuman-Kipgaklara ait arkeolojik
alanlardan degil,!” Pegeneklere ait buluntulardan da bilindigi kesin olarak
soylenebilir.® Bu nedenle, yalnizca bu kesici silahlara dayanarak buluntu
grubunun yeniden degerlendirilmesi ve 13. yiizyilin ikinci yarisina tarihlen-
dirilmesi zorunlu goriinmemektedir.?!

Buna karsilik, iizenginin taban basamaginin tahmin edilen genigligi
(yaklasik 3-3,5 cm) ile bir kaburga (takviye ¢ikintisi) ile gliglendirilmis ol-
mast hem Kuman-Kipgak kiiltliriiyle iligkili olabilecegine hem de buluntu
grubunun kronolojisine iligkin hakli soru isaretleri dogurmaktadir.?

i¢in hazirladig1 ve Géza Csallany’m 1961 yilinda yayimladig: ¢izimle (Csallany, 1961, VIIL
tabla 1) karsilastirilabilmektedir. Bu karsilagtirma, s6z konusu 6zdeslestirmenin kabul edile-
bilir oldugunu gostermektedir. Bize gore de bu degerlendirme isabetlidir. Zira bir levhada Ti-
n6d’dan ele gegen gem ve kiliglar, Arpad donemi silah donanimimin &rnekleri olarak birlikte
sunuluyorsa, iizenginin de ayn1 buluntu grubunun bir pargasi olarak bu levhada yer almis ol-
mas1 beklenmelidir. Ustelik 19. ve 20. yiizyilin déniimiinde, Arpad donemine ait kayis yuvali
lizengi drneklerinin sayisi heniiz oldukga smirlrydi.

15 Péloczi Horvéth, 2014, 48,

16 En son bu buluntu grubu, tarafimdan yeniden yayimlanmigtir (Katona-Kiss, 2024, 61).
Eserlerin gorselleri icin bkz. Hathazi, 1996a, 247, 3. tabla.

17 Dienes, 1966, 209-210, 8. dipnot

18 Horvath, 2003, 375-378.

19 Horvath, 2003, 371-373, 383, 3. kép 1.

20 Hathézi-Odor, 2024, 17.

2! Horvéath, 2003, 375-376.

22 Horvath, 2003, 376. Ferenc Horvath, Macaristan’daki Pegeneklerle iliskilendirilen iizengi-
ler ile 13. yiizyila ait Kuman-Kipcak bey mezarlarindan bilinen 6rnekler arasinda bigimsel
acidan belirgin bir farklilik bulunmadigina dikkat ¢ekmistir. Bu nedenle, s6z konusu eserlerin
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Benzer sekilde, yan cubuklu gemin, per¢inlemeyi taklit eden siisleme
teknigi, Csolyos ve Csengele’deki Kuman-Kipgak elit mezarlarindan ¢ikan
lizengilerin bezeme anlayisiyla da yakin benzerlik gostermektedir.”®> Bu at
binit takimlarindaki giimiis kakmalar degerlendirilirken, bunlarin yalnizca
Kuman-Kipgaklara 6zgii bir 6zellik olmadigi, ayni bezeme geleneginin Pege-
neklere ait buluntularda ve Pecenek unsurlarini da biinyesinde barindiran
“Kara Kalpaklilar” arkeolojik materyalinde de goriildiigli hususuna arastir-
malarda siklikla dikkat ¢ekilmektedir.?*

Son olarak belirtilmelidir ki, Sarbogard—Tindd, daha sonraki Kuman
yerlesim bolgesinin sinirina kus ugusu yaklasik 20 km uzaklikta bulunmakla
birlikte, eski Pecenek yerlesim bolgesinin merkezi kesiminde yer almakta-
dir.®> Ayrica, giris boliimiinde de belirtildigi tizere, Tinod, Arpad Hanedan-
l1g1 déneminde Pegeneklerin yasadigi bir yerlesim niteligindeydi.

Buluntularin Pegenek kokenli oldugu kabul edildigi takdirde, bunlarin
tarihlendirilmesi, daha 6nce belirlenen 11-13. yiizyil araligi iginde zorunlu
olarak 11. yilizyilin ikinci yarist ile 12. yiizy1l arasina yerlestirilmelidir. Zira
s0z konusu eserler, pagan savasci-atl gomiilerine aittir. Biiyiik olasilikla
bunlar iki mezarin ya da kii¢iik bir aile mezarliginin pargalar1 olarak deger-
lendirilebilir.?® Bu tiir mezarliklar ise, Kumanlarda oldugu gibi, Macaristan’a
yerlesen Pegeneklerin ilk ve ikinci kusaklarina ait olmalidir.?” Ote yandan,
Tinod buluntularinin ve bunlarla birlikte Sarviz Vadisi’nden bilinen diger
buluntularin 11. yiizyilin ortalarindan daha erken bir tarihe ait olamayacagi,
onceki arastirmalar tarafindan ikna edici bigimde ortaya konulmustur.?®

tarihlendirilmesinde, arkeolojik 6lgiitler bakimindan, giivenilir bir kriter olarak esasen ya-
Inizca lizenginin taban basamaginin genisligi kullanilabilmektedir (bkz. Horvath, 2003, 376—
377).

23 Hathazi, 2005 36, 22. kép; Horvath, 2001, 179, 302 [70.].

24 Horvath, 2001 180.

“Kara Kalpaklilar” olarak bilinen topluluk, Oguz, Pecenek ve Berendi unsurlarindan olusan
gruplarin bir araya getirilmesiyle teskil edilmis olup, Kiev’in giineyindeki sinir bolgesinde s1-
nir koruma gorevini listlenmistir. Bu bolge, Rus ile bozkirdaki Dest-i Kipgak arasinda bir tam-
pon bolge islevi gérmekteydi (Pletnéva, 1973, 24-28; ayrica bkz. Kovacs, 2014, 87-88).

2 Petkes, 2006, 105.

26 Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 48; Hathézi—Paloczi Horvath, 2016, 53.

27 Hathazi, 1990, 48; 1996, 228.

28 Hathazi, 1996, 229-230.
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Gorsel. 1. Tinod buluntu grubu. 1. 1 numaral kili¢; 2. 2 numarali kilig; 3. Yan ¢u-
buklu gem; 4. Kulaklari iizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus tizengi (Hathazi,
199¢6)
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Sarbogard-Templom-diilé6 mezarhk kesiti

Yine aym yerlesimin sinirlar iginde, Sarbogard—Templom-diilé’de bulunan
biliytik bir Pecenek topluluguna ait mezarlik, 1940’11 yillardan itibaren yiirii-
tillen kum madenciligi faaliyetleri sirasinda biiyiik 6l¢iide tahrip edilmistir.
Stirekli olarak zarar gdren mezarlar arasindan yalnizca sekizi, 1961 yilinda
kurtarma kazilariyla belgelenebilmistir.?’ Mezarlik alanindan ayrica bir kilig
ve bir lizengi de ele gegirilmistir.>° Mezarlik kesiti, 8. mezarda bulunan I1.
Istvan (1116-1131) dénemine ait bir denar sayesinde tarihlendirilmektedir.?!
Buluntular arasinda 6zellikle 2. mezar dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu mezardan bir
gem, kavisli taban basamakl1 bir ¢ift izenginin parcalari, yaprak bigimli so-
ketli bir ok ucu, demir perginlerle gii¢lendirilmis, kemik ¢italarla saglamlas-
tirtlmis ve kemik kapakli bir ok sadagi, ok sadagina (veya hazir durumda ta-
sinan bir yay muhafazasina) ait 6rgii serit bezemeli kemik aski pargasi, yayin
kemik plakalarina, kilic namlusuna ve balta goziine ait parcalar ele geci-
rilmistir (Gor. 2).3?

Bu pagan mezarliginin yaklasik 200 m uzaginda, bu bolgeye adini ve-
ren Arpad Hanedanhig1 donemi kilise aslinda onun yeri bulunmaktadir. S6z
konusu kilisenin ¢evresinde olusturulmus mezarliginda ise, biiyiik olasilikla
ayni Pegenek toplulugunun Hristiyanlagmis kusaklar defnedilmistir.*

Kajdacs—Rokadomb’daki Pecenek mezari ve diger arkeolojik bulgular

Sarviz Vadisi’'ndeki Pecenek yerlesim bolgesinin giiney kesiminde bulunan,
tarihi Tolna Vilayeti sinirlar1 i¢indeki Kajdacs, Arpad Hanedanligi dénemi
’nde Pegeneklerin yasadig1 bir yerlesimdi.** Bu durum, yerlesimin adindan
da agikga anlagilmaktadir. Zira Kajdacs adi, bir Pegenek kisi adindan tiiremis
olup, Tiirk topluluklarinin yer adlandirma gelenegine uygun olarak, yerles-
menin ilk sahibi ya da liderinin adin1 yansitmaktadir.®

2 Kralovanszky, 1962, 266; Petkes, 2006, 95-96.
30 petkes, 2006, 94.

31 petkes, 2006, 96.

32 petkes, 2006, 95-96, 2—4. tabla.

33 Kralovanszky, 1962, 266; Petkes, 2006, 94.

3 Gybrffy, 1990, 141 (58).

35 Hathazi, 1996a, 43-44.
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Gorsel 2. Sarbogard—Templom-diilc mezarliginin 2. mezarindan ¢ikan arkeolojik
buluntular. 1. Tay gemi; 2. Soketli ok ucu; 3. Yayin kemik levhasina ait parga; 4.
Sadakin kemik parcasi; 5. Sadakin kemik aski halkasi (Petkes, 2006)

243



Kajdacs-Rékadomb mevkiinden, 1943 yilinda bag tesisi amaciyla ya-
pilan toprak isleme sirasinda 8-9 atli mezarin tahrip edildigi bir mezarlik bi-
linmektedir. Uzun siire boyunca, bu mezarliga ait buluntular ile bunlarin ele
gecis kosullarmi belgeleyen kayitlarin Ikinci Diinya Savasi sirasinda yok ol-
dugu diisiiniilmiistiir.3® Biiyiik olasilikla bu mezarlara ait olan buluntular ara-
sinda, kulaklar1 tizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus ii¢ tizengi de yer
almaktadir. Bu eserler daha sonra — savag yillarinin yarattig1 olaganiistii ko-
sullar nedeniyle — buluntu yeri bilinmeyen eserler olarak Szekszard Miizesi
envanterine kaydedilmistir.>” Bu iizengilerle yakin benzerlik gosteren, taban
basamagi diiz olan bir bagska 6rnek de yine Kajdacs-Rékadomb’dan bi-
linmektedir. S6z konusu iizengi, 1970°1i yillarin baslarinda, kagak kazilar si-
rasinda acilan bir hendegin icinde, karisik durumdaki at kemiklerinin yanin-
da ele gegirilmistir.

1994 yilinin sonbaharinda, bu yerde 6nce yiizey arastirmasi, ardindan
da dogrulama amaciyla arkeolojik kazilar gergeklestirilmistir. Bu ¢alismalar
kapsaminda, tepenin giiney kesimi dogu—bati dogrultusunda, 3 m genisligin-
de ve toplam 80 m uzunlugunda agilan agmalarla kesilerek incelenmistir. A-
rastirmalar sonucunda, topragin 80-90 cm derinlige kadar siiriilerek tama-
men karigtirlldigi anlagilmigtir. Sit alaninin kuzeydogu yamaclarinda bulu-
nan mezarlarin biiyiik olasilikla bu faaliyetler sirasinda tahrip oldugu belir-
lenmis; alandan yalnizca at disleri ile insan kemiklerine ait pargalar toplana-
bilmistir.*

2008 yilinin baslarinda, ayn1 yerde bel hizasindan asagisi tahrip edil-
mis bir mezar ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Bu mezardan demir bir toka, cakmak, cak-
maktasi bicagi ve biiyiik olasilikla II. (Vak) Béla (1131-1141) dénemine ait
anonim bir denar giin 15181na ¢ikmistir. Kurtarma kazisinin ardindan gergek-
lestirilen ylizey arastirmasi ve metal dedektorii destekli incelemeler sonu-
cunda, II. Béla donemine ait bir baska anonim denar, kili¢ parcalari, ok ug-
lar1, glimiis ve bakir tausia teknigiyle bezeli bir izengi ile diger tizengi parca-
lar1, kolan tokalari, bir gem, at kosumuna ait bir siis levhasi ve at disleri bu-
lunmustur (Gor. 3). Ayrica, buluntularin alandaki dagilimi esas alinarak eski
mezarligin konumu da belirlenebilmistir.*

36 Fehér—Ery—Kralovanszky, 1962, 45, No. 522.

37 Odor, 1999, 155, No. 22; 2017, 78; Hathazi—Odor, 2024, 18.
38 Odor, 1999, 155.

3 Odor, 2017, 78; Hathazi—Odor, 2024, 16-20.
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Gorsel 3. Kajdacs—Rokadomb mezarligr alaminda ortaya ¢ikan arkeolojik bulun-
tular. 1. Kilig; 2. Qk u¢lary, 3. Kulaklart iizengi kollarinin devaminda olugturulmus
tizengi (Hathazi—Odor, 2024)
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Kajdacs-Rékadomb’da ortaya ¢ikan mezarlik, buluntular heniiz bilin-
meden Once, yalnizca atli mezarlarin varligina dayanilarak Macarlarin fetih
donemine ait olarak degerlendirilmekteydi.** Ancak kronolojik agidan daha
gec tarihlenen kulaklari tizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus tizengiler
ile bunlarla uyum gosteren 12. yiizyila ait anonim denarlar, s6z konusu silah-
li-atli mezarlarin Arpad Hanedanligi doneminde, biiyiik olasilikla 12. yiizy1-
lin ikinci ¢eyreginde acildigini agikga ortaya koymaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu
gomiiler, Sarviz Vadisi’'ndeki Pegeneklerin arkeolojik mirasina ait yeni bu-
luntular olarak degerlendirilebilir.*!

Peceneklerle iliskilendirilen mezar ve daginik buluntular

Karpat Havzasi’ndan, Macaristan’daki Pegeneklerin arkeolojik mirasiyla ih-
tiyatl bir sekilde iliskilendirilebilecek bazi mezar ve daginik buluntular bi-
linmektedir. Bu buluntularin Avrasya bozkirlar1 ve Balkanlar’da benzer 6r-
nekleri bulunmakta; ayrica Macaristan’da tarihi Pecenek yerlesim bolgele-
rinde ele gecirilmis olmalar1 da bunlarin Peceneklerle iliskilendirilebilece-
gini diisiindiirmektedir.

Macaristan’daki Pegeneklerle en giivenilir bigimde iliskilendirilebilen
buluntu grubunu, kulaklari tizengi kollarmin devaminda olusturulmus iizen-
giler olusturmaktadir. Bunun yan sira, mafsalsiz, agizlig1 diiz veya kavisli
olan gemler ile yildiz bi¢imli topuzlar da ayni derecede dnem tagimaktadir.
Bu tiir buluntularin biiyiik b6liimii yine Sarviz Vadisi’nden bilinmekle bir-
likte, miinferit 6rneklerine Karpat Havzasi’nin diger bolgelerinde de rastlan-
maktadir. Bunlar arasinda, Borsod toprak tahkimatinda (Borsodi foldvar) yii-
rlitiilen kazilar sirasinda ele gegen buluntular 6zellikle dikkat ¢ekicidir. Bura-
da, Pegeneklerle iliskilendirilen lir bigimli tokalar ile birlikte, yukarida sozii
edilen at binit takimlarina ait buluntular da (aynm1 buluntu yerinden olmakla
birlikte ayn1 baglamdan gelmemelerine ragmen) giin 1s181na ¢ikmistir. Bu
buluntular, birbirinden ayrilmaksizin ayn bir alt béliimde degerlendirilecek-
tir. Ayrica, Avrasya bozkirindaki Pecenek baglantilar1 nedeniyle, at binit ta-
kimina ait yaprak bi¢imli ¢ingirakli bir siis levhasi ile bir kemere veya gem
takimina ait siis levhalar1 ve kayis ucu da bu buluntu grubu igerisinde deger-
lendirilmelidir. Bunlarin yani sira, 10. yiizyila tarihlenen bir mezar da ele

40 Krs. Fehér—Ery—Kralovanszky, 1962, 45; Odor, 2017, 78.
41 Buluntular heniiz yayinlanmamistir ve degerlendirme asamasindadir.
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almacaktir. Bu mezar, mezar buluntular1 nedeniyle degil, yazili kaynaklarin
verdigi bilgiler sayesinde Macaristan’daki Pegeneklerle iliskilendirilebil-
mektedir. Bunlarin yaninda, Bati Macaristan’dan bilinen bir hazine buluntu-
sunun da Pegeneklerle baglantili olabilecegi ileri siiriilmiisse de, bu goriisii
destekleyen kanitlar heniiz kesinlik diizeyine ulagsmig degildir.

Kulaklart iizengi kollarimin devanminda olusturulmus iizengiler
Macaristan’a yerlesen Peceneklerin atli kiiltiiriinde baslica iizengi tipini, ku-
laklar1 iizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus yuvarlak tizengiler olustur-
maktadir. Gabor Hathazi’ye gore bu tipin kokeni Orta Asya’da aranmalidir.
Kulaklar iizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus iizengilerin, yassi kollu
ve armut bi¢imli erken varyantlar1 Macar fetih donemi buluntular1 arasinda
da goriilmektedir.* Buna karsilik, ge¢ dénem bozkir gocebe kiiltiiriiyle ilis-
kilendirilen yuvarlak bicim, Dogu Avrupa bozkirinda, yani Idil’in batisinda-
ki bolgelerde, ancak 11. yilizyildan itibaren yayginlik kazanmis; bu tipin bas-
lica kullanicilarini ise Pegenekler olusturmustur.*

Buna karsilik Andras Paloczi Horvath, bugiine kadar bilinen Dogu
Avrupa Orneklerine dayanarak, kulaklar tizengi kollarinin devaminda olus-
turulmus yuvarlak tizengilerin ortaya ¢ikisinin Peceneklerin batiya gog ettik-
leri doneme degil, daha sonraki bir tarihe, yani 10. yiizyilin ikinci yarisina
veya sonlarina ait olmasi gerektigine dikkat ¢gekmistir.** Bu goriisiinii destek-
lemek amaciyla Baykal Golii ¢gevresinden 6rnekler sunmus; ayrica, Avrasya
bozkirindaki gogebe topluluklarin maddi kiiltiiriinde goriilen yeniliklerin ge-

42 Hathazi, 1990, 46; 1996, 229. Buna 6rnek olarak Beregovo’dan bilinen iizengi ifti
gosterilebilir (Fodor, 1996, 134—135).

43 Bu konuda ayrica bkz. Paloczi Horvath, 2018, 66.

Tarim Havzasi’ndaki Kogo bolgesinde ele gegen bir duvar resminde, zirhli bir siivari tasvir
edilmigtir. 8-9. yiizyillara tarihlenen bu resim biiyiik 6l¢lide asinmis olmakla birlikte, savas-
¢inin {izengiye basan ayagi agik bigimde incelenebilmektedir. Uzengi, genel 6zellikleri baki-
mindan Avar déneminden bilinen uzun kulakl {izengilerle benzerlik géstermekle birlikte, ii-
zengi kollart ile taban basamagi birlikte degerlendirildiginde, biitiin olarak yuvarlak bir bicim
olusturmaktadir (krs. Le Coq, 1925, 76). Bununla birlikte, bu tiir iizengiler ile yine yuvarlak
bi¢imli, kulaklar1 iizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmusg {izengiler arasinda tipolojik ve
gelisimsel bir iliski bulunup bulunmadig: tartismalidir. Bu soruya verilecek olumlu bir yanit,
Hathazi tarafindan ileri siiriilen goriisii destekleyecektir. Bununla birlikte, bize gére “Orta
Asya’nin bat1 bolgesi” cografi tanimlamasi, eger Peceneklerin yanliglikla Aral Golii gevresine
yerlestirilen ilk yurtlarina iliskin varsayimdan kaynaklaniyorsa, belirleyici bir nem tagima-
maktadir. Pegeneklerin ilk yurdunun cografi konumu hakkinda bkz. Senga, 1992; 1996.

4 Paloczi Horvath, 2018, 66-67.
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nel olarak Orta Asya bozkirlarinda ortaya ¢iktigini ve buradan batiya dogru
yayildigini vurgulamistir.

Bu ¢ergevede, s6z konusu {lizengi tipinin de ayni cografi bolgeden do-
gudan Pegeneklere ulasmis olmasi kuvvetle muhtemeldir. Nitekim benzer bir
yayilim siireci, Tindd buluntular arasinda daha 6nce deginilen yalmanl ki-
liclar igin de 6nerilmektedir. Bu silah tipinin kdkeni Giiney Sibirya’da, 9—
10. ylizyillarda Baykal-Tuva—Yenisey bolgesinde aranmalidir.*

Peceneklere 6zgii karakteristik iizengilerin ayirt edici 6zellikleri ara-
sinda, kulak bi¢imi ve yuvarlak gévde formunun yani sira, nispeten dar taban
basamagi da 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir. Taban basamaginin genisliginin kro-
nolojik 6nemi, Gabor Hathdzi tarafindan, Macaristan’daki Pegenek ve Ku-
man-Kipgak topluluklariyla iligkilendirilen iizengiler baglaminda, 6zellikle
de temel bigimleri benzer olmakla birlikte taban basamag genislikleri fark-
lilik gosteren Fels6toborzsok ve Erdételek ornekleri iizerinden birgok kez
vurgulanmigtir.*6

Bu iizengi tipi, 11-12. yiizyillarda Dogu Avrupa bozkir kusaginda ge-
nig bir yayilim gostermis olup, 6zellikle Kiev’in giineyindeki bolgeden ¢ok
sayida ornegi bilinmektedir. Daha Once de deginildigi {izere, bu bolgede
“Kara Kalpaklilar” olarak adlandirilan sinir muhafiz1 topluluklarinin yerle-
simleri yogunlagmistir.*” Kulaklari iizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturul-
mus iizengilerin bu gelismis 11-12. yiizy1l degiskesi, alanyazinda Pegenek—
Uz—Kara Kalpaklilar tipi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Buna karsilik, tipe ait ka-
rakteristik Kuman degiskesi, 12—13. yiizyillarda, belirgin bigimde daha genis
ve ¢ogu zaman kaburgali (takviyeli) taban basamagi ile ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.*®
Bu tipe ait 6rnekler, Macaristan’daki Kuman-Kipgak atli gdmiilerinden bilin-
mektedir. Bunlar arasinda Bankut, Kunszentmarton, Tiszaféldvar ve Erd6-
telek lizengileri sayilabilir.*

Daha o6nce ele alinan Tindd ve Kajdacs buluntular ile biiyiik olasilikla
ayni tipe ait olan Sarbogard ornekleri diginda, Pecenek tipinde, kulaklar -
zengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus bir ¢ift {izengi, tarihi Fejér i sinir-
lar1 igindeki Alap’tan (Gér. 4.1) ve Sarszentagota yerlesiminin Fels6tobor-

45 Horvéth, 2003, 372.

46 Hathézi, 1994, 24-25; 1996, 229; 1996a, 43.

47 Pletnéva, 1973, 24-28; Kovéacs, 2014, 87-88.

48 Hathazi, 1996, 229. Benzer bir degerlendirme igin bkz. Hathazi, 1990, 46.

49 Paloczi Horvath, 1994, 143, 31. kép 1-3; 2014, 129, 85. kép 1-3; Hathazi-Paloczi Horvith,
2016, 74, 32:1-3.
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zs0k mevkiinden de bilinmektedir (Gor. 4.2). Alap buluntularina ayrica bir
eyer kolan1 tokasi eslik etmektedir. Fels6toborzsok orneklerinin ise, tahrip
edilmis pagan bir atli mezarindan geldigi bilinmektedir. S6z konusu mezar-
da, giiniimiize ulasmamis bir “kili¢” (muhtemelen bir egri kili¢) da bulun-
dugu kaydedilmistir. Ayni tipe ait bir bagka iizengi, tarihi Tolna Vilayeti si-
nirlari i¢indeki Kolesd-Itatohegy’de de ele gegirilmistir (Gér. 4.3).5°

Alap ve Toborzsok (< Toboresok) yer adlar1, Pegenek kokenli kisi ad-
larindan tiiremis olup,’ her iki yerlesim de Arpad Hanedanligi doneminde
Pegeneklerin yasadig1 kdylerdi. Kolesd ise, Pegenek ispdnligi’nin Tolna 1li’-
ndeki kesiminde yer almakta olup, ¢evresindeki ¢ok sayidaki Pecenek yerle-
simiyle baglantili olarak degerlendirilmektedir.>

Ayni tipe ait bir bagka 6rnek Csabrendek’te de ele gecirilmistir (Gor.
4.4). Bu lizenginin, gegmiste Marcal Vadisi’ndeki Pegenek yerlesim bdlge-
sinde yasayan topluluga ait oldugu diistiniilebilir.>

Sarviz Vadisi’nden ele gecen drnekler, arkeolojik ve yerlesim tarihi
verileri birlikte degerlendirildiginde, 11. yilizyilin ortalari ile 12. yiizyilin or-
talar1 arasina tarihlendirilebilir. Sarbogard ve Kajdacs buluntu yerlerinde ele
gecen denarlar, bu eserlerin en muhtemel kronolojik konumunun 12. yiizyilin
ikinci ¢eyregi oldugunu gostermektedir.>*

Marcal Nehri’nin havzasinda goriilen Pegenek yerlesimleri, biiyiik
olasilikla Raba Vadisi’ndeki Pecenek kdyleriyle birlikte tek bir yerlesim bol-
gesi olusturuyordu.®® S6z konusu yerlesimlerin geg tarihli oldugu kabul edil-

30 Hathazi, 1996, 228, 231, 248, 4. tabla 1-3.

1 Gyorffy, 1940, 491; 1990, 136, 187-188.

52 Hathazi, 1996, 228, 236, 238.

33 Marcal Nehri’nin bolgesindeki Pegenek yerlesim grubu hakkinda bkz. Gyérffy, 1940, 491.
3 MRT 3. 58, 15. kép 4; Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 50.

Daha 6nce Tinddpuszta buluntular1 baglaminda da deginildigi tizere, Ferenc Horvath, Alap ve
Kolesd 6rnekleri disinda, Sarviz Vadisi’nde giin 1s181na ¢ikan ve bugiine kadar Pecenek mirast
olarak degerlendirilen lizengilerin erken tarihlendirilmesi konusunda kuskularini dile getir-
mistir (Horvath, 2003, 377-378). Bu baglamda, Maros—Kor6s Nehirleri arasindaki bolgeden
de Pegenek tipinde, kulaklar1 iizengi kollarmin devaminda olusturulmus bir iizengi ele gegtigi
belirtilmelidir. Bu 6rnegi yayimlayan arastirmaci, buluntuyu 11-12. yiizyillara tarihlendirmis;
ayrica s6z konusu iizenginin toplumsal ve etnik baglamimin heniiz yeterince agikliga kavus-
madigimni da ifade etmistir (Paloczi Horvath, 2018, 60, 69-70). Bize gore ise bu 6rnegin Maca-
ristan’daki Pegenek buluntulariyla dogrudan baglantili olmasi pek olast gériinmemektedir.
Daha ziyade, Maros ile Koros Nehirleri arasindaki bolgeye yerlesen Kuman-Kipgaklarla ilis-
kilendirilmesi daha isabetli gériinmektedir (Katona-Kiss, 2022, 85-86).

35 Paloczi Horvath, 1989, 26.
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diginden,*® Csabrendek’ten ele gegen iizenginin de ayni kronolojik gergeve-
ye ait olmas1 muhtemeldir. Dolayisiyla bu buluntunun 11. yiizyilin ortala-
rindan daha erken bir tarihe ait oldugu diisiiniilmemektedir.

Mafsalsiz diiz agizlikli gemler

Macaristan topraklarinda giin 1s181na ¢ikmis buluntular arasinda bugiine ka-
dar Peceneklerle iliskilendirilen mezarlarda mafsalli halkali gemler de bu-
lunmus olsa da’” Dogu Avrupa bozkirindaki atli gdmiiler esas alindiginda,
Pecenekler arasinda esas olarak mafsalsiz, diiz veya kavisli agizlikli gemle-
rin kullanildig1 anlagilmaktadir.’® Karpat Havzasi’nda bu tipe ait altidan bi-
raz fazla 6rnek bilinmektedir.>® Bunlardan dordii, Macar fetih donemi maddi
kiiltiirtiniin unsurlar1 olarak degerlendirilebilir. Buna karsilik, kanaatimizce
Bajcs-Farkasdpuszta ve Obesenyd’den (ayrica asagida ele almacak olan Bor-
sod toprak tahkimatindan [Borsodi foldvar]) ele gecen 6rnekler Pegeneklerle
iligkilendirilebilir (Gdr. 5.1-5).

Bajcs, bir zamanlar Pegenek hizmetkéarlarinin yasadigi kdy olan bu-
giinkii Zsitvabesenyd’ye yalnizca birka¢ kilometre uzaklikta bulunmakta-
dir.%° Bununla birlikte, s6z konusu buluntu ile yer adindan hareketle kurulan
baglantinin (ki bu baglant1 da bagli basina kesin degildir) bazi sorunlar icer-
digi de goz oniinde bulundurulmalidir. Nitekim bu gem, bir ¢ukur evin dol-
gusundan ele gegirilmistir. At binit takimina ait bu buluntunun yani sira, Ar-
pad Hanedanlig1 donemine ait seramik pargalar1 da bulunmustur. S6z konu-
su yerlesim birimleri 10. ylizyilin ilk yarisindan 12. yiizyilin baslarina kadar
uzanan bir doneme tarihlendirilirken, gemin kendisi ise 10-11. yiizyillara
tarihlenmistir.5!

36 Hathazi—Paloczi Horvath, 2016, 47.

57 Bu konuda ayrica, Sarbogard—Templom-diil§ ve Kajdacs—Rokadomb buluntu yerlerinden
ele gecen ornekler de bkz. Petkes, 2006, 95, 101, 3. tabla 1; Hathazi—Odor, 2024, 19.

58 Pletnéva, 1958, 162, 164.

59 Petkes, 2011, 232-234.

0 Tarihi Komérom vilayetindeki Udvard’a bagli olan bu Pegenek kdyii, 1209 tarihli bir
belgede Besenyd adiyla zikredilmektedir (AMTF 1: 435-436; AMTF III: 461; Gyorffy, 1990,
156-157).

%1 Bajcs’ta bulunan geme ilk olarak Laszl6 Kovacs dikkat gekmis ve bu 6rnegin, Tinddpuszta
mezarlarindan bilinen buluntulara benzer sekilde, Peceneklerle iligkilendirilebilecegi goriisii-
nii ileri stirmiistiir (Kovéacs, 1986, 279).
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Gorsel 4. Macaristan’dan Pegenek tipi iizengiler. 1. Alap; 2. Sdrszentagota-Felso-
toborzsok; 3. Kolesd-Itatohegy (1-3. Hathazi, 1996a); 4. Csabrendek (MRT 3)
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Gorsel 5. Macaristan 'dan Pegenek tipi gemler. 1. Bajcs-Farkasdpuszta (Bajc-Vika-
novo); 2. Gyulafehérvar-Mentéallomas, I1I. alan, 15 numarali arastirma hendegi,
20. mezar (Alba lulia-,, Statia de Salvare”); 3. Sarrétudvari-Hizofold, 24. mezar, 4.
Szaszvaros—Pemilor-domb, 6. mezar (Orastie—Dealu Pemilor); 5. Szaszvaros—Pemi-
lor-domb, 26. mezar (Orastie—Dealu Pemilor) (Petkes, 2012)
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Obeseny®, yazili belgelerle de dogrulandig iizere, Orta Cag’in sonuna
kadar Pegenek niifusunun yasadig1 bir yerlesim olmustur.®? Yerlesimin sinir-
lar1 i¢inde bulunan mafsalsiz diiz agizlikli gem, bir ¢ift yamuk bi¢imli iizengi
ve baklava dilimi bi¢imli bir ok ucu ile birlikte, 1907 yilinda, sembolik bir
atl gdmiisiiniin mezar hediyeleri arasinda ele gecirilmistir. S6z konusu me-
zar, tarihoncesi bir kurgana (IX) agilmistir. Yamuk bi¢imli tizengilerin varli-
&1 nedeniyle bu géomii 10. ylizyilin ikinci yarisindan daha erken tarihlene-
mez.% Bu bakimdan, mezarda 10. yiizyilin ikinci yarisindan sonra Maca-
ristan’a gelen bir Pegenek savasgisinin gomiilii olmasi ihtimal dahilindedir.*
Bununla birlikte, iizengiler ile ok ucu, tipolojik agidan Macar fetih donemi
maddi kiiltiirlinlin karakteristik unsurlar1 arasinda yer almaktadir.

Yildiz bash topuziar

Geg donem bozkir kiiltiiriiniin en karakteristik yakin doviis silahlarindan biri
yildiz bigimli topuz olup, zaman iginde bunun ¢ok sayida alt tipi gelismis-
tir.%> Macaristan arkeoloji aragtirmalar1 uzun zamandir, yildiz bigimli topuz-
larin Macar fetih donemi ve erken Arpad Hanedanligi dénemi Macarlarinin
silah repertuvarinda yer almadigim ortaya koymustur.®® Buna karsilik, Ku-
man-Kipgaklarin Macaristan’a yerlesmesinden ¢ok daha onceye tarihlenen
bazi 6rnekler bilinmektedir. Bu durum, s6z konusu silah tipinin Macaristan’a
yerlestirilen Pegenekler aracilifiyla bolgeye ulasmis olabilecegi ihtimalini
glindeme getirmistir.” Bu silah tipinin Pegeneklerle iliskilendirilmesi, yal-
nizca demirden doviilerek tiretilmis dort dikenli yildiz basli topuzlarin kro-
nolojik konumuna dayanmamaktadir.®® Ayni zamanda, Pegenek yerlesim
bolgelerinden ele gecen 6rnekler de bu goriisiin ileri siiriilmesine neden ol-
mustur.® Hatta baz1 arastirmalarda bu iki yaklasim birlestirilmis; Pecenek
yerlesim alanlarindan gelen yildiz bi¢imli topuzlar, dogrudan demirden do-
viilmiis dort dikenli alt tipe dahil edilmistir.”® Ancak ayrintili tipolojik kar-

62 Gyorffy, 1990, 163—165; AMTF I: 848-849.

63 Petkes, 2011, 233.

4 Petkes, 2011, 237.

65 Kovacs, 1971, 166, 1. abra.

% Kalmar, 1964, 32; 1971, 19; Kovacs, 1971, 167. Son yayin, énceki alanyazini da kapsamak-
tadur.

67 Kovécs, 1971, 179-180.

%8 Kovéacs, 1971, 168.

% Paldczi Horvath, 1989, 28-29, 31, 32; 1996, 18.

70 Petkes, 2006, 106, 2. 4bra d, 108.
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silastirmalar sonucunda, bu 6rneklerin higbirinin s6z konusu alt tipe ait ol-
madig1 anlasilmistir. Ayni durum, son yillarda taninan yeni 6rnekler icin de
gecerlidir (Gor. 6.1-8).

Bu gruba dahil edilen Fiizesabony, Facankert—-Kajmadi-sziget, Szo-
rényvar ve Nagykajdacs drnekleri’! arasinda, ilk buluntu yerinden iki topuz
bas1 bilinmektedir; ancak bunlarin her ikisi de on iki dikenli varyanta aittir.”
Ayni durum Facankert rnegi igin de gegerlidir.”® Szorényvar’dan ele gecen
yildiz bi¢imli topuz ise, dort dikenli ile on iki dikenli tip arasinda bir gegis
formu ya da ikinci tipin en basit 6rneklerinden biri olarak degerlendirilebi-
lir.”* Nagykajdacs 6rneginin ise hangi tipe ait oldugu belirlenememistir.
Kajarpéc’ten ele gecen ornekler, bunlar1 yayimlayan Miklés Takécs tarafin-
dan koseleri kesilmis kiip bigimli alt tipe dahil edilmistir.” Ancak yayim-
lanan fotograflara’ dayanarak, kanaatimizce bu rnekler on iki dikenli y1ldiz
bi¢imli topuzlar grubuna aittir; her haliikarda dort dikenli tipe dahil degil-
dir.”” Yakin zamanda Paks ¢evresinden dort adet yildiz bigimli topuz parcasi
ele gegirilmistir.”® Bunlardan ikisi (Paks—Gyapa-Templomdomb ve Fadd-
Juhakol) dort dikenli tipe, biri (Paks—Pali-sz616k) dort dikenli ile on iki di-
kenli tip arasindaki gegis varyantina, digeri (Paks—Cseresznyés-Akalacs) ise
on iki dikenli tipe dahil edilmistir. Dort dikenli 6rneklerin tamami dékme
bronzdan yapilmis olup, bunlar arasinda demirden doviilmiis hi¢bir rnek
bulunmamaktadir.” Son olarak, Szarvasnyilas’tan ele gecen demirden do-
viilmiis dort dikenli bir 6rnek de anilabilir. Bununla birlikte, bu buluntuyu
yayimlayan arastirmaci, s6z konusu topuz ile Moson bolgesindeki Pegenek-
ler arasindaki iligki konusunda ihtiyath davranmaktadir.®

71 Paloczi Horvath, 1989, 31; 1996, 18; Petkes, 2006, 108, 46. j.

72 Kovacs, 1971, 177, 6. abra 1, 178, 49. j., 175, 5. dbra 2, 178, 52. j.

73 Kovacs, 1971, 174, 41.j.

74 Kovécs, 1971, 169, 2. abra 5, 170, 30. j.

75 Takéacs, 1997, 215.

76 Takécs, 1997, 217, 1. kép.

7T Krs. Kovécs, 1971, 166, 1. abra, 2, 4. Her iki eserin de, Macar Milli Miizesi Silah Kolek-
siyonu’nda yayimlanan yildiz bigimli topuzlar arasinda yakin paralelleri bulunmaktadir. Ka-
jarpéc 1 numarali 6rnek i¢in Kisrakos’tan ele gegen topuzla karsilastirmiz (Kovéacs, 1971, 173,
4. ébra 2., 178, 51. j.); Kajarpéc 2 numarali 6rnek i¢in ise bkz. Kovacs, 1971, 173, 4. abra 3.
és 175, 5. abra 3, 174, 177, 6. abra 2 ve 178.

78 K. Németh, 2010, 269-271.

7 Pegeneklerle iligkilendirilen yildiz bigimli topuzlara iligskin en son kisa degerlendirme igin
bkz. Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 52.

80 Aszt, 2008, 5, 9-10.
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Kaynaklarimizin verdigi bilgiler ile yi1ldiz bi¢imli topuzlarin bolgesel
yayilim1 ve bu silah tipinin aktarilma olasiliginin kronolojik ¢ergevesi birlik-
te degerlendirildiginde, bu silah grubunun en erken temsilcileri olan demir-
den doviilmiis dort dikenli tipin, esas itibariyla Bizans kokenli silahlar oldu-
gu kanaatindeyiz. Bagka bir ifadeyle, bu silah tipi bozkirdan Bizans’in ege-
menligi veya niifuzu altindaki bolgelere yayilmamais; aksine, yayilim Bizans
topraklarindan bozkira dogru gergeklesmistir. Asagi Tuna bdlgesine yerlesen
Pecenekler, bu yeniligi kuzeye, Dogu Avrupa bozkirina tagimiglardir. Burada
ise silah tipi Kuman-Kipg¢ak hakimiyeti doneminde daha da gelistirilmis; ar-
dindan Kumanlarin Macar Kralligi’na yerlesmeleriyle birlikte Karpat Hav-
zas1’na da ulasmustir.

Biiyiik olasilikla bu aktarim siireci sayesinde, 11. yiizyildan itibaren
Asag1 Tuna’nin kuzeyindeki bolgelerde bu tip buluntularin sayisinda belirgin
bir artis goriilmektedir. Ayrica son arastirmalar, demirden doviilmiis dort di-
kenli yildiz bi¢imli topuzlarin 14. yiizyilda da kullanilmaya devam ettigini
ve Kumanlar tarafindan da benimsendigini gostermektedir.®!

Dolayisiyla, Pegeneklerin bu silah tipinin yayilmasindaki aracilik ro-
liiniin saglam temellere dayandigi kanaatindeyiz. Ayrica, Peceneklerin bu si-
lah1 kullandigina iliskin hem dilbilimsel veriler hem de yer adlarinda korun-
mus kanitlar mevcuttur. Pegenek hafif siivarilerinin kullandigi bu silah igin
csokmany, ayrica csomak ve csomasz adlart kullanilmig;® buna karsilik Ku-
man-Kipgaklarin vurucu silahlart i¢in Tiirkce kdkenli Macarca buzogany
‘topuz’ terimi tercih edilmistir.®3 Bu silah adlari, sz konusu silah tiplerinin

81 Katona-Kiss, 2022, 98—101, 104-107.

82 Bu konuda genel bir degerlendirme igin bkz. Tatar, 2004.

Csokmany sozctigii, Tiirkge cogman ve ¢cogmar bigimlerine dayanmaktadir; bu sézciikler ise
¢oqi- fiilinden tiiremistir. Csokmany ve tiirevlerinin Tiirk¢edeki asil anlamu1 ‘vuran, déven’,
ikinci anlami ise bu amagla kullanilan alet veya silahtir. Macarcadaki csomak ve csomasz soz-
ciikleri ise Tiirkge ¢om kokiine dayanmaktadir; bu kokiin anlanmu ‘kiire, top’tur. Maria Mag-
dolna Tatar’a gore, bu iki bigim arasindaki farklilik Tiirk lehgeleri arasindaki diyalekt farkli-
liklarindan kaynaklanmaktadir. ‘Sopa, savas sopast, topuz’ anlamindaki ¢comak, Kipgak Tiirk-
¢esinde 13. yiizyildan itibaren belgelenmektedir. 14. yiizy1l Kipcakgasinda ise bu sézciik, to-
puz basmni andiran yuvarlak baslh ahsap bir sopay1 ifade etmektedir. Genel olarak, ¢ogmar,
¢ogmagq ve ¢comagq bigimleri, Orta Cag’dan itibaren Cagatay, Kipgak ve Oguz Tiirkcelerinde
belgelenen ayni sozcligiin farkli bicimleri olup, ‘silah olarak kullanilan savas sopast’ veya ‘to-
puz’ anlamini tasimaktadir (Tatar, 2004 164—-165, 168).

8 Macarcadaki buzogdny sdzcigii, biiyiik olasilikla Kipgak kokenlidir ve Codex Cumani-
cus’ta ‘tahrip etmek, bozmak’ anlamiyla belgelenen buz- fiilinden tiiremistir. S6zciligiin 6ncii-
li olarak ise, ‘tahrip eden, yok eden’ anlamindaki *buzyan fiilimsi bicimi kabul edilmektedir
(Baski, 2007, 255; krs. TESz I: 400, Roéna-Tas—Berta, 2011, 188—190).
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Arpad Hanedanlig1 donemi Macaristani’nda Tiirk dilli ge¢ dénem bozkir top-
luluklarinin araciligiyla yaygimlastigini gostermektedir.

Kiiltiir tarihi agisindan dikkat ¢ekici bir olgu, topuzun ya da “savas so-
pasinin” Pecenekler arasinda yalnizca bilinen bir silah olmay1p, ayni zaman-
da ¢evredeki Macar niifus tarafindan Peceneklere 6zgii karakteristik bir silah
olarak gdriilmiis olmasidir. Bunu en iyi gosteren 6rneklerden biri, tarihi Csa-
nad Vilayeti’nde bulunan Besenyd (1369: Bessenew), diger adiyla Nagybese-
nyd yerlesimidir. Bu yerlesim, kaynaklarda Bottaliité Besenyé veya Bottal-
litébesenyd (‘Sopayla Vuran Pegenek’) adiyla da gegmektedir.®* Yer adinin
bu bigimi, halen eski hafif siivari savas taktigini siirdiiren Peceneklere gon-
derme yapmaktadir.®

Pecenekler, Macaristan’da etnik kimliklerini en uzun siire bu bolgede
korumustur. Nitekim ayricaliklar1 Orta Cag’in sonuna kadar defalarca yeni-
lenmis, son olarak II. Ulaszlo’nun (1471-1516) 15 Kasim 1495 tarihli ferma-
niyla yeniden onaylanmistir. Bu nedenle, s6z konusu sira dis1 yer adinin geg
bir tarihte belgelerde ortaya ¢ikmasi anlasilabilir bir durumdur.3¢

Pecgenek yerlesim bolgelerinde ortaya ¢ikan yildiz bigimli topuzlara
gelince; kanaatimizce, tipki baglami bilinmemekle birlikte Pegeneklere 6zgii
kabul edilen, kulaklar kollarin devaminda olusturulmus iizengiler gibi, bu
silah tipinin 6rnekleri de biiyiik olasilikla Peceneklerin arkeolojik mirasi ice-
risinde degerlendirilmelidir. Bu ayn1 zamanda, Macaristan’daki Pegenekle-
rin, Kumanlar gibi, bronz dokiim teknigiyle {iretilmis ve daha gelismis bi-
¢im Ozellikleri gdsteren yeni alt tipleri de kullandiklar1 anlamina gelmekte-
dir. Bu buluntularin kesin kronolojik konumunu belirlemek ne yazik ki giic-
tiir; ¢linkil bunlarin tamami dagiik buluntu niteligindedir. Ayrica, tipolojik
alt gruplar kendi i¢inde farklilik gosterdiginden, tarihlendirilmeleri 10—14.
ylzyillar arasindaki genis bir zaman dilimine yayilmaktadir.®’

8 S$z konusu yerlesim, Mako’nun giineyinde, Harangod (bugiinkii Aranka Deresi) kiyisinda
bulunan Obeseny6 ile aymdir (Gyorffy, 1990, 165). Bkz. Gyorffy, 1940, 428; AMTF I: 849.
83 Jakubovich, 1921, 120; AMTF I: 849.

86 Gyorffy, 1990, 163—164. Bu konu hakkinda ayrica bkz. Gyorffy, 1940, 428; AMTF I: 849;
Tatar, 2004, 172; Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 52.

87 Katona-Kiss, 2022, 100-103.
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0 Sem

Gorsel 6. Macaristan’dan yildiz bi¢imli topuzlar. 1. Fiizesabony, 2. Szorényvar (1—
2. Kovdcs, 1971); 3—4. Kajarpéc (Takdcs, 1997); 5. Paks—Cseresznyés-Akalacs; 6.
Paks—Gyapa-Templomdomb; 7. Paks—Pali-sz6lok; 8. Fadd-Juhakol (K. Németh,

2010)
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Bununla birlikte, simdiye kadar ele alinan arkeolojik buluntular ile ta-
rihsel veriler birlikte degerlendirildiginde, Pecenek yerlesim bolgelerinden
ele gecen bu drnekler genel olarak 11. ylizyilin ortalar ile 13. ylizyilin orta-
lar1 arasina; bunlarin biiyiik cogunlugu ise daha dar bir ¢ercevede 12. yiizyil
ile 13. ylizyilin ortalar arasina tarihlendirilebilir.

Her ne kadar yi1ldiz bi¢imli topuzlarin kullaniminin 14. yiizyilda, 6zel-
likle de yiizyilin ilk yarisinda, devam ettigi bilinse de® bu déneme gelindi-
ginde Arpad Hanedanligi donemi Macar kraliyet ordusunda bir zamanlar -
nemli bir yer tutan Pecenek hafif siivarilerinin askeri rolii fiilen ortadan kalk-
misti. Onlarin gorevleri, 13. yiizyilin ortalarinda kesin olarak Macaristan’a
yerlesen ve sayica ¢cok daha kalabalik olan Kuman-Kipgaklar tarafindan
devralinmstir.®

Borsod toprak tahkimatinin (Borsodi foldvar) Pegeneklerle

iliskilendirilen buluntular

Borsod ispanligi’nin kalesindeki basrahiplik kilisesinin kazilar1 sirasinda,
yapinin kuzey duvarmin temel hendegi yaninda bulunan yikint1 tabakasinin
kaldirilmasi esnasinda, kollar1 bakir kakmalarla siislenmis, eksik durumdaki,
kulaklar1 tizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus bir iizengi (Gor. 7.1) ile
Kral Salamon (1063—1074) doneminde darbedilmis glimiis bir sikke (denar)
ele gecirilmistir. Kaziy1 ger¢eklestiren arastirmac, sikkeye ve tipolojik para-
lellere dayanarak s6z konusu at kosumu parcasini 11. yiizyilin ikinci yarisina
tarihlendirmistir.”® Borsod toprak tahkimatinin (Borsodi f6ldvar) i¢ kesimin-
de yiiriitiilen kazilar sirasinda ise, kalenin kuzeybati1 béliimiinde, surun en alt
tabakasinda, ince agiz demirli, kii¢iik halkali ve mafsalsiz diiz agizlikl1 eksik
bir gem (Gor. 7.2) dagmik buluntu olarak ele gegirilmistir.”! Bu 6rnek, 10—
11. yiizyillardan daha kesin bir tarihe yerlestirilememektedir.”> Ancak soz
konusu gem, 10. yiizy1l Macar maddi kiiltiiriine degil de, yukarida sozii edi-
len kulaklar {izengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus iizengiyle birlikte
ge¢ donem bozkir gdgebe kiiltiiriine ait kabul edilirse,” Pegeneklerle baglan-

88 Katona-Kiss, 2022, 102-103.

89 Hathazi, 1996a, 47.

%0 Wolf, 2019, 269, 172. kép, 317-318, 513, 116. tdbla 1.
91 Wolf, 2019, 318, 445, 48. tabla 8.

92 Petkes, 2011, 232; Wolf, 2019, 319.

9 Wolf, 2019, 317-319.
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Garsel 7. Borsod toprak tahkimattan (Borsodi foldvar) Pegenek karakteri tasiyan
arkeolojik buluntular. 1. Kulaklart iizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmusg iizen-
gi; 2. Mafsalsiz diiz agizlvklt gem; 3. Lir bigimli toka (Wolf, 2019)

tili oldugu kuvvetle muhtemel gériinmektedir. Bu yorumu destekleyebilecek
bagka veriler de bulunmaktadir.

Kale surlarinin 100 m giineybatisindaki kii¢iik bir yiikselti lizerinde,
kale hizmetlilerine ait kilise yer almaktaydi. Bunun ¢evresindeki mezarlikta
77 mezar ortaya cikarilmistir. 67. mezarda, erkek bireyin legen kemigi yaki-
ninda, bel omurlarimin altinda ve 6n yiizii topraga doniik durumda lir bigimli,
tek pargali bronz bir toka bulunmustur. Tokanin arka yiiziinde tekstil kalinti-
lar tespit edilmistir. Yass1 ve yarim daireye yakin bi¢imli ¢er¢evesi lizerinde
1s1nsal yivler ve bunlarm iginde niello bezemesi yer almaktadir (Gér. 7.3).%
Kaziy1 gerceklestiren arastirmaci bu 6rnegi, mezarligin en erken buluntula-
rindan biri olarak degerlendirmistir.”> Ayni tipte bir toka, ispanlik kalesi ala-
ninda da dagmik buluntu olarak ele gegirilmistir.*

% Wolf, 2019, 271, 275, 280, 285, 181. kép, 511, 114. tabla 9.
5 Wolf, 2019, 287.
% Wolf, 2019, 288, 511, 114. tabla 10.
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Maria Wolf, bu buluntu tipine ait Orta ve Dogu Avrupa’dan toplam 86
paralel o6rnek tespit etmis ve bunlara dayanarak Macaristan 6rneklerini 11.
yiizyilin ikinci yarisina, en ge¢ 12. ylizyilin baglarina tarihlendirmistir. Ko-
kenleri konusunda cesitli goriisler ileri siiriilmiis olmakla birlikte, Wolf’a g6-
re bu tokalarin buluntu yerleri ile Pegenek—Uz—Kara Kalpaklilar yerlesim
alanlar1 arasindaki belirgin ortiisme dikkat cekicidir. Tokalarin biiyiik cogun-
lugunun kurgan mezarlarindan ele gecirilmis olmasi da bu buluntu tipini geg
donem bozkir gdgebe kiiltiiriiyle iliskilendirmektedir.”” Rus arastirmalarinda
da lir bigimli tokalarin, uzun siire tek bir Pecenek—Oguz horizonu olarak de-
gerlendirilen ve 10—11. yiizyillara tarihlenen ge¢ donem gocebe buluntu gru-
bunda, 6zellikle Pecenek mezarlarinin karakteristik buluntular1 oldugu yo6-
niinde bir goriis bulunmaktadir.”®

Borsod toprak tahkimatindan (Borsodi foldvar) bilinen iki toka disin-
da, Karpat Havzasi’nda bu tipe ait yalnizca {i¢ benzer 6rnek daha bilinmek-
tedir. Szabolcsveresmart yakinlarinda bulundugu bilinen tokanin kesin bu-
luntu yeri bilinmemektedir. Buna karsilik, diger 6rnek — giiniimiize ulagma-
mis olmakla birlikte ¢izimlerle belgelenmis olan toka — Sarviz Vadisi’nin ta-
rihi Tolna ili kesiminde bulunan Nagydorog’da bulunmustur.”” Eskiden Pér-
tasdorog (1399: Parthasdorogh) adiyla bilinen bu koy, bir zamanlar Pece-
neklerin yasadigi bir yerlesimdi. Gliniimiizde de varligimni siirdiiren bu yerle-
sim, Kral Sigismund (1368-1437) tarafindan diizenlenen belgede, daha 6nce
sozii edilen Kajdacs (Kaydach) yerlesiminin hemen ardindan zikredilmekte
olup, onun kuzey-kuzeydogusundaki komsusu durumundadir.'®

Daha 6nce bahsedilen 67. mezarda bulunan lir bigimli tokanin sahibi,
antropolojik 6zellikleri bakimindan da mezarliktaki erkek niifusun genel fi-
ziksel karakterinden belirgin bi¢imde ayrilmaktadir. Bu nedenle, mevcut ve-
riler birlikte degerlendirildiginde, s6z konusu toka ve benzer o6rnekleri 11.
ylizyilim sonu — 12. yiizyilin bagina tarihlendirilmis; bunlarin tasiyicilarinin
ise Macaristan’a yerlesmis Pegenek savascilari olabilecegi ileri siiriilmiis-

tur 101

97 Wolf, 2019, 288-291.

98 Garustovié—Ivanov, 2001, 94-95.
9 Wolf, 2019, 287288, 293.

100 Gyrffy, 1990, 151.

101 Wolf, 2019, 293.
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Bakir kakmali, kulaklar1 iizengi kollarinin devaminda olusturulmus
lizengi, mafsalsiz diiz agizlikli gem ile tek pargali, niello bezemeli lir bigimli
tokalar, Karpat Havzasi’nin 11-12. yiizy1l maddi kiiltiirii icerisinde yabanci
unsurlar olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, bu eserlerin Pece-
neklerle iligkisi saglam bigimde belgelenebilmekte olup, biiyiik olasilikla
Borsod toprak tahkimat (Borsodi foldvar) garnizonundaki bozkir kdkenli Pe-
¢enek unsurlarina isaret etmektedir. Bu yorumu destekleyen bir baska husus
da, Borsod toprak tahkimatin yakin ¢evresinde, biri kuzeyinde digeri giine-
yinde olmak fizere, giiniimiize kadar varligin1 koruyan Pecenek (Macarca
Beseny®) adini tastyan iki kdyiin bulunmasidir.'*

Yaprak bi¢imli ¢ingirakli siis levhast

Dogu Avrupa bozkirlarinin en seckin Pegenek at binit buluntulariyla yakin
benzerlik gosteren eserlerden biri, Macar Milli Miizesi’ne buluntu yeri bilin-
meyen (muhtemelen Yukar1 Macaristan’daki Felvidék) bir yerden intikal et-
mis olan, dokme, yaldizl1 glimiisten yapilmis, uzatilmis damla ya da yaprak
bigimli ¢ingirakli bir siis levhasidir (Gér. 8.1). Eserin orta bolimii kivrik dal
motifleriyle ¢evrelenmistir; giiniimiizde ise arka plakasi eksiktir. Arka yii-
ziindeki bes percin aracilifiyla gogiis kayisina tutturuldugu anlasilmakta-
dir.'® Bu eserin en yakin paralelleri, Don Nehri’nin orta havzasindaki Ga-
yevka'™ ile Kirim’daki Sarayli-Kiyat segkin Pegenek mezarlarindan bilin-
mektedir. Gayevka buluntusu, 1. Basileios (976—1025) ile veliaht Konstan-
tinos’un (daha sonra VIII. Konstantinos, 1025—-1028) altin sikkeleri sayesin-
de 11. ylizyilin ilk yarisina tarihlendirilmektedir.' Bu nedenle, s6z konusu
siis levhasinin eski sahibinin, 11. yiizyilin ikinci yarisinda Macaristan’a yer-
lesen Pecenek topluluklarinin 6nde gelen liderlerinden biri olabilecegi ihti-
mali g6z ardi edilemez.'%

Esztergom gevresinden ge¢ dénem bozkir topluluklara ait buluntu grubu
Macar Ulusal Miizesi, Temmuz 2020’de Esztergom ¢evresindeki daglik a-
landa, baslangigta Kavimler Go¢ili donemine ait oldugu diisiiniilen metal bu-

102 Wolf, 2019, 319.

103 Mesterhazy, 1996, 394.

104 Paloczi Horvath, 1989, 20-21; 2014, 32. Ayrica bkz. Fettich, 1937, XXVII. tabla 2, 4
(burada siis levhalarinin ¢izimleri ters ¢evrilmis olarak yayimlanmustir).

105 P4loczi Horvath, 1989, 20; 2014, 31.

106 Hath4zi-Paloczi Horvath, 2016, 59; Hathazi, 2022, 443.
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luntularin (siis levhalarinin) ele gegirildigini 6grenmistir (Gor. 8.2). Bunun
lizerine baglatilan yiizey arastirmalar1 ve metal dedektorii destekli inceleme-
ler sonucunda 12 adet kemer siis levhas1 daha bulunmus, ardindan Agustos
2020 basinda gerceklestirilen kazilarda 7 adet ilave kemer siis levhasi ortaya
¢ikarilmistir. Sonugta, diger buluntularla birlikte, malzemeleri, bi¢imleri ve
bezemeleri bakimindan kuskusuz ayni takima ait olan toplam 35 metal eser
ele gecirilmistir. Bu buluntularin topraga nasil ulastiklar1 kesin olarak belir-
lenememistir. Yiizeye ¢ok yakin ve dagimik durumda bulunmalari, bunlarin
ne bir mezara ne de gémiilii bir defineye ait oldugunu gos-termektedir. Saha
gozlemlerine gore, genis bir alana yayilmis durumda bulu-nan bu siis lev-
halarinin, uzun siire dogal etkenlere maruz kalmis bir kemer ya da gem ta-
kimindan koparak ¢evreye dagilmis olmalari kuvvetle muh-temeldir.'"’

Yiiksek oranda kalay ve kursun igeren bir bakir alagimindan dokiilmiis
olan bu stilize yaprak bi¢imli, dilimli konturlu ve genis, yivli kenarli siis lev-
halari, iki gruba ayrilmaktadir; dar ve sivri uglu bir tip ile oval ve daha genis
bir tip. Metal siislerin orta alanindaki temel bezeme motifi, kiiciik ayrintilar
bakimindan farklilik gostermekle birlikte, ha¢ diizeninde yerlestirilmis dort
yaprakli bir ¢i¢ek ya da rozetten olusmaktadir. Bu siislere, ayn1 malzemeden
ve ayni lretim teknigiyle yapilmis, ancak bezemesi farkli olan, orgii serit
motifli bir kayis ucu da eslik etmektedir. Buna karsilik, kemer takimina ait
toka ele gecirilememistir. Siis levhalari ile kayis ucunun dokiim bezemeleri,
bunlar1 kuyumcu tarafindan sonradan kalem isiyle islenerek belirgin-
lestirilmis; ardindan, 6n incelemelere gore, kabartmali bezeme unsurlari
“beyaz metal” (kalay-kursun) kaplamayla vurgulanmistir. Bu uygulama sa-
yesinde siis levhalar1 giimiisten yapilmis izlenimi vermekteydi.

Karpat Havzasi’nda simdilik benzersiz olan bu siisler, gerek bezeme
repertuvart gerekse kuyumculuk teknigi bakimindan, kiiltiirel agidan 11.
yiizy1l Pegenek buluntularina en yakin drnekleri olusturmaktadir.!® Bu ar-
keolojik buluntularin Pegeneklerle iliskisi ise daha ayrintili arastirmalar
gerektirmektedir. Aym sekilde, erken Anjou Dénemi yazili kaynaklarinda
gegen Besenydkut(a) yer adinin, giiniimiizde Kesztole’iin Esztergom yoniin-

107 Schilling—Hathazi, 2023, 37, 39.
108 Schilling—Hathazi, 2023, 37-38.
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deki sinirlar1 i¢inde yer alan mevki ile 6zdeslestirilip 6zdeslestirilemeyecegi
de ayrica incelenmesi gereken bir konudur.'”

Szihalom—Koszpérium-halom

Yaklasik 1067 yilinda Aba soyundan Péter, Aziz Meryem’e adanmis bir ma-
nastir;, Borsod Vilayeti’ndeki Szézd’da kurmustur.''® Kurulus belgesinde,
manastira bagislanan miilkler ayrintili bigcimde kaydedilmis olup, bunlar ara-
sinda Scenholm yerlesiminin bir bolimii de bulunmaktadir. Arastirma bu
yerlesimi, yine Borsod Vilayeti’ndeki Szihalom ile 6zdeslestirmistir.''! Bel-
geden 6grenildigine gore, bu kdyde on Pecenek atli hizmetkar yasamaktaydi.
Ayrica koylin giineybati sinirini olusturan sinir isaretleri arasinda Besenyck
kutja (Pegenek kuyusu) ile Besenydk sirjai (Pecenek mezarlart) da zikredil-
mektedir.!?

Bunlarin biiyiik olasilikla kurganlar oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Nitekim
Orta Cag bozkir topluluklari, mezarlarinin iizerine kurgan inga etmekte veya
gomiilerini daha eski kurganlarin i¢ine agmaktaydilar. Bu nedenle mezar-
liklar1, genis alanlara yayilan ve uzaktan kolaylikla secilebilen hoyiik grup-
lar1 halini almakta, sonraki donemlerde ise sinir noktasi olarak da kullanila-
bilmekteydi.'"® Aragtirmalar daha sonra bu kurganlarin yerini, yerlesimin gii-
neyinde, Filizesabony—Szihalom—Mezo6tarkany ticgeni iginde belirlemis ve
Kis-Koszpérium-halom ile Nagy-Koszpérium-halom (hoyiikler), Pecenek
mezarlarini barindiran mezarlikla 6zdeslestirmistir.''*

Janos Foltin, her iki kurganda da sondaj kazilar1 gergeklestirmis;
Nagy-Koszpérium-halom’da yaklasik 6—7 yaslarinda bir ¢cocuga ait mezar
ortaya ¢ikarilmigtir.'’> Bu gomiiden, gene kemiginin altinda bronz bir gogiis
hag1, iskeletin yaninda, bas hizasinda ise keskin disa taskin agiz kenarli, iyi
pisirilmemis ve bastirma nokta bezemeli gri-kahverengi bir mezar kab1 ele
gecirilmistir (Gor. 8.3).11

109 Gyorffy, 1990, 154. Ayrica bkz. AMTF II: 304.
10 DHA I: 182185 [58].

1 DHA I: 183, 184; AMTF I: 804-805, 807.

112 Bkz. Gybrffy, 1990, 159 [135].

113 P4loczi Horvath, 2014, 53.

114 Foltin, 1883, 76, 84-85.

115 Foltin, 1887, 120-121.

116 Révész, 2008, 181.
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Gorsel 8. Pegeneklerle iliskilendirilebilecek mezar ve daginik buluntular. 1. Yaprak
bigimli cingirakly siis levhasi (Hathazi, 2022); 2. Geg donem bozkir gogebe kiiltiiriine
ait kemer veya gem takimi siis levhalari (Schilling—Hathazi, 2023); 3. Nagy-Kosz-
périum-halom’a acilmig mezardan ele gegcen seramik kap (Révész, 2008)
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Foltin’in arastirmasinin ¢ikis noktasini, yazili kaynakta zikredilen
“Pecenek mezarlarini” barindiran kurganlarin tespit edilmesi olusturmustur.
Bu dogrultuda Janos Foltin, s6z konusu ¢ocuk mezarini bir Pecenek gomiisii
olarak degerlendirmis ve Macar kronik gelenegine'!” dayanarak 10. yiizyila
tarihlendirmistir.'!8

Bu goriise daha sonra, Macaristan’daki Peceneklerin Eger sehrinin
cevresi ile Tisza Nehri’nin havzasindaki yerlesim bolgelerini arastiran Arpad
Nagy da katilmis ve s6z konusu gomiiyii ayrintili bicimde incelemistir.!'"’
Ancak bu sirada mezardan ele gegen bronz hag artik kaybolmus durumdaydi.
Nagy’a gore mezarda bulunan seramik kap, Macar fetih donemi i¢in genel
kabul goren kap tiplerinden belirgin bigimde ayrilmakta; buna karsilik, baz1
ozellikleriyle Rus topraklarindaki Peceneklerin arkeolojik mirasiyla benzer-
lik gostermektedir. Ayrica, bronz hag ile pagan gomdi ritiielinin ayn1 mezarda
birlikte goriilmesini, Macar kronik geleneginde (Anonymus) anlatilan, Tak-
sony doneminde Macaristan’a gelen pagan Tonuzoba ile onun artik Hristiyan
olan oglu Orkénd hakkindaki rivayetle iliskilendirmistir.

S6z konusu Pegenek ileri geleni, Heves Vilayeti’'nin Tisza Nehri’nin
dogusunda kalan kesiminde yer alan bir yerlesim bdlgesine sahip olmus ve
I. (Aziz) Istvan’in (975/1000—1038) hiikiimdarlig1 donemini de yagsamistir.'*
Nagy, Szihalom siirlarinda bulunan mezarin, Tonuzoba’ya ait oldugu kabul
edilen Pecenek yerlesim bolgesi i¢inde yer aldigini diisiindiigiinden, yukari-
daki kronik rivayetini esas alarak bu gomiiyii 11. ylizyilin ilk {igte birine ta-
rihlendirmistir.'?!

Szihalom sinirlarinda ortaya ¢ikarilan ¢ocuk mezarinin Peceneklere
ait oldugu yoniindeki goriis, arkeoloji ¢evrelerinde genel kabul gormemistir.
Nitekim, 10. yiizy1ilin ikinci yarisina ya da binyil déniimiine tarihlenen tekil
bir gdmiiniin etnik kimliginin belirlenmesinin yeterince saglam temellere da-
yanmadigi hakli olarak vurgulanmustir.'?> Bununla birlikte, kanaatimizce,
yaklasik 1067 tarihli kurulus belgesinde gecen “Pecenek mezarlari”nin Kis-
Koszpérium- ve Nagy-Koszpérium-halom giivenilir bi¢imde 6zdeslestirile-
bildigi kabul edilirse, mezar buluntularinin kendisi bunu dogrudan gdsterme-

17 Bkz. Anonymus, 57 (Veszprémy, 1999, 48-49; SRH I: 113-117).
118 Foltin, 1887, 117, 125.

119 Nagy, 1970.

120 Krs. Anonymus, 57 (Veszprémy, 1999, 49; SRH I: 116-117).

121 Nagy, 1970, 138.

122 Révész, 2008, 181.
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se bile, soz konusu gomiiniin Peceneklere ait oldugu sonucuna varilabilir.
Ancak bu 6zdeslestirme heniiz kesinlik kazanmamaistir. Hatta yakin zaman-
da, 11. ylizy1l belgesinde ad1 gegen Szihalom yerlesiminin ger¢cekten Borsod
Vilayeti’ndeki Szihalom ile ayn1 yer olup olmadig1 da sorgulanmaya baglan-
mistir. Bu goriise gore, belgede kdy smirlarini tanimlayan yer adlar1 Sziha-
lom ¢evresinde degil, Polgar yerlesiminin dig sinirlar1 icinde bulunmaktadir.
Dolayisiyla, “Pecenek mezarlari”nin da Koszpérium-halmok’a ait olmast
miimkiin gériinmemektedir.

Darufalva Hazinesi

Dogu Avrupa ile olan baglantilar1 nedeniyle, bati sinir bolgesinde bulunmus
Darufalva (Drafburg, Avusturya) giimiis hazinesi da Peceneklerle iligki-
lendirilmistir. Bu degerlendirmede, 6zellikle Bati Macaristan’da varligi bili-
nen Pegenek sinir muhafizi yerlesimleri 6nemli bir rol oynamstir. '

1902 yilinin sonbaharinda, tarlanin tirmiklanmasi sirasinda giin 15181-
na ¢ikan Darufalva define buluntusu, bir boyun halkasi, bir bilezik, 5 biiyiik
boncuk, 29 ¢an veya zil, 8 meyve tanesi bi¢cimli sarkag, ayrica 4 akik boncugu
ve gesitli pargalardan olusmaktadir (Gaor. 9). Yiiksek kaliteli giimiisten yapil-
mis bu takilarin toplam agirhigi yaklasik 0,5 kilogramdir. Buluntu toplulugu,
34 cm derinlikte, bir seramik kap igine gizlenmis durumda ele gegirilmis o-
lup, bu nedenle define buluntusu olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Ayrica, biitiin
parcalarin tek ve biitiinciil bir taki grubunu olusturdugu, dolayistyla bir za-
manlar ayn kisiye ait oldugu anlagilmaktadir.

Buluntuyu yayimlayan aragtirmaci, defineyi 890—1075 yillar1 arasina
tarihlendirmis ve takilarin dogudan, ticaret yoluyla, gliniimiizde Burgenland
olarak bilinen bolgeye ulasmis olabilecegi ihtimalini ileri siirmiigtiir.'?*

Darufalva define buluntusunun Pegeneklerle olasi baglantisi, ilk kez
Istvan Bona tarafindan ileri siiriilmiis; arastirmaci taki grubunu ayrintil bi-
¢imde incelemistir. Bona’nin degerlendirmesine gore, eserlerin biiyiik bolii-
mii Volhinya (Hali¢) kékenli olup, Kiev Rus Devleti’ne bagli Hali¢ Prens-
ligi’ndeki bir atdlyede iiretilmis olmalidir. Taki grubu daha sonra, boncuklar

123 Bu konu hakkinda bkz. Kniezsa, 1937, 328-331; Gyorffy, 1990, 124-126.
124 Kugler, 1904.
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ile Viking iislubunu yansitan bilezik eklenerek bulundugu bolgede tamam-
lanmustir.'?

Takilarin her biri 10. yiizyilin son tigte birlik doneminde, en gec binyil
doniimiinde iiretilmis olmalidir. Hazine ise 1010-1050 yillar1 arasinda, bii-
yiik olasilikla III. Heinrich’in 1044 yilindaki seferi sirasinda saklamistir; s6z
konusu askeri harekt Darufalva ¢evresini de etkilemistir.!?® Bu taki grubu-
nun Karpat Havzasi’nin bati sinir bolgesine ticari mal olarak degil, Dogu Av-
rupa’dan Macaristan’a gelen seckin bir kiginin kigisel miilkiyeti olarak ulas-
mis olmasi daha olas1 gériinmektedir.

Her ne kadar 11. ylizyilda bat1 sinir bolgesinde goriilen Ruslarin bu
aktarimda aracilik etmis olabilecegi ilk bakista akla yatkin goriinse de hem
kronolojik hem de cografi verileri birlikte degerlendirdigimizde, buluntunun
Peceneklerle iliskilendirilmesi de dikkate deger bir olasilik olarak ortaya ¢ik-
maktadir. Bu ihtimali giiclendiren bir diger husus ise, Peceneklerin Rus
prenslikleriyle hem barig zamaninda hem de savas donemlerinde yakin ilis-
kiler iginde olduklarinin iyi bilinmesidir.'?’

Arkeolojik buluntularm Arpad donemi smir kalesinden yalnizca yak-
lasik 500 metre uzaklikta ele gegirilmis olmas1'?® ve mevcut verilerin, bunla-
rin eski sahibinin defineyi gizledigi yerin yakininda yasadigini géstermesi
(yani bunlarin kagirilarak getirilen degerli esyalar olmamasi), sz konusu ha-
zinenin yiiksek statiilii bir kisiye, belki de Darufalva sinir kalesi komutaninin
esine ait oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir.'*

125 Bona, 1962, 240-241.

126 Bona, 1962, 313, 317.

127 Bona, 1962, 315-317.

Topraga gomiilme kosullar ve kiiltiirel baglantilar1 bakimindan, yine Bat1 Macaristan’da ele
gegen Zsennye altin definesi de oldukga benzer 6zellikler gostermektedir (Hathazi—Paloczi
Horvath, 2016, 65). Bununla birlikte, bu buluntunun Pegeneklerle iliskisi, Darufalva defi-
nesine kiyasla dahi daha belirsizdir. S6z konusu ii¢ altin bilezik, 1925 yilinin yazinda, bii-yiik
olasilikla aga¢ dikimi sirasinda, Zsennye Satosu’nun parkinda, kotli korunmus bir seramik
kap iginde ele gecirilmistir (Kiss, 2000, 264). Kokeni ve kronolojik konumu bakimindan,
bunlarm 10. yiizyila ait Dogu Slav yapimi eserler olabilecegi ileri siiriilmiistiir (Poll, 1934,
81-82; Bona, 1962, 315). Bu durumda, Macaristan’a ulagmalarinin da Darufalva takilari ile
benzer bir siire¢ sonucunda gergeklesmis olabilecegi diisiiniilebilir. Her ne kadar bu buluntu,
Macar aragtirmalarinda Macar fetih donemi buluntular1 arasinda degerlendirilmis olsa da
(Kiss, 2000, 267-268), Istvin Bona’ya gore definin gomiilmesi, Kutsal Roma Imparator-
lugu’nun 1051 yilindaki Macaristan seferi ile iligkilendirilebilir (Béna, 1962, 317).

128 Hathazi—Paloczi Horvath, 2016, 62.

129 Bona, 1962, 317-318; Gomori, 2002, 42.
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Gérsel 9. Darufalva (Draf3burg) giimiis hazine buluntusu (Gomori, 2002)
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Bu durumda, hazine buluntusunun toplumsal arka plani, Borsod’daki
toprak tahkimatta ele gecen ge¢ donem bozkir gdgebe karakterli buluntularin
toplumsal baglamiyla benzerlik gostermis olabilir.

Sonug¢

Kuskusuz, Pegenekler, Kuman-Kipgaklara kiyasla Macaristan’a ¢ok daha az
sayida yerlesmistir. Bununla birlikte genel olarak sdylenebilir ki, yazili kay-
naklarda nispeten iyi belgelenmis olmalarina ragmen, arkeolojik miraslarina
kesin ya da ihtiyath bigimde atfedilebilecek buluntu sayisi son derece sinir-
lidir. Bu gruba dahil edilebilecek buluntularin ezici ¢cogunlugu, geleneksel
bozkir kiiltiiriiniin temelini olusturan athi yasam tarzi ve askeri donanimla-
riyla iligkilidir. Bunlar arasinda kulaklari tizengi kollarinin devaminda olus-
turulmus, kavisli taban basamakli ve ¢cogunlukla yuvarlak formlu {izengiler,
tek pargali ve mafsalli gemler, kesici ve vurucu silahlar (kiliglar ve yildiz bi-
¢imli topuzlar) ile okculuk techizatina ait kalintilar sayilabilir.

Doénemin Macar maddi kiiltiiriinden farklilik gésteren bu buluntu gru-
bunun daha kii¢iik bir boliimii, Karpat Havzasi’nin ¢esitli bolgelerine dagil-
misg durumda olup, bunlarin pek ¢ogu arkeolojik baglamlarindan kopmus
halde ele gecirilmistir. Bu buluntularin Pegeneklerle baglantisi, genellikle
Dogu Avrupa ve Balkanlar’daki daha iyi belgelenmis Pecenek mezarliklarin-
dan bilinen paralellerine ya da Macaristan’daki buluntu yerlerinin, yazili
kaynaklar veya yer adlar1 araciligiyla tespit edilebilen Pegenek iliskilerine
dayanilarak ileri siiriilebilmektedir. Dolayistyla, bu buluntularin Pecenek ko-
keni ¢ogu durumda ancak varsayilabilmekte, daha elverigli 6rneklerde ise
yliksek olasilikla kabul edilebilmektedir.

Bugiine kadar taninan arkeolojik buluntularin biiyiik boliimi, Tuna
Nehri’nin bat1 tarafinda olan Sarviz Vadisi’nden, tarihi Fejér Vilayeti’nin
giineyi ile Tolna Vilayeti’nin kuzeyinden ele gecirilmistir. Bu buluntu yerle-
ri, genellikle yazili kaynaklardan Pegenek niifusunun yasadigi (ve cogu kez
Pegenek kokenli adlar tagiyan) yerlesimler olarak bilinen Tindd, Kajdacs,
Alap ve Toborzsok gibi koylerle iliskilendirilebilmektedir.
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Bunlar arasinda 6zellikle Sarbogérd cevresindeki ve Kajdacs’taki me-
zarliklar 6ne ¢ikmaktadir. Her ne kadar yalnizca kismen kazilmis olsalar da
bunlar Macaristan’daki Peceneklerin arkeolojik mirasinin en dnemli temsil-
cilerini olusturmaktadir. Bu mezarliklardan ele gecen buluntularla birlikte,
kimi zaman mezarlardan, kimi zaman da sinirlar1 belirlenebilen mezarlik a-
lanlarindan daginik buluntular olarak II. Istvan (1116-1131) ve II. (Vak)
Béla (1131-1141) donemlerine ait sikkeler de bulunmustur.

Bu veriler, Macaristan’daki en kalabalik Pegenek grubunun, Sarviz
Vadisi’ne yerlestirilen toplulugun, Pegceneklerin Dogu Avrupa bozkirindaki
siyasal hakimiyetinin 11. ylizyilin ortalarinda ¢okmesinden sonra Macar top-
raklarina geldigi yoniindeki goriisii giiclendirmektedir. Ayni1 zamanda, bu
yerlesimin biiyiik olasilikla 12. yiizyilin ilk ¢eyreginde gerceklestigi yoniin-
deki varsayim da giderek daha saglam temellere oturtmaktadir.

Bu gelisme, biiylik olasilikla, 1074—1091 yillar1 arasinda Asagi Tuna’-
nin giineyindeki Paristrion Eyaleti’ni Bizans denetiminden ¢ikaran Pegenek-
lerin'*® 1122 yilinda kesin olarak yenilgiye ugratilmasiyla iliskilidir. Bu ye-
nilginin ardindan Pecenekler bagimsiz bir halk olarak tarih sahnesinden ce-
kilmis; ancak onlarin bir boliimiiniin Macaristan’a yerlestigine dair hatira,

Macar kronik geleneginde yasamaya devam etmistir.'!

Macaristan’daki Peceneklerle iliskilendirilebilecek arkeolojik
buluntular'*

1. Sérbogard-Tinod; 2. Sarbogard—Templom-diild; 3. Kajdacs-Rokadomb; 4.
Alap; 5. Sarszentagota-Fels6toborzsok; 6. Kolesd-Itatohegy; 7. Csabrendek;
8. Edelény—Borsodi foldvar; 9. Bajcs-Farkasdpuszta (Baj¢-Vikanovo); 10.
Obesenyé—IX. halom (Dudestii Veci, Hunca Mare); 11. Fiizesabony; 12. Fa-
cankert—Kajmadi-sziget; 13. Szorényvar (Turnu Severin); 14. Nagykajdacs;
15. Kajarpéc; 16. Paks—Cseresznyés-Akalacs; 17. Paks—Gyapa-Templom-
domb; 18. Paks—Pali-sz616k; 19. Fadd-Juhakol; 20. Nagydorog; 21. Eszter-
gom; 22. Szihalom—Koszpérium-halom

130 Gy6ni, 1942, 84-91.
31 Képes Krénika 159 (Bollok, 2004, 103; SRH I: 444).
132 Buluntu yerlerinin numaralandirmasi, Gérsel 10°da kullanilan numaralandirmayla aymidir.
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Gorsel 10. Macaristan’daki Peceneklerle iligkilendirilebilecek arkeolojik buluntular
ve ana hatlariyla belirlenebilen yerlesim bolgeleri
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Archaeological Evidence on the History
of the Pechenegs in Hungary
(A Brief Overview)
Extended summary

The earliest known homeland of the Pechenegs was located in the southern part of
the West Siberian Plain, in the upper reaches of the Irtysh River, around the middle
of the 8th century. They most probably migrated westwards as a result of the ex-
pansion of the Uyghur Khaganate and, by c. 870-893/894, had settled in the region
between the Volga and the Ural rivers. Following their defeat in the war against the
Oghuz in 893/894, they were forced to abandon this territory. After crossing the Vol-
ga, and following the Hungarian conquest of the Carpathian Basin (895), they
occupied the Eastern European steppe as far as the Lower Danube. Their dominance
in this region lasted until the middle of the 11th century. Subsequently, under pres-
sure from the Cumans and as a consequence of the westward movement of the
Oghuz, increasing numbers of Pechenegs crossed the Lower Danube and settled
within the Byzantine Empire, while smaller groups sought refuge in the lands of Rus'
and in the medieval Kingdom of Hungary.

Although some Pecheneg groups may have settled in Hungary during the
reigns of Taksony (955-972) and Géza (972-997), larger waves of immigration
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probably took place only between the middle of the 11th century and the first quarter
of the twelfth century, during the reigns of Andras I (1046—1060) and Istvan II
(1116-1131). This wave of migration appears to have been considerably larger than
the earlier arrivals that occurred while the Pechenegs were still at the height of their
political power in the 10th century. The chronological limits of this process are
marked by the collapse of Pecheneg power on the Eastern European steppe in the
mid-11th century and by the destruction of the independent Pecheneg communities
established along the Lower Danube following the Battle of Berroé (1122). The Hun-
garian royal administration dispersed these immigrants throughout the Carpathian
Basin, where they formed numerous settlement groups. Their largest contiguous set-
tlement area developed in the Sarviz Valley in eastern Transdanubia, within the
territory of present-day Fejér and Tolna counties.

The archaeological remains of the Eastern peoples who settled in the Carpa-
thian Basin after the Hungarian conquest, including the Pechenegs, can be distin-
guished from those of the contemporary Christian Hungarian population by their pa-
gan burial customs, horse burials, steppe-type weapons, and horse equipment. Un-
fortunately, only the material from three archaeological sites — Sarbogard—Tinod-
puszta, Sarbogard—Templom-diil6, and Kajdacs—Rdkadomb — can be securely at-
tributed to the material culture of the Pechenegs in Hungary. Other finds can only
tentatively be associated with the Pechenegs on the basis of their Eastern European
and Balkan parallels, as well as the Pecheneg associations of their findspots reflected
in historical sources and place names. The overwhelming majority of these finds,
including those from the three sites mentioned above, originate from the Sarviz Val-
ley in eastern Transdanubia, once the largest Pecheneg settlement area in medieval
Hungary, although isolated discoveries are also known from other parts of the Carpa-
thian Basin.

The finds from Tin6dpuszta probably represent the grave goods of two burials
or a small family cemetery. They comprise two late nomadic sabres, a round stirrup
with its loop forged as a continuation of the side arms, and a silver-inlaid bit. At the
nearby site of Sarbogard—Templom-diild, situated within the same settlement terri-
tory, the remains of a cemetery belonging to a large Pecheneg community were lar-
gely destroyed by sand quarrying. Among the finds recovered from one grave were
fragments of a pair of stirrups with loops forged as a continuation of the side arms,
a bit, an arrowhead, fragments of a bow, quiver, sabre, and axe. Horse burials asso-
ciated with the Pechenegs were also destroyed at Kajdacs, in the southern part of the
Sarviz Valley, a settlement whose name is itself of Pecheneg origin. In early 2008,
a partially destroyed grave was excavated at the site, yielding an iron buckle, fire-
lighting equipment, and a coin probably struck during the reign of Béla II (1131—
1141). Subsequent field survey and metal-detector investigations recovered another
coin of Béla II, fragments of sabres, arrowheads, a stirrup with its loop forged as a
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continuation of the side arms and decorated with silver and copper inlay, additional
stirrup fragments of the same type, horse-harness buckles and fittings, a bit, and
horse teeth.

Several isolated graves and stray finds from the Carpathian Basin may also
be tentatively attributed to the Pechenegs because of their close parallels on the East-
ern European steppe and in the Balkans, as well as the Pecheneg associations of their
findspots. The most diagnostic objects are stirrups with loops forged as a conti-
nuation of the side arms, together with jointless straight or curved bar bits and star-
shaped maces. Most of these finds are likewise known from the Sarviz Valley,
although individual examples have also been discovered elsewhere in the Carpathian
Basin.
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TURKIYE’DE PECENEKLERE DAIR LITERATUR
VE DEGERLENDIRILMESI

Mualla UYDU YUCEL*

Giris

Tiirkistan topraklarinda baslayan varolus ve zamanla cesitli nedenlerle ger-
ceklesen gogler ve miicadeleler sonucunda Tiirkler, pek ¢ok cografyada giic-
li bir varlik gostermislerdir ki bu cografyalardan biri de Dogu Avrupa cog-
rafyast olmustur. Milattan 6nceki donemlerde baslayan bu bolgedeki varo-
lus, Iskitler, Hunlar, Sabar/Sabir/Suvarlar, Bulgarlar, Avarlar, Hazarlar, Pe-
¢enekler, Uzlar ve Kuman/Kipgaklarla giiclii bir sekilde devam etmistir. Ca-
ligmamizin konusunu olusturan Pegenekler de 9. yiizyildan itibaren bu bol-
geye gelerek giiclii bir siyasi yapt kurmuslar ve cografyanin o donem kade-
rinde 6nemli bir rol oynamislardir. Iste bu dnem giiniimiize kadar gerek diin-
ya da gerekse Tiirkiye’de onlar hakkinda pek ¢ok arastirma ve ¢aligma yapil-
masina sebep olmustur. Calismamizin konusu hakkinda bilgi vermeden dnce
kisaca Dogu Avrupa Tiirk tarihi olarak isimlendirilen cografyanin neresi ol-
dugu ve bu alanin nasil gelistigi hakkinda bilgi vermeye c¢alisalim.!

Tiirkiye’de Dogu Avrupa Tiirk tarihi calismalar:

Dogu Avrupa Tiirk tarihinin (kisaca DATT) kapsadigi cografya tarafimizdan
Cumhuriyetimizin 100. yilia ithafen yazdigimiz bir caligmada ii¢ bolge ola-
rak belirlenip ele alinmistir. Bunlar: (1) Kafkasya, (2) Karadeniz’in kuzeyi
ve (3) Balkanlar’dir. Dogu Avrupa’nin cografi sinirlarini ¢izerken karsilagi-
lan en biiyiik zorluk hi¢ siiphe yok ki siyasi sebeplerle sinirlarin giiniin sart-

* [stanbul Universitesi Tarih Boliimii, Istanbul, Tiirkiye; ORCID: 0000-0002-1595-2106;
muallauyduyucel@gmail.com

! Tiirkiye’deki Dogu Avrupa Tiirk tarihi yazimi konusunda bkz. Uydu Yiicel, 2023, 465-491.
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larina bagli olarak degiskenlik gostermesidir. Genel kabul goren sinir giiney-
de Hazar Denizi, Kafkas Daglari, Karadeniz, Tuna, Balkan Daglar1 ve Dinar
Alpleri, kuzeyde uzun bozkir kusagina paralel uzanan orman bolgesi, doguda
Idil Nehri ve batida Avusturya Alpleri’dir. Gériildiigii iizere bu cografyada
genel olarak Kafkaslar, Karadeniz’in kuzeyi ve Balkanlar yer almaktadir.
Gecmisten giiniimiize pek ¢ok milletin go¢ gilizergahi iizerinde yer alan ve
pek ¢ok kiiltiiriin ortaya ¢ikmasina yol agan bu cografyanin tarih boyunca
dort 6nemli ev sahibi olmustur: Tiirk, Pers/Sasani, Roma ve Slav/Rus.

Tiirkistan cografyasinda hem MO hem de MS baslayan goclerin bir
giizergdhin1 da Aral’dan hareketle, Hazar Denizi’nin kuzeyinden Karade-
niz’in kuzeyi olusturmustur. Bu bolgeye gelen Tiirk boylar1 bir siire burada
kalmiglar, daha sonra Tuna’y1 asip Balkanlar’a inmis ve Balkan Tiirkliigii nii
olusturmugslardir. Bu Tiirk boylar1 kronolojik olarak yukarida da ifade ettigi-
miz gibi Iskit, Avrupa Hun, Sabar/Sabir/Suvar, Avar, Ogur, Bulgar (Biiyiik
Bulgar, Tuna Bulgar, Idil Bulgar), Hazar, Pegenek, Uz/Oguz, Kuman/Kip-
caklardir. Ayrica zaman icerisinde bu bdlgelerde dzellikle Islamiyet’ten son-
ra gliglii bir siyasi yap1 olugturan Altin Orda Devleti, Kirim, Kazan, Kasim,
Astarhan ve Sibir Hanliklar1 da var olmuslardir. Ama genelde DATT den-
diginde ilk akla gelen islam 6ncesi donemdir. Ayrica son donemlerde Kim-
mer, Sarmat, Alan ve Macarlarin da bir Tiirk boyu oldugu diisiincesi Tiirki-
ye’de bazi bilim insanlar tarafindan dile getirilmekte ve arastirmalar yapil-
maktadir.

Tirkiye’deki tarih yaziminin temelini ve yayimlanan galigsmalarin fik-
11 yapisini bir siire Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Devleti’nin kuruldugu 1923 yilindan
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’iin 6liimiine (1938) kadar Tiirk Tarih Tezi? olustur-

2 Cumhuriyetin kurulusundan bugiine dnceleri gok etkili sonralari ise kismen etkili olan Tiirk
tarihini arastirma ve dgretme anlayisinin temelini Tiirk Tarih Tezi olusturmus ve bu tez Isla-
miyet oncesi Tiirk tarihi arastirmalarinda da 6nemli bir yer tutmustur. Tiirkiye Cumhuriye-
ti’nin kurucusu Gazi Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, Tiirk milletinin kendi tarihini ve kiiltiiriinii bil-
mesi gerektigi inanci ile 6nemli adimlar atmis ve 1931°de Tiirk Tarihi Tetkik Cemiyeti’nin
kurulmasini saglamistir. Cemiyetten, daha dnce 6zellikle Batililar tarafindan Tiirk tarihi ile il-
gili ortaya atilan yalan ve yanlis bilgilere cevap vererek, Tiirk Tarih Tezi’nin miimkiin oldu-
gunca tarafsiz ve bilimsel temellere dayandirilmasini istemistir. Bu arada 1930 yilinda Tiirk
Tarihinin Ana Hatlari (TTAH) isimli bir eser yazilmis; ancak bu kitap Mustafa Kemal tara-
findan begenilmemistir. Bir siire sonra buna ek olarak toplam 74 sayfalik bir kitapg¢ik hazir-
lanmis ve Tiirk Tarihinin Ana Hatlar: Medhal Kismi ad1 verilerek okullara dagitilmas: sag-
lanmustir ki bu kitapgiktaki Orta Asya Tiirk Tarihine Methal adli baglikta Tiirk tarihinin bag-
langicina ve Islam 6ncesi donemine ait bilgiler de bulunmustur. Bu kitapeik Tiirk Tarihinin
Ana Hatlar: kitabinin kisa bir 6zeti mahiyetinde olsa da ondan tamamen ayr1 bir eserdir. ler-
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mustur. Bu tezi gliclendirmek ve hayata gecirmek iizere cesitli metinler ile
telif/arastirma eserleri tretilmistir. Bu metinlerin bir kismi Tiirk Tarihinin
Ana Hatlari’nda veya Tarih Kurumu’nun yayin organi olan Belleten’de ya-
yimlananlardan ayr1 basim olup daha 6nce yayimlanmis metinlerdir. Bu telif
eserler arasinda ileride Tiirkiye’deki DATT 1n gelisimine katki sunan bilim
insanlari ile ¢alismalar1 da yer almistir. Bu arada cumhuriyetin ilk yillarinda
Tiirkiye’de Tiirkliigiin ideolojik yapisinin ingasina katkida bulunan ve Tiirk-
lerin eski ¢agini, yani Umumi/Genel Tiirk Tarihi’nin ¢aligma alanlarini ince-
leyen bilim insanlarinin birgogunu, Rusya Imparatorlugu’nun ve Sovyetler
Birligi’nin yok edici uygulamalar1 sonucunda vatanlarini terk ederek Tiirki-
ye’ye gelen Tiirk asilli Tiirkologlar olusturmustur. Bu Tiirkologlar arasinda
Bakiilii Ahmet Agaoglu, Kirimli Yusuf Akcura, Bagkurdistanli Ahmed Zeki
Velidi Togan ve Hamit Ziibeyir Kosay’1 sayabiliriz.

20. yiizyilda islam 6ncesi Tiirk tarihini calisan arastirmacilar, bu done-
mi biitlin ayrintilariyla ortaya koymaya ¢aligmis; Dogu Avrupa Tiirk tarihi a-
laninda da 6nemli katkilar sunmuslardir. Once kaynaklara vakif olmaya ve
ulasilmaya calisilmis, daha sonra da bu kaynaklardaki bilgiler degerlendiril-
mistir. Asagida kisaca bahsedecegimiz {izere karsilagilan en biiyiik sorunlar-
dan biri de farkl dillerde yazilan eserlerin kullanilmasi olmustur. Bir tarih-
¢inin bilebilecegi dil sayisi sinirl oldugundan, bu durum ¢esitli kurum ve ku-
ruluslar ile yaymevlerine havale edilmis, onlar da bir noktaya kadar tercii-
meler yaparak katki sunmuslardir. Yeterli kaynak cevirisinin yapilmamasi
bu donemi ¢alisan tarihgileri 6ncelikle 1yi bir gevirmen olma durumu ile karsi
karsiya birakmustir.

Yine 20. yiizy1lin ilk yarisi, Tiirk tarihgilerinin yazimda dgretici yazim
metodunu kullandiklar1 bir anlayisa sahip olmakla gegmistir. Zira yeni bir
devletin kurulmasi, gegmisin ihtisamin1 ortaya ¢ikaran, rol model olarak ali-
nan, milli ve manevi degerlerin 6ne ¢ikarildig: bir siireci ve yazimi da bera-
berinde getirmistir. ikinci yarisindan itibaren ise ¢agdas bilimsel metot olan
arastirici tarih yazimina gegilmis ve bu bakis agisiyla ¢cok degerli eserler iire-
tilmistir.

leyen siiregte Tiirk Tarihinin Ana Hatlar: isimli kitabin yeniden yazilmasi giindeme gelmis,
ancak hayata gecirilememistir. Bkz. Uydu Yiicel, 2023, 469.
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Peceneklere dair literatiir
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Calismalarin degerlendirilmesi

Tespit edebildigimiz bu ¢aligmalar1 sayisal olarak bir degerlendirmeye tabi
tuttugumuzda ¢ok fazla olmadigimi goriiriiz. Bdyle olmasinin sebebi de asa-
g1da ifade edecegimiz iizere Tiirk tarihinin kendine 6zgili yapisindan kaynak-
lanmaktadir. Calismalara baktigimizda genelinin siyasi tarihlerine dair yapi-
lan ¢alismalar1 olusturdugunu tespit ediyoruz. Bilindigi iizere hem Slav/Rus-
lara hem de Dogu Roma’ya (Bizans) yasattiklar1 zorlu ve ¢etin yillar detayli
bir sekilde ortaya koyulmaya calisiimistir. Bulunduklari topraklarda dylesine
giiclii bir varlik sergilemislerdir ki bu varligi en net sekilde de genellikle Ka-
radeniz’in kuzeyinde iken Slav/Rus kaynaklarinda, Tuna’y1 gectiklerinde
Macar kaynaklarinda, Balkanlara ulastiklarinda da Roma (Grek ve Latin)
kaynaklarinda net bir sekilde hissettirmislerdir. Konumuz olmadigi i¢in Pe-
cenek tarihine girmedik ama yaptigimiz ¢aligsmalar sonucunda bu siyasi ta-
rihten anladigimiz ve gordiigiimiiz Pegeneklerin Slav/Ruslarin kurdugu Ki-
yev Knyazligi’na, ama 6zellikle de Dogu Roma’ya ¢ok zor zamanlar yasat-
tiklaridir. Nitekim tarafimizdan yazilan eserde bu yillar “Dogu Roma’nin
bozkirla savasi” olarak adlandirilmistir.

Yapilan calismalar arasinda 6zellikle kitap olanlar1 degerlendirmeye
calistigimizda Peceneklere dair bugiine kadar miinhasiran bes kitap yazildi-
gin1 goriiyoruz. Bunlar: Hiiseyin Namik Orkun Pegenekler, Akdes Nimet
Kurat, Pecenek Tarihi, Sami Balkan, Pecenekler ve Tikves Tiirkleri, Mualla
Uydu Yiicel, Tiirkistan 'dan Tuna’ya Pegenekler, IThan Aslan tarafindan ha-
zitlanan Uzlar, Pecenegler ve Kuman/Kipcaklar Uzerine Arastirmalar adh
eserlerdir. Bu eserler arasinda 6zellikle Pecenekleri her yonii ile ele alan iki
calisma A. Nimet Kurat (1937) ve tarafimizdan (2020) yazilan eserlerdir. Di-
ger eserlerden Orkun (1933)° ve Balkan’in eserlerinde genel bilgiler veril-
mis, Aslan’in yakin zamanda ¢ikardigi (2025) eser ise Pecenekler hakkinda
yazilan ve daha once terclime edilen makaleler ile O. Pritsak tarafindan yazi-

3 Hiiseyin Namik Orkun’un, Pegenckler adli eseri 2022 yilinda Altin Orda Yayinlar tarafin-
dan Oguzlara Dair, Osmanlilarin Aslina Dair, Pegenekler adi altinda Orkun’un diger ¢aligma-
lart ile birlikte yeniden yayimlanmustir.
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lan ancak bugiine kadar Tiirk¢eye cevrilmeyen makalesinin cevrilerek veril-
mesinden olusmaktadir. Bu calisma bir arastirma eseri olmayip terciime ma-
kalelerin bir arada bulundugu bir ¢aligma 6zelligini tasimaktadir. Burada de-
gerlendirme konusunda ele alacagimiz Kurat ve tarafimizdan yazilan eser-
lerdir. Zira bu her iki eser en ince detaylarina kadar Pegenek tarihini ele al-
maya calismiglardir. Bu iki eserin yayim tarihi arasinda dikkati ¢cekecek ka-
dar bir zaman vardir ki o da 86 yildir. Her iki aragtirmaci da eserlerini kaleme
alirlarken o doneme kadar olan biitiin kaynaklar1 toplayarak bir degerlen-
dirmede bulunmuslardir. Bu iki ¢alisma arasinda bu kadar fazla bir siirenin
gecmis olmasinin sebebi yukarida agikladigimiz sebepler yiiziinden yani
Tiirklerin ve Tiirk tarihinin ¢gok uzun ve genis cografyaya yayilmasi ve bu
topraklarda ¢ok fazla siyasi yapilar kurmalaridir. Bu yiizden de her bir Tiirk
kaganligina veya devletine ait aragtirmalar yapmak zaman almaktadir. Bilin-
digi tizere Tiirkler tarihleri boyunca giiniimiiz cumhuriyetleri de dahil olmak
tizere toplam 146 kaganlik, devlet, hanlik, beylik, atabeylik kurmuslardir. Bu
kadar siyasi yapiy1 ¢alismak hem zaman hem de iyi bir mesai gerektirmek-
tedir. Konumuzu olusturan DATT ve onun ayrilmaz bir pargast olan Pece-
nekler de bundan iizerlerine diiseni almislardir. Bu yiizden de Umumi Tiirk
Tarihi yani Genel Tiirk Tarihi iizerine ¢alisan akademisyenler bu uzun ve
genis tarihi 20. ve 21. yiizy1l boyunca en ince detaylarina kadar ortaya koy-
mak {izere biiyiik bir caba harcamiglardir. Bilindigi lizere Tiirkiye’de Tiirk
tarihine 6zellikle de Islam Oncesi Tiirk tarihine dair calismalar cumhuriyetin
kurulmasindan sonra yogun bir sekilde hiz kazanarak giiniimiize kadar de-
vam etmistir.

Bu iki eser arasindaki en biiyiik fark Kurat’in eserinde Pegenekler si-
yasi bir yap1 yani kaganlik kuramamis bir Tiirk boyu olarak gosterilirken, bi-
zim eserimizde Peceneklerin kaganlik kurduklar: belirtilerek bu kaganliklar
I. ve II. Pegenek Kaganlig1 olarak adlandirilmistir. Biz, ilk Kaganhigin Kara-
deniz’in kuzeyinde merkezinin giiniimiizde Ukrayna topraklarinda bulunan
Harkov yakinlarindaki Pecenegi kdyii oldugunu ve 895-1036 yillar1 arasinda
yasadigini (Gér. 1.1); Tkinci Kaganligin merkezinin giiniimiizde Bulgaris-
tan’m Sumnu sehri yakilarindaki Yiiz-Tepe oldugunu ve 1048—1091 yillart
arasinda hiikiim siirdiigiinii ileri siirdiik (Gor. 1.2).*

4 Uydu Yiicel, 2020.
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Kitap icerisindeki Pegeneklere dair ayrilan boliimlere baktigimizda ise
bazilarinin ya Kafkas ya Karadeniz’in Kuzeyi ya da Balkan tarihini ele alan
eserlerin igerisinde verildigini goriiyoruz. Nitekim boyle bir calisma ilk defa
Hiiseyin Namik Orkun’un 1932 yilinda yazdig1 Avarlar, Pecenekler, Ku-
manlar adli galismadir. Calisma Tiirk Tarihi nin Ana Hatlar: eserinin miis-
veddesidir ve 1946 yilinda ayr1 bir kitap olarak basilmistir. Eserde Pecenek-
ler devlet kuramamig Tiirk boyu olarak gosterilmislerdir. Pegeneklere 6zgii
bir kaynak olmasa da Islam oncesi Tiirk tarihi agisindan énemli bir kaynak
olan Ebulgazi Bahadir Han’in Secere-i Terakime adli eseri de 1937 yilinda
basilarak Tiirk bilim diinyasinin hizmetine sunulmustur. Orkun’dan sonra
Akdes Nimet Kurat’in, /V=-XVIII. Yiizyillarda Karadeniz Kuzeyindeki Tiirk
Boylart ve Devletleri (6liimiinden sonra 1972’de yayinlanmistir) adl ¢alis-
masi gelmektedir. Kurat bu ¢alismasi ile Tiirkiye’de ilk defa Dogu Avrupa
Tiirk tarihini biitiinciil olarak ele almistir. Eserde Kurat Dogu Avrupa’da ha-
kimiyet siiren biitiin Tiirk boylar1 hakkinda bilgiler verirken bu tarihte 6nemli
bir yer edinen Pegenekler hakkinda da bilgi vermistir.’ Kurat, yine daha dnce
yazsa da 1976 yilinda yayimlanan Tiirk Diinyas:t El Kitabi’nda Dogu Avru-
pa Tiirk Kavimleri ve Devletleri adli makaleyi kaleme alarak alana katki sag-
lamustir. {lerleyen siirecte Zeki Velidi Togan’m, Umumi Tiirk Tarihine Giris
(1981), ibrahim Kafesoglu nun, Tiirk Milli Kiiltiirii (1983), Erol Giingér’iin,
Tarihte Tiirkler (1988), Mualla Uydu Yiicel’in, [lk Rus Yilliklarinda Tiirkler
(2007) gibi yazarlarin eserlerinde de Peceneklere bir boliim ayrilmastir.

Tirk tarihinin ayrilmaz bir pargasini olusturan Dogu Avrupa Tiirk ta-
rihi ve bu tarih adi ile yazilan ilk eser, editorliigiinii Osman Karatay ile Ser-
kan Acar’in yaptig1 Dogu Avrupa Tiirk Tarihi (2013) adli caligmadir. Bu ca-
lismada hem bu tarihi olugturan Tiirk boylar1 ve kaganliklar1 hakkinda bilgi
verilmis hem de arastirmacilara alanla ilgili oldukca genis bir kaynakca su-
nulmustur. Bu ¢alismalarin yani sira Osman Karatay’in yazdigi Dogu Avru-
pa Tiirk Tarihinin Ana Hatlari: Altin Orda Oncesi Donem (2004) adli olduk-
¢a hacimli makalesinde de Pegeneklere yer verilmistir. En son Oner Tolan’in
doktora tezi olarak hazirladigi ve daha sonra kitaplastirdig1 Siyasi ve Sosyo-
Ekonomik A¢idan Karadeniz’in Kuzeyinde ve Balkanlarda Tiirkler (IV-X.
yiizyrl) (2023) adli calismada da Pegenekler hakkinda bilgi bulunmaktadir.

3 Sakiroglu, 2002, 430.
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Bu arada DATT igerisinde yer alan Balkan tarihine dair de ¢esitli ¢alis-
malar yapilmistir. Bunlar arasinda igerisinde Pegeneklere dair bilgiler veren
iki ¢alismay1 su sekilde siralayabilirizz Osman Karatay ve Bilgehan Atsiz
Gokdag’in editorliiglini yaptig1 Balkanlar El Kitabi (2006) ile editorligiini
Zeynep Iskefiyeli, Muhammed Bilal Celik ve Serkan Yazici’nin yaptig Tiirk
Tarihinde Balkanlar (2013) adli ¢alismalar. Balkanlar El Kitabi nin 3. Cil-
dinin yaris1 Tiirk¢e Balkan kaynakcasina ayrilarak, aragtirmacilara bu alanla
ilgili gok 6nemli bir katki sunulmus ve kolaylik saglanarak énemli bir bosluk
doldurulmaya calisilmistir.

Yukarida tam listesini verdigimiz makalelere baktigimizda ise hem si-
yasi hem de kiiltiirel hayatlarina dair calismalarin yapildigini ancak agirligin
siyasi yasama verildigini goriiyoruz. Bunun da sebebi oncelikli olarak onla-
rin siyasi yasamlarini ortaya koymak ve tanitmak amacindan kaynaklanmak-
tadir.

Pegenek tarihi hakkinda bilgi veren ana kaynaklarin hangileri oldugu
konusunda iki ¢aligma yapilmistir. Bunlardan ilki Hiiseyin Namik Orkun ta-
rafindan terciime edilen Gyula Moravcsik’in Bizans Kaynaklarinda Tiirkler
adl1 eseridir. Bu eserde Pecenekler hakkinda bilgi veren Bizans kaynaklari
hakkinda kisa bilgiler verilmistir. Tiirkiye’de bu konuda yapilan 6zgiin bi-
reysel ¢alisma ise Ismail Mangaltepe tarafindan yine ayn1 isimle yani Bizans
Kaynaklarinda Tiirkler ad1 ile 2009°da yapilmistir. Bu her iki eser de aras-
tiricilara hangi ana kaynaklara basvuracaklarina dair bilimsel bir katki sun-
maktadir.

YOK Tez’de kayith olan Pecenekler hakkinda yazilan yiiksek lisans
(9) ve doktora (1) tezlerine baktigimizda ise ¢ok sinirli oldugunu tespit edi-
yoruz. Bu tezlerde ele alinan konularin siyasi tarihlerine 6zellikle de diger
devletlerle olan iliskilerine, yerlesim yerlerine, boy, sahis, yer ve urug adlari-
na, kiiltiirlerine dair olduklarini goriiyoruz.

Pecgenekler hakkinda yazilan eserleri degerlendirdigimizde biiyiik ¢o-
gunlugunun daha 6nce de ifade ettigimiz gibi siyasi tarihleri lizerine yogun-
lastigin tespit ediyoruz. Bu siyasi tarihte dikkat ¢eken husus Pegeneklerin
diger Tiirk boylar arasinda 6zellikle yagma ve saldir1 iizerine kurulu bir var-
lik sergilemis olduklaridir. Bu da komsularini son derece rahatsiz etmis, on-
lar hakkinda bilgi verirlerken de bu yonlerine 6zellikle vurgu yapmalarina
sebep olmustur. Nitekim Pecenekler hem diger Tiirk boylartyla hem de bagka
milletlerle iliskilerini askeri gii¢, saldir1 ve yagma yonleri ile belirlemislerdir

297



ki 6zellikle hem Slav/Ruslara hem de 1048’den sonra Dogu Roma’ya karsi
saldir1 ve yildirma politikasi uygulayarak biiylik bir basar1 saglamiglardir. Bu
iligkilerin detaylar1 hem Slav/Rus hem de Dogu Roma kaynaklarinda detayl
bir sekilde verilmistir.

Bu arada Tiirkiye’de Pegenek tarihi {izerine arastirma yapanlarin kar-
silagtiklar1 sorunlardan bazilarina da deginmek gerekirse; bunlardan birincisi
ana kaynaklara ulagmada yasanan zorluklardir. Bilindigi {izere sadece Pece-
nek tarihi degil, eski Tiirk tarihini arastirirken karsilasilan sorunlarin baginda
ana kaynaklara ulasmada yasanan sikintilar gelmektedir. Gerek yurt icinde
gerek yurt disinda yayimlanan ana kaynak, arastirma eserleri (ki gilinceller
de olmali) ve tezlerin biiyiik bir cogunlugu maalesef kiitiiphanelerimizde tam
olarak bulunmamaktadir. Odenek olmadigi icin bu tiir eserlerin alinamamasi
son derece liziiciidiir. Sevindiren taraf ise son yillarda teknolojinin getirdigi
yeniliklerden bilim diinyasinin da yararlanmasi ve arastirmacilarin dijital or-
tamda kullanima agilan kaynaklar sayesinde bunlara erigsimin kolay hale gel-
mesinden faydalanmalaridir. Yine gerek {iniversiteler gerekse aragtirma mer-
kezleri yeterli olmasa da hem kiitiiphaneler hem de diger tiniversitelerle (yur-
tigi/dis1) ikili anlagsmalar yaparak veri tabanlarinin kullanimini arastirmaci-
larin hizmetine sunmaktadirlar.

Ikinci sorun, Latin, Grek, Macar, Romen, Fars, Arap Slav, Rus vb. dil-
lerde yazilan hem ana kaynak hem de en 6nemli arastirma eserlerinin bir kis-
minin heniiz Tiirkgeye kazandirilmamis olmasidir. Ulkemizde bu alana dair
ana kaynaklarin ¢evirisi ya tiniversitelerde yapilan lisansiistii tezlerde ya da
arastirmacilarin kendi bireysel ¢abalar1 ile olmaktadir. Bunlar biraz mesafe
almmasini saglasa da yeterli degildir. Bu arada kaynak dillerin 6grenilmesin-
de karsilasilan zorluklar, maalesef ana kaynagin bilinen bir bat1 diline ¢ev-
rilen ¢evirisinden Tiirkceye ¢evrilmesi gibi bir durumu da beraberinde getir-
mektedir. Bu ¢evirilere saglikli bir ¢eviri olup olmamalar1 noktasinda tered-
diitle bakilmasi gerekmektedir, zira biliyoruz ki geviri sirasinda anlam o dile
en yakin kelime ve climlelerle verilmektedir. O yiizden ¢evirinin ana kaynak
dilinden yapilmasi her zaman tercih edilmelidir. C6ziim ana kaynaklarin tez
ya da bireysel geviriler ¢cercevesinden ¢ikarilarak, bir kurumun bagkanliginda
ana kaynak dillerine vakif bilim insanlar tarafindan olusturulacak bir kurul
tarafindan yapilmasidir.

Bilim diinyasin1 en zorlayan taraflardan biri de Pegeneklerin 6zellikle
urug, boy, sahis ve yer adlarinin neler oldugu ile anlamlar1 olmustur. Yabanci
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bilim insanlar1 bilhassa da Macar ve Fransiz bilim insanlar1 bu adlandirma,
anlam ve yer tespiti konusunda oldukga fazla ¢aligma yapmis olsalar da bilim
diinyas1 tarafindan kabul edilen ortak bir goriis 6ne gikmamaigtir.

Tirk tarih yaziminda Pecenekler, o6zellikle 1071 yilinda Biiyiik
Selguklu ile Dogu Roma arasinda yasanan Malazgirt Savasi sirasinda sergile-
dikleri tutumlar1 ile 6ne ¢ikarilmaya calisilmistir. Bilindigi tizere Dogu Ro-
ma ordusunda gorev alan Pegenek ve Uz askerleri vardi ve bunlar savas 6nce-
sinde kesfe ¢ikarak diigmanin hareketlerini gézlemlemek tizere gorevlendi-
rilmislerdi. Tahminen 500 kisi oldugu diisiiniilen bu Pecenek birligi diisman
ordusuna yaklagtiginda Selguklu askerlerinin kendileri ile ayni dili konustuk-
larin1 goriince sasirmiglar ve karargaha donerek boydaslarina bunu sdyleyip
onlarla savagmayacaklarini ve onlara katilacaklarini bildirmislerdir. Bu du-
rumu zamaninda haber alan Dogu Roma Imparatoru IV. Romanos Diogenes
(1068-1071) olaya miidahale etmis ve ¢ok az bir Pecenek grubunun Selguklu
ordusuna katilmasini saglamistir. Oguz Tiirkliigliniin Anadolu’daki en biiyiik
damgasi olan Malazgirt zaferinin kazanilmasinda bu Pegenek grubunun da
onemli bir katki sundugu yoniindeki bir degerlendirme tarih yaziminda
kendisini gostermistir. Bu katkinin sayisal olarak ¢ok fazla bir degeri olma-
makla birlikte manevi olarak Selguklu askerlerine moral sagladigi da bir ger-
cektir. Ancak en biiyiik katkisi Dogu Roma ordusunun savas planlarini Sul-
tan Alp Aslan’a vermeleri olmustur zira bu plan c¢ergevesinde kendi savag
taktigini belirleyen Sultan, savagin zaferle sonlandirilmasini saglamistir.®

Pecenek tarihi iizerine son dénemlerde Tiirkiye’de ve Tiirk tarihgiler
arasinda gerek bir arastirma eseri yazarak gerek onlara ait ana kaynak ya da
bir aragtirma makalesinin ¢evirisini yaparak katki sunan bilim insanlarimizin
sayisinda goézle goriiliir bir artis yasanmaktadir ki ¢alismalarinda yogunlukla
Pecenekler hakkinda bilgi veren bilim insanlarimiz arasinda A. Nimet Kurat
ve Mualla Uydu Yiicel 6nde gelmektedir. Geng tarihgiler arasinda da Emine
Dikmen’in oldugunu gériiyoruz.

Sonug¢

Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin kurulmasi ile eski Tiirk tarihine duyulan ilgi fazla-
styla artmis, Genel Tiirk Tarihi alanmin Islam &ncesi dénemi Tiirkistan/I¢

¢ Uydu Yiicel, 2022, 23-38.
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Asya ve Dogu Avrupa Tarihi olmak iizere iki ana cografya tizerinden arasti-
rilmaya baglanmistir. Nitekim Dogu Avrupa Tirk tarihinde diger Tiirk boy-
lar1 gibi 6nemli bir rol oynayan Pegeneklere dair de bilimsel eserler yazilmis-
tir. Bu eserler incelendiginde Tiirk tarih yazziminda Pegenekler i¢in 6ne ¢ikan
goriis Karadeniz ve Balkan cografyasinda etkili bir siyasi gii¢ olusturduklari
ancak bunu kurumsal bir yapilanmaya doniistiiremedikleri seklindedir. Bir
devlet kuramadiklar seklindeki bu goriisii ileri siirenlere baktigimizda bu
bilim insanlarinin dnce Rus tarihgileri sonra da Batili tarihgiler olduklarini
goriiyoruz. Bilindigi iizere tarih her zaman siyasetin kullandig1 en 6nemli
ara¢ olmustur ki, bu ara¢ olma anlayigindan Pegenekler de etkilenmislerdir.
Bu baglamda bu goriisiin yani daginik boylar halinde yasayan Peceneklerin
tarih yaziminda bir devlet kuramamalarinin altinda yatan en 6nemli sebep
siyasi sebeplerdir zira Kiyev Knyazlig1 doneminde Karadeniz’e inmek ve bu
denizi bir Slav/Rus denizi haline getirmek isteyen Slav/ Ruslart ilk durdu-
ranlar Pecenekler olmustur. Her iki millet arasinda yasanan iliskiye baktigi-
mizda Pegeneklerin yeni yeni bu topraklarda varlik sergilemeye baslayan
Slav/Ruslarla komsuluk yaptiklarini, yeri geldiginde onlara saldirdiklarim
yeri geldiginde askeri destek sagladiklarini goriiriiz. Bu iligkide, saldiran Pe-
¢enekler, savunmada kalan Slav/Ruslar olmustur. Giiniimiize kadar milli bir
Rus ideolojisi olarak varligini devam ettiren Karadeniz’i bir Rus Golii haline
getirme idealini ilk olarak Pegenekler engellemisler, arkalarindan gelen diger
Tiirk boylar1 da bunu devam ettirmislerdir. Iste bu engel olma bu idealle bes-
lenen tarihgilerin tarih yaziminda onlara bir devlet kurdurmama seklinde kar-
silik bulmustur ki bu karsiligin asil miisebbibi de yonetim erki olmustur. Bu
yazim tercihi maalesef diger aragtiricilar tarafindan da sorgulanmadan kabul
edilmistir. Bu durumu ilk defa ortaya koyan Ukraynali tarihgi O. Pritsak ol-
mustur. 1972 yilinda yazdig1 Pegenekler’ adli eserinde, bir devlet olusumu
icin ne gerekiyorsa Peceneklerin de sahip olduk-larii kanitlari ile ortaya
koymustur. Daha sonra onu yine Ukraynali tarih¢i M. B. Kiseléva izlemistir.
Kiseléva yazdig1 8—12. yiizyillarda Uluslararasi Iligkiler Sisteminde Pece-
nekler adli ¢alismasinda® bu konuya deginerek bir devlet yapisi olusturduk-
larim belirtmistir. Tarafimizdan yazilan Tiirkistan 'dan Tuna’ya Pecenekler
adli eserde de Pritsak’in degerlendirmeleri lizerinden yola ¢ikarak Pegenek-

7 Pritsak, 1976.
8 Kiseléva, 2012.
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lerin iki kaganlik kurduklarini kaynaklarin verdigi bilgilerin 1s18inda kanitla-
maya calistik. Her ii¢ aragtirmaci da kaynaklar de-gerlendirerek bu yapilan-
manin bir devlet tesekkiilii seklinde oldugu goriisiinii dile getirmislerdir. An-
cak burada bu alanda calisan Tiirk tarihgilerine de bir sitemde bulunmak is-
teriz. Bu eserlerde bir siyasi yapilanma igerisinde olduklari belirtilmesine,
bizzat tarafimizdan yazilan eserde iki kaganlik kurduklarinin ileri siiriilme-
sine ragmen maalesef bu goriislerin Tirk tarih yaziminda yer almadigini, ye-
ni yapilan ¢aligmalarda hala bir devlet kuramadiklarina iligkin goriigiin tek-
rarlandigini goriiyoruz. Kanaatimiz bu durumun yaganmasindaki en 6nemli
sebebin arastiricilarin yeni literatiirii yeterince takip edememeleridir. Bilin-
digi iizere bilimde en 6nemli kurallardan biri ¢aligilan ve uzmanlagilan alanla
ilgili biitiin eserlerin goriilmesi, bilgilerin alinip degerlendirilmesi, kabul e-
dilmese bile boyle bir goriisiin ileri siiriildiigiiniin belirtilmesidir. Maalesef
Pecgenekler hakkinda bilgi veren arastirmacilarin buna dikkat etmedigini,
bdyle bir degerlendirmede bulunmadigini, daha 6nce yazilan eserlerde veri-
len bilgileri aynen alip, dogru kabul edip sorgulamadiklarini ve yeni litera-
tiirii takip etmediklerini gérmenin {iziintiisii ve saskinligini yasadigimizi da
ifade etmek isteriz.

Pecenek tarihi lizerine ¢alisacaklara tavsiyemiz kiiltiir tarihleri {izerine
odaklanmalaridir. Ciinkii siyasi tarihlerine dair iliski kurduklar1 devletlerin
kaynaklarinda yeterince bilgi olmasi, bu iliskilerin detayli bir sekilde ortaya
koyulmasina sebep olmustur. Ancak kiiltiirleri hala daha detayli1 bir ¢aligma-
y1 beklemektedir. Basta yukarida da ifade ettigimiz gibi boy, sahis, yer adla-
rinin anlamlart olmak iizere kiiltiirel gelerine dair bilgilere ihtiya¢ duyul-
maktadir. Bu ihtiyaca katki sunacak bilgileri de 6zellikle Ukrayna, Bulga-
ristan, Romanya ve Macaristan’da yeni yapilacak kazi ¢caligmalar1 ve bulun-
tular karsilayacaktir diye diisiiniiyoruz.
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The Scholarly Literature on the Pechenegs in Tiirkiye:
A Ciritical Evaluation
Extended summary

With the establishment of the Republic of Tiirkiye, interest in early Turkic history
increased significantly, and the pre-Islamic period of Early Turkic History began to
be studied within two principal geographical frameworks: Turkestan (Inner Asia)
and Eastern Europe. Consequently, a considerable body of scholarly literature has
been produced on the Pechenegs, who, like other Turkic peoples, played an impor-
tant role in the history of Eastern European Turkic polities. A review of this literature
reveals that the dominant view in Turkish historiography has been that, although the
Pechenegs constituted a significant political power in the Black Sea region and the
Balkans, they failed to transform this power into an institutionalized state structure.
An examination of the scholars who advocated the view that the Pechenegs never
established a state shows that this interpretation originated first among Russian his-
torians and was subsequently adopted by Western scholarship.

As is well known, history has always been one of the most important instru-
ments of politics, and the Pechenegs have likewise been affected by this political use
of the past. In this context, we argue that the principal reason behind the widespread
historiographical claim that the Pechenegs, who lived in dispersed tribal groups,
failed to establish a state is political rather than historical. During the period of the
Kievan Rus’, it was the Pechenegs who first prevented the Slavs/Rus’ from expan-
ding towards the Black Sea and transforming it into a Slavic/Russian sea. An exami-
nation of relations between the two peoples demonstrates that the Pechenegs coex-
isted with the Slavs/Rus’, who had only recently appeared in the region; at times
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they launched attacks against them, while at other times they provided them with
military assistance. In these interactions, the Pechenegs generally assumed the of-
fensive, whereas the Slavs/Rus’ remained on the defensive.

The aspiration to transform the Black Sea into a “Russian lake”, which has
survived to the present day as an element of Russian national ideology, was first ob-
structed by the Pechenegs, and subsequently by the other Turkic peoples who fol-
lowed them. It is precisely this role as an obstacle that, in the works of historians in-
fluenced by this ideological perspective, found expression in the assertion that the
Pechenegs had never established a state. The principal driving force behind this in-
terpretation was political authority itself. Unfortunately, this historiographical tradi-
tion was later accepted uncritically by many other scholars.

The first historian to challenge this interpretation was the Ukrainian scholar
Omeljan Pritsak. In his work Pechenegs (1972), he demonstrated, on the basis of
substantial evidence, that the Pechenegs possessed all the essential characteristics
required for state formation. He was later followed by another Ukrainian historian,
Marina B. Kiseléva, who, in her study The Pechenegs in the System of International
Relations in the Eighth—Twelfth Centuries, likewise argued that the Pechenegs had
established a state organization.

In our own study, Tiirkistan 'dan Tuna’ya Pegenekler, building upon Pritsak’s
conclusions and drawing upon the available historical sources, we sought to demon-
strate that the Pechenegs established two khaganates. All three studies, based on a
critical evaluation of the sources, reached the conclusion that the Pecheneg political
organization should indeed be regarded as a genuine state formation.

At this point, however, we would also like to express a criticism of Turkish
historiography. Although these studies explicitly argue that the Pechenegs possessed
an organized political structure, and although our own work advances the thesis that
they established two khaganates, these conclusions have unfortunately not been in-
corporated into mainstream Turkish historical scholarship. Recent publications con-
tinue to repeat the traditional view that the Pechenegs failed to establish a state. In
our opinion, the principal reason for this situation is that researchers have not fo-
llowed the more recent scholarly literature sufficiently closely. One of the funda-
mental principles of academic research is that all relevant studies in a given field
should be consulted, their arguments evaluated, and their conclusions acknowled-
ged, even where they are ultimately rejected. Regrettably, many scholars writing on
the Pechenegs have neglected this principle. Rather than engaging critically with
new interpretations, they have tended to reproduce the conclusions of earlier works
without questioning them and without taking recent scholarship into consideration.

We therefore recommend that future research on the Pechenegs should focus
primarily on their cultural history. Their political history has been relatively well do-
cumented in the written sources of the states with which they interacted, allowing
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these political relationships to be reconstructed in considerable detail. Their culture,
however, still awaits comprehensive investigation. As noted above, particular atten-
tion should be devoted to the meanings of tribal, personal, and place names, as well
as to other aspects of Pecheneg culture. We believe that future archaeological exca-
vations and discoveries, especially in Ukraine, Bulgaria, Romania, and Hungary,
will make a substantial contribution to filling these gaps in our knowledge.
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Orta Cag’da Tiirk—Macar Iliskileri Uzerine Disiplinlerarast Arastirmalar '_.‘:"" ..
Csilla Balogh & Hakan Aydemir (eds.) - Artsiirem, 2026 - pp. 305-344 sasesARTSUREM
DOI: https://doi.org/10.7816/28ahnn38.15 - CC BY-NC 4.0 Q%

KARPAT HAVZASI’NDA KUMAN ELITLERININ
MEZAR BULUNTULARI

Csilla BALOGH*

Giris

Orta Cag Macar Kralligi’nin etnik unsurlar arasinda, Dogu Avrupa bozkirla-
rindan gelen Kumanlar 6nemli ve belirleyici bir topluluk olusturuyordu. Irani
kokenli Yaslarla (As/Alan) birlikte Kumanlarin Karpat Havzasi’na ve Macar
Krallig1 topraklarina yonelmelerinde Mogol istilasinin yol agtig1 siyasi ve as-
keri gelismeler belirleyici olmustur.

Koéten Han’in onderliginde 1239 yilinda Macaristan’a yerlesen Ku-
manlar, hikkiimdarlarinin 6ldiiriilmesinin ardindan 1241°de tilkeyi terk etti-
ler. Mogol istilasinin sona ermesinden sonra ise Macar Krali IV. Béla (1235—
1270), 1246 yilinda Kumanlar1 yeniden tilkesine davet ederek kendilerine
yerlesim bolgeleri tahsis etti. Kumanlarin bu iki yerlesim siireci arasindaki
donemde nerede bulunduklari ve hangi bdlgelerde konakladiklar gliniimiiz-
de kesin olarak bilinmemektedir.

IV. Béla, Kumanlarin yerlesimi i¢in 6zellikle Mogol istilasi sirasinda
niifusu biiyiik 6l¢lide azalmig olan Biiyiik Macar Ovasi’nin orta ve giiney ke-
simlerinde genis araziler tahsis etmistir. Kumanlara yerlesmeleri i¢in ayrilan
topraklarin yan sira idari ve hukuki 6zerklik ile vergi ve giimriik yiikiimlii-
liklerinden kismen muafiyet gibi ¢esitli ayricaliklar da tanindi. Bu ayricalik-
larin karsiliginda Kumanlar, yaklasik bir buguk yiizy1l boyunca Macar kra-
liyet ordusunun hafif siivari birliklerinin temel askeri unsurlarindan birini
olusturdular.

Nispeten kendi icine kapali ve toplu yerlesim bdlgelerinde yasayan
Kuman boylar1 arasinda birkag kusak igerisinde oldukg¢a kapsamli bir asimi-

* Istanbul Medeniyet Universitesi Sanat Tarihi Boliimii, Istanbul, Tiirkiye; ORCID ID: 0000-
0002-9161-1653; csillabal@gmail.com

! Kumanlarin Macaristan’a yerlesmeleri, yerlesim bélgelerinin olusum siireci ve bununla bag-

lantili yerlesim ve toplum tarihi meseleleri hakkinda bk. Paloczi Horvath, 1974, 244-259;
1986, 181-202; 1994, 49-112; 2014, 101-117.
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lasyon ve feodallesme siireci yasandi. Bu siirecte Hristiyanligin kabuliiniin
yant sira en 6nemli doniisiimlerden biri, yerlesik hayata gecis, baska bir ifa-
deyle kalic1 yerlesimlerin kurulmasiydi. Bu gelisme ayn1 zamanda tarima da-
yal1 bir yasam bi¢imine gegisin baslica sonuglarindan biri olarak degerlendi-
rilebilir. S6z konusu doniisiimlerin sonucunda Kumanlar yalnizca bozkir
kiiltiirlerinin temel unsurlarini degil, askeri giiclerinin baslica dayanagini o-
lusturan bozkir savas tarzin1 da zamanla terk ettiler.

Bu degisimin sonuglar1 Kral Sigismund (1368—1437) déneminde be-
lirgin hale geldi. Siirekli biitge agiklariyla miicadele eden ve ayni zamanda
giderek artan Osmanli tehdidi karsisinda askeri reformlar gergeklestirmeye
caligan hiikiimdar acisindan Kumanlar artik eski askerl onemlerini tasiyan
degerli bir savas unsuru degildi. 14. yiizyilin sonlarindan 15. yiizyilin basla-
rindan itibaren kraliyet, Kumanlarin hizmetlerinden esas olarak birer vergi
miikellefi sifatiyla yararlanmaya basladi. Boylece Kumanlarin askeri yii-
kiimliiliikleri zamanla vergi yikimliligiine doniistii. Buna paralel olarak,
askeri iglevlerine uygun bicimde orgiitlenmis ve kokleri gocebe toplumsal
yapiya dayanan boy teskilatinin yerini, malikane tipi ekonomik yapilanmay1
esas alan feodal bolgesel idare sistemi, yani szék (Latince: sedes) sistemi al-
di.?

Bu idari merkezlerden zaman igerisinde kirsal yerlesim ile kent ara-
sinda ara bir konuma sahip pazar kasabalar1 gelisti. Bunlarin ortaya ¢ikisi,
Kuman toplumunun feodal diizene biitiiniiyle eklemlenmesinin 6énemli gos-
tergelerinden biri olarak degerlendirilebilir. Kumanlarin dilsel ve dini asimi-
lasyonunun ise yaklasik olarak 17. yiizyila gelindiginde tamamlandig1 kabul
edilmektedir.

Macarlarin dogu kokenlerine iliskin tarihsel bilincin de etkisiyle, Ma-
caristan’daki Kumanlarin arkeolojik arastirmalar1 19. yiizyilin ortalarmdan
itibaren Macar arastirmacilarin ilgisini gekmeye baglamigtir. Macaristan’da-
ki Pegeneklere iligkin verileri ilk kez 19. yilizyilin ortalarinda Janos Jerney
sistematik olarak bir araya getirmistir. Jerney, Macarlarin eski yurtlarini tes-
pit etmek ve Macarlarin erken tarihine iligkin iz ve belgeleri toplamak ama-
ciyla 1844—1845 yillarinda Karadeniz ve Azak Denizi ¢evresini kapsayan

2 Szék sistemi hakkinda ayrica bkz. Gyorffy, 1990, 274-304; Hathazi, 2000, 215-540; 2006.
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Garsel 1. Janos Jerney 'nin 1844—1845 yilarindaki koleksiyonundan Cern yovka ké-
yiinden (Azak Denizi’'nin kuzey kiyisi) tas heykeller (Jerney, 1851)

uzun bir aragtirma seyahatine ¢ikmustir.® Jerney, bu yolculuk sirasinda gok
saylida Kuman tas heykelini de inceleyerek bunlara iliskin betimlemeler ve
cizimler hazirlamistir (Gér. ). S6z konusu heykelleri Macarlarin arkeolojik
mirasina ait buluntular olarak degerlendirdigi i¢in bunlardan ikisini Macaris-
tan’a getirmistir. Ancak s6z konusu eserleri inceleyen Macar Bilimler Aka-
demisi komisyonu, bunlarin Kumanlarla iligkilendirilmesi gerektigi sonucu-
na varmustir.* Bu degerlendirme, donemin uluslararasi bilim diinyasi agisin-
dan oldukga istisnai ve oncii bir goriis niteligindeydi.

Dogu Avrupa bozkirlarindan Macar Kralligi’nin topraklarina go¢ eden
Kumanlarin (ve Pegeneklerin) arkeolojik mirasini, 10—13. yiizyillara tarihle-
nen arkeolojik buluntular arasinda ilk kez 19. yiizy1lin sonlarinda Géza Nagy

3 Jerney, 1851. Jerney’nin Giiney Rusya seyahati ve tag eserler hakkinda ayrintili bilgi igin
bkz. Fodor, 1985.
4 Gyarfas, 1870-1885, III: XV.
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tanimlamaya c¢alismistir. Nagy’ye gore bu topluluklara ait arkeolojik kalinti-
lar, ddnemin Hristiyan Macar kiiltiirline ait buluntulardan bagta pagan defin
ritiielleri, ath gdmiiler, dogu karakterli buluntular (silahlar, at binit takimlar
ve takilar) ile mezarin {izerine insa edilen kurganlar araciligiyla ayirt edile-
bilirdi.’

20. yiizyihn ortalarinda Istvan Eri, Kumanlarin arkeolojik mirasinin a-
rastirilmasina tarihi cografya verilerini de dahil etmistir.® Nitekim yazili kay-
naklarin sagladigi bilgiler sayesinde, kolektif ayricaliklara ve bolgesel 6zerk-
lige sahip olan Kuman boylarinin 13—14. yiizyillardaki yerlesim bolgeleri
oldukga kesin bir bigimde bilinmektedir. Dolayisiyla Kumanlara ait arkeo-
lojik buluntularin 6ncelikle bu tarihi yerlesim bolgeleri icerisinde aranmasi
gerekmektedir.

Eri, daha 6nce miize koleksiyonlarina girmis olan 13. yiizyila ait ii¢
mezar buluntu grubunu Kumanlara atfetmistir. Her {i¢ buluntu yeri de Kis-
kunsag’da (Cumania Minor), Kumanlarin Tuna ve Tisza Nehirleri arasindaki
tarihi yerlesim bolgesinde ve daha sonra kalici olarak yerlesik hayata gecen
Kuman niifusunun 14-16. yiizyillara tarihlenen yerlesimlerinin bulundugu
sahada yer almaktadir: Kiskunmajsa-Kigyodspuszta, Csélyospalos-Csolyos-
puszta ve Szentkiraly-Fels6szentkiraly. Zengin mezar buluntulari, s6z konu-
su mezarlarin Kuman toplumunun iist tabakasina, yani boy ve soy aristokra-
sisine mensup kisilerin miinferit definleri oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bu ii¢
mezar buluntu grubu, o tarihten bu yana Macar arkeoloji arastirmalarinda
Kuman buluntularinin tanimlanmasinda temel referans 6rnekleri olarak kul-
lanilmaktadir.

1960’11 yillardan itibaren, Orta Cag Macaristani’na yerlesen bozkir
kokenli halklara yonelik aragtirmalar giderek yogunlasmis, ge¢c donem goge-
be topluluklarin arkeolojik mirasi ¢ok sayida aragtirmacinin ¢aligma alanina
girmistir. Miize koleksiyonlarinda muhafaza edilen eserlerin ve eski kayitla-
rin yeniden degerlendirilmesi sonucunda Kumanlara ait yeni buluntu grupla-
r1 tamimlanmis; ayrica gesitli toprak ¢alismalari sirasinda tesadiifen birkag
yeni mezar buluntusu da giin 1s1gina ¢ikarilmustir.

Kuman arkeolojisi agisindan 6nemli bir doniim noktas1 ise 1998 yilin-
da Csengele-Bogarhat’ta, bilimsel yontemlerle gerceklestirilen diizenli bir

5 Nagy, 1983; 1986.
6 Eri, 1956.
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arkeolojik kazi sirasinda ilk kez bir Kuman mezarinin ortaya ¢ikarilmasi ol-
mustur.” Bu kesif, Macaristan’daki Kumanlarin arkeolojik arastirmalarina
yeni bir ivme kazandirmustir.

Macar Orta Cag arkeolojisinde Kumanlarin arkeolojik mirasinin aras-
tirilmasi zamanla bagimsiz bir uzmanlik alani héline gelmistir. Kuman gi-
yim-kusaminin, silahlarinin ve at binit takimlariin rekonstriiksiyonunda ar-
keolojik verilerin yan1 sira, Kuman savascilarini tasvir eden gorsel kaynaklar
da énemli bir rol oynamaktadir.

Orta Cag Macaristan sanatinin karakteristik ikonografik konularindan
biri, Aziz Laszl6 efsanesinin bir boliimiini olusturan Kral (Aziz) 1. Laszlo
(1077-1095) ile Kumanlar arasindaki miicadele sahnesidir.® Bu konu, 13.
ylizyilin sonlarindan itibaren yaklasik iki yiizyil boyunca kiliselerdeki duvar
resimlerinde ve el yazmalarindaki minyatiirlerde diizenli olarak tasvir edil-
mistir. S6z konusu tasvirler, ayrintilar1 bakimindan dikkate deger dlciide ger-
¢ekei olup, bazi unsurlart arkeolojik verilerle dogrudan ortiismektedir.

Macaristan’daki Kuman arkeolojik mirasi temel olarak dort ana grupta
ele almabilir: (1) Kumanlarin bozkir kékenli maddi kiiltiir unsurlarini igeren
zengin mezarlar; (2) Kalic1 yerlesimlerin ¢evresinde olusan halk tabakasina
ait mezarliklar; (3) Kumanlarla iliskilendirilen yerlesimler ve (4) Kumanla-
rin tarihi yerlesim bolgelerinde ele gegen Orta Cag hazine buluntular1.’ Bu
caligma, Kumanlarla iliskilendirilen zengin ve cesitli arkeolojik buluntular-
dan, Kuman elitlerine atfedilen mezar buluntularina iliskin kisa bir deger-
lendirme sunmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Macaristan’da Kumanlarin yerlesim bolgeleri

1246 yilinda, Mogol istilasinin ardindan ikinci kez Macar Kralligi’na yerle-
sen Kumanlara, Kral IV. Laszl6’nun (1272-1290) 1279 tarihli fermaniyla
Biiyiik Macar Ovast’nin orta ve giiney kesimlerinde yerlesim bdlgeleri tahsis
edildi. Bunlar, Mogol istilas1 sirasinda niifusu biiylik 6l¢iide azalmis bolge-
lerdi. Yedi Kuman boyuna tahsis edilen topraklar, s6z konusu belgede biiyiik
nehirlerin adlarina gére tanimlanmugtir.'® Bu topraklar Kalocsa, Varad, Eger,

7 Horvéth, 2001.

8 Laszlo, 1993.

° Bu gruplar hakkinda bkz. Hathazi-Péaloczi Horvath, 2016.
10 Gyarfas, 18701885, I1: 438-443.
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Csanad ve Véac Piskoposluklari’nin sinirlari igerisinde yer almaktaydi. Yazili
kaynaklarin sagladig veriler sayesinde baz1 Kuman boylarinin adlari ve yer-
lesim bolgeleri tespit edilebilmistir.

13—14. yiizy1l kaynaklarinin sagladigi veriler 1s181nda Kuman boylari-
nin yerlesim bolgeleri su sekilde belirlenebilmektedir (Gor. 2): Tuna ile Ti-
sza Nehirleri arasindaki kumluk bolgede Csertdn (Certan; ‘turna balig1’) ve
Iuncsuk (Ilunguk; ‘kiigiik y1lan’) boylar1 yerlesmistir.'' 16. yiizyiln ortala-
rindan itibaren bu bolge Kiskunsag (Cumania Minor) adiyla anilmaya bas-
lanmistir. Tisza ile Kords Nehirleri arasindaki bolgeye ise Olas (Olas; ‘bir-
les’; ‘bir ol’) boyu yerlesmis olup,'? bu bdlge daha sonra Nagykunsag (Cu-
mania Maior) olarak adlandirilmistir. Maros Nehri’nin giineyinde Kor veya
Kol (Koor/Kool) boyunun yerlesim bolgesi bulunmaktaydi. Maros ile Temes
Nehirleri arasindaki bolgede ise 13. yiizyil kaynaklarinda Borcsol (Borgol)
boyuna mensup Kumanlardan soz edilmektedir.'* Koros ile Maros Nehirleri
arasinda ve Temes Nehri’nin gilineyinde yasayan Kuman boylarinin adlar
bilinmemektedir. Bunun nedeni, Kumanlarin 1282 yilinda Héd Gélii Sava-
st’nda ugradiklar yenilginin ardindan bu bolgeleri terk ederek bu topraklar-
dan kagmis olmalaridir. Tuna Nehri’nin batisinda, Fejér ili’nde ise 13. yiizy1-
lin sonlarinda ayr1 bir Kuman yerlesim grubu ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu grubun
niifusunun biiylik olasilikla Tuna ve Tisza Nehirleri arasindaki Kuman yer-
lesim bolgesinden buraya gog ettigi diisiiniilmektedir.'

Macaristan’da kaydedilen bazi1 Kuman boy adlari, Dogu Avrupa boz-
kirlarinda 11-13. yiizyillarda bilinen boy adlariyla 6zdeslestirilebilmektedir.
Bu nedenle, 1279 tarihli Kuman Yasasi’nda gegen generatio ve genus terim-
leriyle, gbg¢ sirasinda pargalanmis boylarin kalintilarindan yeniden teskil edi-
len biiyiik toplumsal birliklerin kastedilmis olmasi muhtemeldir.

Yukarida sozii edilen bes Kuman boy adimin yam sira, Kumanlarin
yerlesim bolgelerindeki yer ve kisi adlarinda, Kuman-Kipgaklarin dogudaki
yerlesim sahalarindan bilinen ¢ok sayida boy veya soy adi da tespit edilebil-
mektedir: Bayandur, Barak, Kongrolu, Kéncsdg, Kulan, Toksaba, Teke vb.!

1 Gyorffy, 1953, 249-250; 1963-1998, 111: 528, 530-531.

12 Gyorffy, 1953, 249, 273; 1963-1998, 111: 528, 531; Mandoky, 2012, 219-226. Oguzlarin
Bayindir boyunun taifelerinden birinin adi1 da Ulas’tir, bkz. Rasonyi—Baski, 2007, 816.

13 Gyorffy, 1953, 248-249; 19631998, 111: 528, 530-531.

14 Hathézi, 2000, 140.

15 Méandoky, 1993, 117-120, 145-148; Baski, 2007, 110-117, 248-249, 260, 265, 272, 276,
284-285.
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Bu durum, Macar Kralligi’nin topraklarina yerlesen Kuman topluluklarinin
olusumunda Dogu Avrupa’daki Kuman toplumuna mensup baska boylarin
pargalarmin da yer aldigini diisiindiirmektedir. Yedi Kuman boyundan adlar
bilinmeyen diger ikisinin de bunlar arasinda aranmas1 miimkiindiir.

Giliniimiizdeki bilgilerimize gore, Macar topraklarinda kalic1 olarak
yerlesen Kumanlarin 14. yiizyilin baglarindaki yerlesim alanlar1 yaklasik
8.100 km? biiyiikliigiinde olup, niifuslariin 40.000—45.000 kisi civarinda
oldugu tahmin edilmektedir. 13—16. yiizyillara ait yazili kaynaklardan yak-
lasik 140 Kuman yerlesimi bilinmektedir. Bununla birlikte, Kumanlara ait
biitiin yerlesimlerin yazili kaynaklara yansimadig1 ve dolayisiyla gergek sa-
yinin daha yiiksek oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.'®

Boylara ait yerlesim bolgelerinde 15. ylizyilin baslarinda, vilayet tes-
kilatindan bagimsiz 6zerk idari birimler, yani székler olusturuldu. Bu idari
birimler, idari ve adli gorevlerin yani sira krala 6denmesi gereken vergilerin
tahsilinden de sorumluydu. Székler, merkezlerini olusturan daha biiytik bir
koylin veya pazar kasabasinin admi tasiyordu: Halas-szék, Hantos-szék,
Kecskemét-szék, Kara-szék (diger adiyla Mizse-szék), Kolbaz-szék ve Szen-
telt-szék. Bunlar arasinda 6zerk idari yapisini en uzun siire koruyan, Nagy-
kunsag (Cumania Maior) bolgesindeki Kolbaz-sz&ék olmus ve bu statiisiinii
17. ylizyilin sonlarina kadar siirdiirmiistiir.'”

Kuman elitlerine atfedilen mezarlar

Macaristan’daki Kumanlara ait arkeolojik buluntular arasinda pagan defin ri-
tiiellerine gore gergeklestirilmis miinferit mezarlar, Kuman toplumunun seg-
kin tabakasinin Macaristan’a yerlesmelerini izleyen ilk iki kusaga, yani 13.
yiizyila ait arkeolojik mirasini temsil etmektedir. Mezar gelenekleri ve bu-
luntu tiplerinin gosterdigi lizere, bu donemde geleneksel bozkir kiiltiiriiniin
unsurlan varligim silirdiirmeye devam etmistir.

Kuman boy ve soy aristokrasisine ait bugiine kadar tespit edilmis pa-
gan ritiielli mezarlar grubu, giiniimiizde 15 buluntu toplulugundan olugsmak-
tadir. Bunlarin on ikisi erkek, {i¢ii ise kadin mezaridir. Bununla birlikte, mii-
zelerin eski koleksiyonlarinda bulunan, heniiz ayrintili bi¢imde incelenme-

16 Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 106.
17 Hathéazi—Paloczi Horvath, 2016, 69.
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mis ve degerlendirilmemis eserler arasinda bagka Kuman mezarlarina ait
buluntularin da bulunmasi muhtemeldir. Bu mezarlar, Tuna ve Tisza Nehir-
leri arasindaki bolgenin giineydogu kesiminde, Kiskunsag’in (Cumania Mi-
nor) giineyinde yogunlagmaktadir.

1. Asotthalom-Bilisics (Témorkény, 1905): 1904 yilinda at kemikleri, bir
gem, bir ¢ift lizengi, bir balta ve kili¢ ile demir bir bigak ve orak (?) ele geci-
rilmistir. S6z konusu buluntularin, muhtemelen 13—14. yiizyillara tarihlenen
silahl1 bir erkek mezarina ait mezar esyalar1 oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.

2. Balotaszallas-Balotapuszta (Paloczi Horvath, 1989; Selmeczi, 2011, 203—
205; Balogh, 2024, 105): 1892 yilinda diger mezarlardan bagimsiz tek basina
gomiilmiis bir kadina ait mezar ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Mezar buluntular: ara-
sinda sag siisleri, bir torques, kristal bir kolye ucu, giysi siisleri, bronz ve de-
mir tokalar, demir bir bigak, giimiis bir igne, bilezikler, Iznik imparatoru 15-
annés III. Doukas Batatzes’e (1222—-1254) ait bir altin sikke ile filigran ve
degerli taglarla siislenmis bir kadehin kaide parcasi yer almaktadir.

3. Csengele-Bogarhat (Horvath, 2001): 1999 yilinda, bir otoyolun insasiyla
baglantili olarak yiiriitiilen arkeolojik arastirmalar sirasinda, bir Orta Cag ki-
lisesinin yakininda pagan defin ritiieline gore gergeklestirilmis, diger mezar-
lardan bagimsiz, silahli bir Kuman erkek mezari ortaya ¢ikarilmistir (Gor.
5). Bu mezar, Macaristan’da bilimsel yontemlerle kazilarak belgelenmis tek
Kuman mezaridir. Nig mezara gomiilen erkegin sol tarafinda, kendisine zit
yonde yatirilmis biitlin bir at iskeleti, at binit takimlartyla birlikte giin 1g181na
cikmustir. Erkek bir tabut icerisinde defnedilmistir. Mezar buluntular1 arasin-
da bronz bir migfer (Gér. §), zincir zirha ait pargalar, demir bigak, ok uglari,
kompozit yaya ait kemik aplikler, gem, bir ¢ift izengi ve kolan tokalar1 yer
almaktadir.

4. Csolyospalos-Csolyospuszta (Paloczi Horvath, 1969, 107-118; 1969a):
1903 yilinda, bagcilik faaliyetleri sirasinda bir mezar ortaya ¢ikarilmis ve
mezardan ele gegen buluntular Macar Ulusal Miizesi’ne teslim edilmistir. Ne
yazik ki mezarin bigimi ve buluntularin mezar ig¢erisindeki konumlarina ilis-
kin herhangi bir bilgi gliniimiize ulasmamistir. Mezar, kii¢iik bir kum tepesi-
nin eteginde bulunmus olup, s6z konusu tepenin mezarin iizerini 6rten kurga-
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nin kalintis1 olmast miimkiindiir. Mezardan demir bir migfer, zincir zirha ait
parcalar, zirh levhalari, kemer tokasi, dort kemer aplikleri ve bir kayis ucu,
dort ok ucu, bir ¢ift lizengi ile tabutun demir aksamina ait bir parca ortaya
cikmustir (Gor. 6-7).

5. Erdotelek (Selmeczi, 2011, 216-217): Mezar buluntular1 arasinda kabza
ve balcagi eksik bir egri kilig, uzun agizli bir balta, kollar1 esit uzunlukta ol-
mayan ve uglart halkali bir gem ile bir ¢ift izengi bulunmaktaydi. S6z konu-
su buluntular, 1876 yilinda yerel toprak sahibi Laszl6 Fay tarafindan Macar
Ulusal Miizesi’ne bagislanmigtir.

6. Kiskunmajsa-Kigyospuszta 1. (Toth, 1933; Selmeczi, 2011, 217-218):
1816 yilinda, bir kum tepesinin eteginde kemer siislemeleri ele gegirilmistir.
Buluntular1 kesfeden ¢oban, siislemelerden tigiinii eriterek kendisi i¢in bir
hayvan ¢an1 yaptirmistir. Geriye kalan buluntular, bir toka ve dort kemer siis-
lemesi (Gér. 4), daha sonra Macar Ulusal Miizesi koleksiyonuna dahil edil-
mistir.

Gorsel 3. Kiskunmajsa-Kigyospuszta I numarall buluntu toplulugu (Hathazi, 2005)
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7. Kiskunmajsa-Kigyospuszta 1I. (Selmeczi 2011, 218-219): Janos Jerney,
1824 yilinda Kiskunmajsa Arsivi’nde, Kigyospuszta I numarali altin tokaya
benzer giimiis bir toka ile bir zirh pargasi gérmiistiir. Macar Ulusal Miizesi
1850 yilinda s6z konusu buluntular1 kendi koleksiyonuna kazandirmak tizere
talep etmis; ancak bu tarihte miizeye zirh pargasiin yani sira yalnizea iki
glimtis ve on iki bakir sikke ulagmis, s6zii edilen giimiis tokadan ise artik her-
hangi bir iz bulunamamstir. Toka ve zirh parcasindan hareketle, s6z konusu
buluntularin Kuman toplumunun segkin tabakasina mensup bir erkegin me-
zarina ait oldugu diisiiniilebilir.

8. Kiskunmajsa-Kuklis-tanya (Horvéth, 2003): 1934 yilinda, muhtemelen ath
bir erkek mezarina ait buluntular, Szeged Universitesi’nin (o dénemdeki a-
diyla Macar Kraliyet Ferenc Jozsef Universitesi) Arkeoloji Béliimii koleksi-
yonuna kazandirilmistir. Buluntular arasinda bir kilig, bir ¢ift iizengi, bir gem
ve demir bir bicak yer almaktadir (Gér. 12).

9. Kunfeheérto-Debedk, Szarkas (Wicker, 1989, 23; Hathazi, 2000, 178-179;
Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 117): Yalnizca bir kayittan, 1816 yilinda Kunfehérto
civarinda bir mezarin tahrip edildigi ve mezarda bulunan zirhin “pargalan-

dig1” bilinmektedir. Mezar buluntularindan hareketle, bunun bir erkek meza-
11 oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.

10. Kunfehérto-Inoka, Pincehegy (Selmeczi, 2011, 206): 1850 yili civarinda,
bir kum tepesi iizerinde ath bir mezar bulunmus; mezardaki buluntular ve is-
kelet, topragi eseleyen domuzlar tarafindan agiga ¢ikarilmistir. Buluntularin
bir kism1 yore halki tarafindan alinarak dagitilmistir. Mezardan geriye kalan
buluntular, Kiskunhalas’ta oturan eski eser koleksiyoncusu Gyorgy Révész
tarafindan toplanmigtir. Révész’in gézlemleri sayesinde mezarin dogu—bati
dogrultusunda oldugu ve sirtiistli yatirilmig insan iskeletinin sol tarafinda,
mezarin giiney kesiminde bir at iskeletinin bulundugu bilinmektedir. Insan
ve atin muhtemelen ayni mezar ¢ukuruna gémildigi diisiinilmek-tedir.
Mezar buluntulari arasinda giimiis bir torques, 48 glimils digme, giimiis ve
altin giysi siislemeleri, bir ¢ift tizengi ile Kral IV. Béla’ya (1235-1270) ait
bir glimiis sikke yer almaktadir. Sikke 13. yiizyilin ti¢lincii ¢ceyregine tarih-
lenmekte olup, ayni zamanda mezarin tarihlendirilmesi i¢in de temel olus-
turmaktadir.
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11. Kunszentmarton-Jaksorérpart (Selmeczi, 1973, 106—107; Paloczi Hor-
vath, 1994, 113-115; Selmeczi, 2011, 219-221; Katona-Kiss, 2022, 36—44):
1967 yilinda, kil ¢ikarma ¢aligsmalar1 sirasinda bir mezar bulunmus ve me-
zardan ele gecen buluntular, bulan kisiler tarafindan Szolnok’taki Dam-
janich Janos Miizesi'ne teslim edilmistir. Mezar dogu—bat1 dogrultusunda
yonlendirilmistir. Buluntular arasinda bir ¢ift izengi, demir bir toka, bir gem
ve iki agizl1 demir bir kili¢ yer almaktadir (Gor. 10). Ele gegen buluntulardan
hareketle, bunun muhtemelen bir atli mezar oldugu diisiiniilmektedir.

12. Nagykamardas-Bankut, Rozsamajor (Banner, 1931; Fodor, 1972; Selme-
czi, 2011, 207-208; Katona-Kiss, 2022, 25-36): 1931 yilinda, kum ¢ikarma
caligmalart sirasinda bir mezar ortaya ¢ikarilmis ve mezar yeri arkeolog Ja-
nos Banner tarafindan incelenmistir. Giineydogu—kuzeybati dogrultusunda
yonlendirilmis mezarda bir kadin iskeleti bulun-mus; kadinin sag tarafinda
ise oliiye zit yonde yatirilmig biitiin bir at iskeleti tespit edilmistir. Mezardan
bir gem, bir ¢ift tizengi, bir torques, bir ayna, bir toka, demir bir bigak ve
muhtemelen eyeri siisleyen kemik levha parcalari ele gecirilmistir (Gér. 15—

16).

13. Szentkiraly-Felsészentkiraly (Paloczi Horvath, 1972; Selmeczi, 2011,
221-222): 1929-1930 yillar1 civarinda, bagcilik faaliyetleri sirasinda bir me-
zar tahrip edilmis; mezardan ele gecen bir kilig ile birkag altin yaldizli glimiis
kemer siislemesi Kecskemét Miizesi’ne teslim edilmistir. 1934 yilinda arkeo-
log Kalman Szab6 mezarm bulundugu alani incelemistir. Yapilan inceleme
sirasinda bunlara ek olarak ok uglari, bir bigak, zirh parcalari ve bir bileme
tas1 ele gegirilmistir.

14. Tiszafoldvar-Homok, Ovirdghegy (Selmeczi, 1973, 107-108; 2011, 208—
209): 1969 yilinda, kum ¢ikarma c¢aligsmalar1 sirasinda atli bir erkek mezar
ortaya ¢ikarilmistir. Arkeologlar olay yerine ulastiklarinda yalnmizca dagilmis
du-rumdaki buluntular1 toplayabilmislerdir. Bunlar arasinda at kemikleri, at
binit takimlar1, demir bir bigcak ve muska muhafazasi tagiyan glimiis bir kol-
ye (Gor. 4) bulunmaktadir. Mezarin muhtemelen diger mezarlardan bagim-
s1z, tek basma bulundugu diistiniilmektedir. Mezar yerinde daha sonra ger-
ceklestirilen dogrulama ¢aligmalar1 sonucunda, bunun bati—dogu dogrultu-
sunda yonlendirilmis bir ¢ukur mezar oldugu anlagilmistir. Sirtiistii ve uzatil-
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mi1s durumda yatirilmis insan iskeletinin sag tarafinda biitiin hélde bir at iske-
leti bulunmustur.

Gorsel 4. Tiszafoldvar-Homok, Ovirdghegy’de bulunan kolye

15. Tomasevac—Ludoska humka (Brmboli¢, 1996; Katona-Kiss, 2023, 159—
170): Bataklik bir alanin yakinindaki yiiksekce bir kesimde bulunan kurgan
iizerinde gergeklestirilen ingaat ¢aligmalar1 sirasinda bir mezar tahrip edil-
mistir. Mezar kuzeybati—giineydogu dogrultusunda yonlendirilmis olup, is-
kelet sirtiistii ve uzatilmis pozisyonda bulunmustur. Mezardan demir bir mig-
fer, zincir zirh, bir kili¢ ve altin yaldizli glimiis kemer aplikleri ortaya ¢ikaril-
mistir (Gor. 11).

Arkeolojik materyalin kisa bir degerlendirmesi

Kisaca ele alinan bu mezarlarin defin geleneklerine iligkin veriler ne yazik
ki oldukga sinirlidir. Bununla birlikte, mevcut bilgiler s6z konusu mezarlarin
Karadeniz’in kuzeyindeki bozkirlarda yasayan Kumanlarin goémme gelenek-
leriyle benzerlik gosterdigini ortaya koymaktadir.'!® Dest-i Kipcak sahasin-
daki Kuman-Kipgak mezarlarimin karakteristik 6zelliklerinden biri kurgan

18 Krs. Pletnéva, 1958; 1982; 1990; 2003.
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altinda defin gelenegidir. Bu uygulama, daha dnceden mevcut olan eski bir
kurgana (Bakir veya Tung Cagi’na ait) sonradan yapilan bir defin seklinde
olabildigi gibi, mezarin iizerine yeni bir kurgan insa edilmesi bigiminde de
gerceklestirilebilmistir.'” Macaristan’daki Kuman mezarlar1 agisindan bu uy-
gulamanin varlig1 simdiye kadar kesin olarak kanitlanamamis olmakla bir-
likte, elit tabakaya ait bu mezarlarin da benzer sekilde kurganlarla ortiilmiis
olmas1 muhtemeldir. Ancak yogun tarimsal faaliyetler sonucunda s6z konu-
su kurganlarin yiizeydeki izlerinin zaman igerisinde ortadan kalkmis oldugu
diisiiniilebilir.?

Mezarlarin ¢ogu dogu—bati (Kunfehérté-Inoka, Pincehegy; Kunszent-
marton-Jaksorérpart) veya kuzeydogu—giineybati (Nagykamaras-Bankut,
Roézsamajor) dogrultusunda yonlendirilmistir. Bununla birlikte, bunlarin ter-
si yonde, bati—dogu (Tiszafoldvar-Homok, Ovirdghegy) ve kuzeybati—gii-
neydogu (TomaSevac—Ludoska humka) dogrultusunda yonlendirilmis me-
zarlar da bilinmektedir.

Bugiine kadar tespit edilen mezarlar arasinda mezar yapisi kesin ola-
rak bilinen tek 6rnek, Csengele-Bogarhat’ta kazilan mezardir. Bu bir nig me-
zaridir. Gerek bu 6rnek gerekse dogudaki paraleller dikkate alindiginda, di-
ger atli mezarlarda da (Nagykamaras-Bankut, Rozsamajor; Kunfehérto-Ino-
ka, Pincehegy) benzer bir mezar yapisinin kullanilmis olmasi muhtemeldir.

Csengele’de, koseleri yuvarlatilmis olarak agilan mezar ¢ukurunun ba-
t1 uzun kenarinda bir yan nis olusturulmus, 6li bu nisin igerisine yerlestiril-
mis ve ardindan nigin agzi tastan oriilmis bir duvarla kapatilmistir. Ana me-
zar gukuruna ise oliiye zit yonde yatirilmis biitiin halde bir at, at binit takim-
lar1 ve silahlarla birlikte gomiilmiistiir (Gor. 5). Giliniimiize ulasan verilere
gore, Kunfehérto-Inoka mezarinda ise at, 6liiyle ayni dogrultuda ve ona pa-
ralel olarak yerlestirilmistir. Atla birlikte gomii gelenegi, Kuman elitlerine
mensup hem erkeklerin hem de kadinlarin mezarlarinda uygulanmaistir.

At binit takimlar1 (gem, lizengi ve kolan tokas1), Kuman elitlerine ait
mezarlarin diizenli olarak goriilen mezar esyalar1 arasinda yer almakta olup,
bunlar arasinda 12—14. yiizyillara tarihlenen ge¢ dénem gogebe tipleri bu-
lunaktadir. Gemler, agizliklar1 simetrik veya asimetrik olan kiiciik halkal
gemlerdir.

19 Selmeczi, 1992, 25.
20 Paloczi Horvath, 1994, 140.
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Uzengiler bicim bakimindan cesitlilik gostermektedir. iki temel tipten
ilki, Pecenek doneminden itibaren bilinen, genis tabanli yuvarlak veya oval
tizengilerdir (Nagykamaras-Bankut, Rozsamajor (Gor. 15.8-9); Kiskunmaj-
sa—Kukli-tanya (Gor. 12.5); Kunszentmarton—Jaksorér-part; Tiszafoldvar-
Homok, Oviraghegy). Ikinci ana tipi ise koseli ask1 gozlii, kavisli kollu ve
genis, diiz tabanli tizengiler olusturmaktadir (Gér. 6). Bu tip, Csolyos’taki ii-
zengi ¢ifti ile Csengele’deki yonetici mezarindan bulunan {izengilerden bi-
riyle temsil edilmekle birlikte, bagka buluntu topluluklarinda da goriilmek-
tedir.

Garsel 5. Csengele-Bogarhat 'ta, kilisenin yakininda bulunan Kuman savaggisinin
nis mezari (Horvath, 2001)
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S6z konusu Csélyospalos ve Csengele’de bulunan iizengilerin kolla-
r1, Uger sira halinde yerlestirilmis glimiis percinlerden olusan nokta kakma-
larla siislenmis ve ardindan yaldizlanmistir (Gor. 6). Csengele’deki diger ii-
zengi ise yuvarlak tabanlidir; kollarinin alt kisimlari bogumlu olup, aski gozii
cevresinde giimiis kakmali ¢entik bezemeler bulunmaktadir.?! Csengele or-
negine benzer tipte birbirinden farkl iki tizengiden olusan bir ¢ift Kiskun-
majsa—Kuklis-tanya buluntu toplulugunda da tespit edilmistir.?

Ahsap ve deriden ya-
pilmis eyerlerin, at binit ta-
kimlarinin diger unsurlariy-
la birlikte mezara yerlesti-
rilmis olmasi1 muhtemeldir.
Ancak Karpat Havzasi’nin
iklim ve toprak kosullar1 ne-
deniyle, organik malzeme-
lerden yapilmis bu tiir nes-
nelerden genellikle herhan-
gi bir iz gliniimiize ulagma-

maktadir. Bununla birlikte,

Gorsel 6. Csolyospalos mezarindan tizengi Nagykamaras-Bankt’ta

cifti (Hathdzi 2005) ortaya c¢ikan atli mezarda ol-

dugu gibi, elverisli kosullar-

da bulunan ve eyer kasini siislemis olan ince kemik levhalar, eyerin mezarda
bir zamanlar mevcut olduguna igaret etmektedir.

Bunlarin yani sira, bazi Orta Cag fresklerinde, 6rnegin Vel’ka Lomni-
ca Kilisesi’ndeki Aziz Laszl6 efsanesi tasvirinde, Kuman savasg¢isinin atina
ait binit takimlarinin metal apliklerle siislendigi goriilmektedir. Macaristan’-
daki Kuman mezarlarinda simdiye kadar at binit takimlarini siisleyen her-
hangi bir metal aplik bulunmamis olmakla birlikte, Kuman toplumunun en
varlikl1 ve seckin mensuplarinin siislemeli at binit takimlar1 kullanmis olma-
lart muhtemeldir.

21 paloczi Horvath, 1994, 142—144; Horvath, 2001, 175-183.
22 Horvath, 2003.
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Goarsel 7. Csolyospalos mezarindan kemer aplik seti ve silahlar (Hathazi, 2005)

Kuman ileri gelenlerine ait erkek mezarlarinda, at binit takimlarinin
yant sira silahlar da karakteristik bir buluntu grubunu olusturmaktadir. Bugii-
ne kadar tic Kuman savage¢isinin mezarinda migfer ve zincir zirh tespit edil-
mistir (Csolyospalos-Csolyospuszta, Csengele-Bogarhat, Tomasevac). Bu-

321



nunla birlikte, tahrip edilmis ve buluntular1 kismen kaybolmus bazi mezar
buluntu gruplarinda da zirh pargalarinin bulundugu bilinmektedir.

Migferler dogu tipi ozellikler gostermektedir.”® Csolyospalos’taki
migferin alin bandi palmet motifleriyle siislenmis olup, tepe kisminda altin
yaldizli bir kiire yer almaktaydi (Gor. 7.1). Csengele’deki migferin alin ban-
dinda ise kas ve goz tasvirleri bulunmaktadir (Gor. §). Migfere ayrica goz
koruyucu bir levha ile boynu koruyan zincir zirh eklenmistir. Bu 6zellikle-
riyle Csengele migferi, Cingul Kurgani’ndaki (Ukrayna) hiikiimdar meza-
rinda bulunan migferle yakin benzerlik gostermektedir.?* Kumanlar, Craciu-
nel’deki kilisenin 14. ylizyila ait duvar resimlerinde de bu tip migferlerle ve
ylizii ile boynu koruyan zincir zirhlarla tasvir edilmistir.

Goérsel 8. Csengele-Bogarhat’taki Kuman elitine ait mezarda bulunan migfer

(Horvdth, 2001)

23 Kuman-Kipgak migfer tipleri hakkinda bkz. Negin, 2012. Kuman-Kipgak migferleri tizeri-
ne 2025 yilinda Tiirk¢e yayimlanan iki ¢aligmanin ele aldigi malzeme ve ulastigi degerlendir-
meler biiyiik 6lciide drtiismektedir (Coban 2025; Ikibes 2025); her iki calismada da Negin’in
caligmasidan 6nemli dlciide aktarim yapildigi goriilmektedir.

24 Otro§enko—Rassamakin, 1986, Ris. 7.2.
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Zirh parcalart Csengele, Csélyospalos (Gér. 7.2), Kiskunmajsa-Ki-
gyospuszta 1I, Kunfehérto-Debeak, Tomasevac (Gor. 11.2) ve Szentkiraly
mezar buluntularindan bilinmektedir. En biiyiik pargalar Cso6lyos buluntular
arasinda bulunmaktadir. Zincir zirh, 10,5-11 mm ¢apinda ve eskenar dértgen
kesitli halkalardan 6riilmiistiir. Zincir zirhtan glinlimiize 60 parca ulasmis o-
lup, bunlar zirhin 6zgiin yiize-yinin yalmizca %15-20’sini olusturmaktadir
(Gor. 7.2). Yine Csolyos mezarindan, ¢eyrek kiire biciminde iki zirh levhasi
da bulunmustur (Gér. 7.2). Bu levhalar omuz veya diz bolgesini korumak a-
mactyla kullanilmis olmalidir. %

Kompozit yay, bozkir savas tarzinin en énemli silahlarindan biri olma-
sina ragmen, Karpat Havzasi’ndaki Kuman mezarlar1 arasinda yalnizca
Csengele-Bogarhat mezarinda tespit edilmistir.2® Mezarda bir yayin varligi-
na, buluntular arasinda yer alan kemik kabza aplikesi isaret etmektedir.

Duvar resimlerinde, Dogu Avrupa bozkirlarinda 11-13. yiizyillarda
yaygin olarak kullanilan, yay1 kullanima hazir halde tagimaya yarayan yay
kilifi tasvirlerine de rastlanmaktadir (Darjiu, Romanya, Uniteryen Kilisesi,
1419; Gor. 9.1). Benzer yay kiliflar1, Avrasya bozkirindaki bazi Kuman er-
kek tas heykellerinde de goriilmektedir (Gor. 9.2).7

Kuman ileri gelenlerinin mezarlarina birakilan oklarin sayist degis-
kenlik gdstermektedir (Csélyos: 4 adet (Gor. 7.4-7); FelsOszentkiraly: 2 a-
det; Csengele: 8 adet). Oklarin sayisindaki bu farkliligin, 6li gémme gele-
nekleriyle baglantili sembolik bir anlam tagimig olmast miimkiindiir. Farkli
tiplerdeki oklar arasinda, 11-13. ylizyillarda yaygin olarak kullanilan, déne-
min gelismis zirh delici ok ucu tipi de bulunmaktadir.

Ahsap, deri veya dokuma gibi organik malzemelerden yapilmig sadak-
lar da toprak altinda genellikle iz birakmadan yok olmaktadir. Buna karsilik,
Kumanlara 6zgii sadak tipi ikonografik tasvirler sayesinde oldukgea iyi bilin-
mektedir. Kumanlar, silindirik gévdeli ve kapakli yeni bir sadak tipini bera-
berlerinde getirmislerdir. Bu tip sadaklarin kapagi, bir kap1 gibi yana dogru
acilmakta ve oklar sadak igerisine uglar1 yukar1 bakacak sekilde yerlestiril-
mekteydi.?®

25 Paloczi Horvath, 1969, 108-113; 1989, 75-77; Horvéth, 2001, 153-164.
26 Horvath, 2001, 122. kép.

27 Paloczi Horvath, 1989, 72-75; Lasz16, 1993, 93100, 110-114; 117-121.
28 Laszlo, 1940.
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Gorsel 9. 1-2. Yayr kullanima hazir hdlde tagimaya yarayan yay kilifi tasvirleri; 3.
Velka Lomnica daki kilisenin freskinde yer alan sadak tasviri

Sadagin govdesi hug veya sogiit agaci kabugundan yapilmakta, iizeri
deri ya da dokumayla kaplanmakta, bazi 6rneklerde ise oyma kemik levha-
larla stislenmekteydi. Bu sadak tipinin en giizel tasvirlerinden biri, yaklagik
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1317 yilina tarihlenen Vel’ka Lomnica’daki kilisesinde goriilmek-edir (Gér.
9.3). Burada sadak, geriye dogru ok atan Kuman savaggisinin kemerinin sag

tara-finda asili olarak tasvir edilmistir. Sadagin yiizeyi oyma kemik levha ap-
liklerle stislenmis olup, kapagin kapatilmasinda alt1 kollu Gotik bir toka kul-

lanilmistur,

Gorsel 10. Kunszentmar-
ton’dan Bati tipi kili¢

Bunlarm yani sira Zehra ve Kraskovo
kiliselerinde Aziz Laszlo6 efsanesini konu alan
duvar resimlerinde ise bunlardan farkl: olarak,
hayvan kiirkiinden yapilmis sadak tasvirleri
goriilmektedir.

Yakin doviis silahlar1 arasinda, Szentki-
raly-Felsoszentkiraly, Erddtelek ve Kiskun-
majsa—Kuklis-tanya mezar buluntu gruplarin-
da egri kiliclar bulunurken (Gor. 12.1), Kun-
szentmarton-Jaksorérpart’ta bulunan mezarda
ise Batt tipi, iki agizli bir kilig tespit edilmistir
(Gor. 10). Bu sonuncu kili¢ yuvarlak bir kab-
za topuzuna ve diiz bir bal¢aga sahiptir. Kili-
cin namlusunun her iki yiiziinde, kabzaya ya-
kin boliimde, kan olugu {izerinde kirmiz1 bakir
kakma teknigiyle islenmis birer arma tasviri
bulunmaktadir.

Bugiine kadar yalnmizca Erdételek ve
Csengele-Bogarhat mezarlarinda Bati tipi bal-
talar bulunmustur.?

On iki dikenli topuz ise Kumanlara 6z-
gii silah tiirlerinden biri olarak degerlendiri-
lebilir. Bununla birlikte, bu silah tipi mezar
buluntulan arasinda goriilmemekte, yalnizca
buluntu yeri bilinmeyen buluntular olarak bi-
linmektedir.*

Erkek giyiminin dikkat ¢ekici unsurlari
arasinda, altin veya altin yaldizl giimiis aplik-

2 Paloczi Horvath, 1994, 147.

30 Bu topuz tipi hakkinda ayrintili olarak bkz. Katona-Kiss, 2022, 96-134.
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lerle slislenmis kemerler yer almaktadir. Bugiine kadar bu tiir kemerler dort
mezarda tespit edilmistir: Kiskunmajsa-Kigydspuszta (Gor. 3), Csolyospa-
los-Csolyospuszta (Gor. 7.3), Szentkiraly-Fels6szentkiraly ve Tomasevac
(Gor. 11.3-10). Stislemeleri ve tizerlerinde yer alan yazitlar dikkate alinarak,
bu kemerler arastirmacilar tarafindan 13. yiizyil sovalye kdltiiriiniin maddi
mirasi olarak degerlendirilmektedir.?!

Kumanlarda apliklerle siislii kemer kullanimi, Bat1 etkisiyle 13. yiiz-
yilin ortalarinda ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu tarihten 6nce Kumanya’nin arkeolojik
materyalinde kemerler yalnizca basit demir tokalarla temsil edilmektedir; ni-
tekim Csengele’deki yonetici mezarinin buluntular1 da bunu gostermekte-
dir.*> Kumanlara ait tas heykellerinde de apliklerle siislii kemerlere rastlan-
mamaktadir; oysa bu heykeller boy ve soy aristokrasisinin giyim kusamini
ve silahlarini son derece ayrintili ve gergekei bir bicimde yansitmaktadir.

Cingul kurganinda gomiilii olan hiikiimdar, ayn1 anda {i¢ aplikli ke-
merle defnedilmis olmakla birlikte, bu kemerler de 13. yiizyil Bati Avrupa
giyim kusamindan bilinen toka ve apliklerle siislenmistir.** Kurgani yayim-
layan aragtirmacilar, s6z konusu kemerlerin paralelleri olarak Macaristan’-
daki Kuman yonetici mezarlarindan bilinen 6rneklere isaret etmislerdir.>*

Kuman ileri gelenlerinin mezarlarindan bilinen bu siislii kemerlerin,
bliytik olasilikla kraliyet tarafindan veya benzer sekilde yiiksek statiilii kisile-
re gergeklestirilen bagislar vesilesiyle ya da diplomatik armagan olarak daha
sonraki sahiplerinin eline gegmis oldugu diisiiniilebilir.*®

1816 yilinda bulunan ve giiniimiizde Macar Ulusal Miizesi’nde muha-
faza edilen Kiskunmajsa-Kigyospuszta kemerinin altin tokasi ile yuvarlak
apliklerinin bezemeleri niello tekniginde yapilmistir (Gor. 3). Toka lizerinde,
kullanilan silah ve askeri donanimin 13. yiizyilin ii¢iincii ¢eyregine 6zgii ol-
dugu bir sdvalye savas sahnesi tasvir edilmistir. Tasvir, Fransiz saray sanati-
nin etkilerini yansitmaktadir.

Tokaya baslangicta yedi aplik ait olmakla birlikte, bunlardan gliniimii-
ze yalnizca dordi ulagsmistir. Apliklerin tizerindeki yazitlarda, sévalyelerin
koruyucu azizlerine hitaben Latince yakariglar yer almaktadir:

31 P4loczi Horvath, 1969.

32 Krs. Horvath, 2001, 165-166, 63—64. kép; ayrmtilar igin bkz. Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 136—
141.

33 Otrosenko—Rassamakin, 1986, 2223, Ris. 8; Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 136.

34 Otro§enko—Rassamakin, 1986, 31.

35 Paloczi Horvath, 1994, 161-169; 2014, 141-142.
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“+S’Margareta*ora pro me” (‘Azize Margareta, benim i¢in dua et);
“+S’Bartholomes*ora pro me” (‘Aziz Bartholomeus, benim i¢in dua et’);
“+S’Stephane*ora pro me” (‘Aziz Stephanus, benim i¢in dua et’) ve
“+S’lacobe*ora pro me” (‘Aziz lacobus, benim i¢in dua et’).3

1934 yilinda bulunan altin yaldizli giimiis Felsészentkiraly kemerine,
birbirini déniisiimlii olarak takip eden iki farkli tipte aplik yerlestirilmistir.
Bunlar arasinda kabartma ve kazima teknigiyle iglenmis arma tasvirli 14 ap-
lik ile dokiim tekniginde yapilmis, “cift hilal” bi¢cimli 15 aplik bulunmakta-
dir. Geometrik arma motifleri 13. ylizyil heraldik sanatinin karakteristik 6-
zelliklerini yansitmaktadir. Apliklerle ayni1 kemer takimina ait toka ve kayis
ucunda ise dalgali hat olugturan kivrik dal bezemesi goriilmektedir.’’

Tomasevac—Ludoska humka’da bulunan silahli bir Kuman erkegine
ait kemer, benzer geometrik bezemeli kalkan bigimli apliklerle siislenmistir
(Gor. 11.3-10).

Csolyospuszta’da gomiilen Kuman savasgisinin mezarinda altin yal-
dizli glimiis apliklerle siislenmis bir kemer bulunmustur (Gér. 7.3). Bu keme-
rin en yakin arkeolojik paraleli, Mogol istilas1 sirasinda saklandigi kabul
edilen Moldova’daki Voinesti Hazinesi’nde bulunan kemer takimidir.®® iki
kemer arasindaki yakin benzerlikler, bunlarin ayni atdlyede {iretilmis olabile-
cegini diigiindiirmektedir. Bat1 tipi bu degerli kemer takimlari, biiyiik olasi-
likla ilk Hristiyan misyonlari sirasinda Kuman ileri gelenlerinin eline gegmis
olabilir.

Kuman elitine mensup erkeklerin taki kullanimina, Tiszaféldvar-Ho-
mok’taki erkek mezarinda bulunan, giimiis tellerden oriilmiis kalin bir kolye
isaret etmektedir (Gor. 4). Zincirin baglant1 kisminda filigran bezemeli, yu-
varlak bir muska muhafazas1 bulunmaktadir.’* Benzer sekilde oriilmiis
elektron bir kolye, Cingul Kurgani’ndaki Kuman hiikiimdar mezarinda da
bulunmustur.*

36 Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 138. Buluntularin degerlendirmesi i¢in bkz. Toth, 1933; Hathézi,
2005, 56-58; Paloczi Horvéth, 2014, 137—138.

37 Paléczi Horvath, 2014, 138—140.

38 Hazine icin bkz. Teodor, 1961.

39 Paloczi Horvath, 1989, PI. 39; 2014, 146.

40 Otrosenko—Rassamakin, 1986, 21-22, Ris. 7.3.
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Gorsel 11. Tomasevac—Ludoska humka’da bulunan Kuman erkeginin mezar bulun-
tulart (Brmbolic, 1996, Katona-Kiss, 2023)
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Gorel 12. Kiskunmajsa—Kuklis-tanya’da ortaya ¢itkan mezar buluntular: (Horvath,
2003)
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Bazi tasvirlerden hareketle (Bijacovce; Vel’ka Lom nica), Kumanlar
arasinda bozkir gdgebe giyim gelenegiyle uyumlu, kece ve kiirkten yapilmis
¢esitli baghiklarin kullamldig diisiiniilebilir. Ikonografik kaynaklara dayani-
larak bu basliklar genellikle yiiksek veya konik bicimli olarak rekonstriikte
edilmektedir. Ancak bugiine kadar bu tiir bagliklara ait herhangi bir arkeo-
lojik buluntu tespit edilmemistir.

Kuman elitine mensup zengin kadin mezarlarinda, at binit takimlari-
nin yani sira baglica giyim-kusam unsurlar1 ve takilar bulunmaktadir. En faz-
la sayida taki ve siisleme, Nikaia Imparatoru I6annés III. Doukas Batat-
z8s’in (1222-1254) altin sikkesiyle tarihlendirilen Balotapuszta mezarindan
bilinmektedir (Gor. 13).*! Mezara gomiilen kadinin kafatasi ¢evresinde 83
adet altin yaldizli giimiis acik halka bulunmustur (Gér. 13.10). Bunlardan,
12—-13. ylizy1l Kuman kadin giyiminin karakteristik unsurlarindan olan ve
Kuman tag heykellerinde de tasvir edilen boynuz bi¢imli baslik diisiiniilebilir
(Gor. 14.1). Bu sag siisiiniin Macaristan’in Nograd Ili’ndeki Paloc topluluk
arasinda giiniimiize kadar kullanilmaya devam etmesi (Gor. 14.2) ilging bir
olgudur. Kadin kulaklarinda iki kiigiik kiireyle siislenmis giimiis kiipeler,
boynunda ise burmali gévdeli, agik uglu giimiis bir torques tagimaktaydi
(Gér. 13.4). Benzer bir torques Nagykamaras-Bankut’taki mezardan da bi-
linmektedir (Gér. 15.2). Mezarda bulunan, filigran bezemeli giimiis yuva i-
cerisine yerlestirilmis kristal kolye ucu da boyunda taginmaktaydi (Gor.
13.1). Kadinin bileklerinde, kenarlari filigranla siislenmis iki giimiis bilezik
bulunmakta olup, bunlarin uglar1 baglangicta degerli taglarla siislenmisti. Ay-
rica yuvarlak bagh ve kazima bezemeli giimiis bir yiiziik tasimaktaydi. Bu-
luntular arasindaki altin yaldizli giimiis, halkali diigme muhtemelen kadinin
iist giysisini kapatmak amaciyla kullanilmistir. Toplam 51 adet altin yaldizli
glimiis baski aplik ise giysinin kenarlarin1 veya kadinin baghigini siislemis
olmalidir (Gor. 13.2, 5).

Kadin belinde yuvarlak giimiis bir tokayla kapanan dar bir dokuma
kemer tasimaktaydi (Gér. 13.8). Giysilerinden giliniimiize ulasan kii¢iik
pargalar arasinda metal iplikli ipekten yapilmis bir serit ile desenli ipek
kumasg kalin-tilar1 tespit edilmistir. Kemerinden, bronz bir halka ile kapatilan
bir kese sarkmaktaydi. Mezarda bulunan burmali gévdeli glimiis igne (Gor.
13.9) de muhtemelen kemere asilarak taginmusti.

41 Ayrintilar igin bkz. Hathézi, 2005, 41-52.
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Garsel 13. Balotaszallas-Balotapuszta’'daki kadin mezarmin buluntulari (Hathdzi,
2005)
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Gorsel 14. 1. Kuman tag heykelinde tasvir edilen boynuz bicimli sag siisii; 2. Bunun
Macaristan in Nograd Ili ' nde yasayan Paloc halkindaki etnografik paraleli

Kadin belinde yuvarlak glimiis bir tokayla kapanan dar bir dokuma ke-
mer tagimaktaydi (Gér. 13.8). Giysilerinden giiniimiize ulasan kiiglik par-
calar arasinda metal iplikli ipekten yapilmis bir serit ile desenli ipek kumasg
kalintilar1 tespit edilmistir. Kemerinden, bronz bir halka ile kapatilan bir kese
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sarkmaktaydi. Mezarda bulunan burmali gévdeli glimiis igne (Gor. 13.9) de
muhtemelen kemere asilarak taginmaisti.

Demir bigagini ise kini igerisinde yine kemerine asili olarak tagimig
olmasi muhtemeldir. Bunlarin yani sira buluntu grubunda, filigran ve degerli
taglarla siislenmis bir kuyumculuk eserine ait kaide ve gévde pargasi da bu-
lunmaktadir; s6z konusu parga bir kadehe veya rolik muhafazasina ait olabi-
lir.*?

Zengin Kuman kadin mezarlariin en dikkat ¢ekici buluntularindan bi-
ri Nagykamaras-Bankut’ta kazilan kadin mezarindan bilinmektedir. Mezar-
da Cin iiretimi dokiim bronz bir ayna bulunmus olup, aynanin arka yiiziinde
birbirini takip eden iki balik tasviri yer almaktadir (Gér. 15.1; Gor. 16). Ay-
nanin sap1 kirilmis olmasina ragmen, bu haliyle dahi degerli bir esya olarak
muhafaza edilmis olmalidir. Ayna 12. yiizyila veya 13. ylizyilin baglarina ta-
rihlendirilmekte ve Avrupa’ya Mogol istilasindan 6nce ulagmis oldugu kabul
edilmektedir. Iki balik motifi bolluk, bereket ve uzun Omiirle iliskilen-
dirilmekte olup, aynanin nigsan veya diigiin hediyesi olarak verilmis olmasi
miimkiindiir.*

Erkek ve kadin mezarlarina ait buluntular bir biitiin olarak degerlen-
dirildiginde, bunlar arasinda en biiyiik grubu dogu kokenli ve bozkir kiiltiirii
kapsaminda degerlendirilebilecek eserlerin olusturdugu goriilmektedir. Bu
gruba gocebelerin kendi zanaat iiretimine ait {iriinler, at binit takimlari, silah-
larin biiyiik boliimii ve giyim-kugam unsurlarinin bir kismi dahildir. Gémme
gelenekleriyle birlikte bu buluntular, geleneksel bozkir kiiltiiriiniin devamli-
liginin dogrudan kanitlarini olusturmaktadir.

Tarihsel agidan, maddi kiiltiirde gézlemlenen Bizans etkisi 6zellikle
dikkat ¢ekicidir. Bu etki baslica kuyumculuk eserlerinin {islubunda ve yapim
tekniklerinde tespit edilebilmektedir. Buluntu gruplar1 arasinda Bizans etki-
sinin en belirgin bigimde goriildiigli 6rnek Balotapuszta mezaridir. Bu durum
sagirtict degildir; zira Kumanlarin bu donemde Balkanlarla olan iligkileri iyi
bilinmekte ve 13. yiizyilin ilk yarisinda bdlgenin kiiltiiriinden gii¢lii bicimde
etkilendikleri anlasilmaktadir. Macaristan’a ikinci kez yerlesen Kumanlar,
bundan onceki yillarda Bulgaristan’in Asag1 Tuna Ovasi’nda bulunmaktay-
dilar.

42 Bu konu ve genel olarak Kuman-Kipgaklarin arkeolojik mirasindaki Hristiyanlikla iligkili
buluntular i¢in ayrintili olarak bkz. Balogh, 2024.
43 Paloczi Horvath, 1989, 92-93.
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Arkeolojik materyaldeki iiclincii biiylik grubu ise Bati, yani Latin
Hristiyan kiltiiriiyle iligkili eserler olusturmaktadir. Macaristan’da yasayan
Kumanlarin maddi kiiltiirlinde zamanla Bat1 etkisinin kendisini gdstermesi
dogal bir gelisme olarak degerlendirilebilir. Bu etki 6zellikle sévalye tipi ke-
merlerin, bazi giyim-kusam unsurlarinin ve silahlarin (kilig, balta) kullani-
minda agikga goriilmektedir.**

Sonuc¢

Karpat Havzas1 Kumanlarinin arkeolojik mirasinin belirgin bir grubunu olus-
turan, pagan gomme geleneklerine gore gergeklestirilmis, Avrasya bozkir
kiiltiiriine 6zgli buluntular igeren zengin mezarlar, 13. yiizyilda Macar Kral-
lig1’nda yeni bir yurt edinen Kumanlarin elit tabakasina ait arkeolojik miras1
temsil etmektedir. 13. yiizyilin sonlarinda Kuman toplumunun yapisinda 6-
nemli bir degisim meydana gelmis ve bu siirecte ileri gelenler giderek Ma-
car toplumunun yapisina dahil olmak zorunda kalmistir. Buna paralel olarak
kiiltiirel asimilasyonlari da hizl1 bir sekilde gergeklesmistir. Gocebe karakter-
li pagan gomme geleneginin ortadan kalkmasi, bu doniisiimiin arkeolojik
gostergelerinden biridir.

Eski boy ve soy aristokrasisine mensup bazi niifuzlu aileler ise konum-
larini bir siire daha korumay1 bagsarmistir. Anjou donemindeki (1308—1395)
savaglara katilmalari, bu ailelere statiilerini slirdiirme ve ayni zamanda ser-
vetlerini artirma konusunda belirli imkanlar saglamistir. 14. yiizy1l boyunca
bu ailelerin mensuplarin1 hala ¢esitli Kuman boylarinin basinda gérmek
miimkiindiir. Bunlardan bazilar iilke soylular1 arasina katilmig, bir kismi ise
boylara ait yerlesim bolgelerinden, yeni kraliyet bagislarindan veya satin
alma yoluyla edindikleri topraklardan yararlanarak 6zel soylu miilkleri olus-
turmaya ¢aligmistir.*®

Feodal bir yonetici konumuna yiikselen Kuman ileri gelenleri arasinda
14. yilizyilin ortalarinda Kiskunsag’daki en onde gelen sahsiyet, Csertdin
(Certan) boyunun kaptan1 Kéncség (Kongdg) ispan idi.

4 Bu konu ile ilgili ayrntilar igin bkz. Paloczi Horvath, 2014, 86-87.
4 A kunok feudalizalodaséarol és annak régészeti vonatkozasair6l 1asd Paloczi Horvath, 1985.
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Gorsel 15. Nagykamaras-Bdnkit, Rozsamajor 'da bulunan kadin mezarina ait bulun-
tular (Szeged Universitesi Arkeoloji Béliimii Koleksiyonu, F4226)
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Garsel 16. Nagykamaras-Bankuit, Rézsamajor’da bulunan kadin mezarina ait ayna
(Padloczi Horvath, 2014)

Ailesinin merkezi baslangigta Kecskemét yakinlarindaki Koncsog-
szallas’ta bulunmaktaydi; daha sonra merkezini Halas kasabasina tasidi ve
1366 yilinda burada ikamet ettigi bilinmektedir.*

Konesdg’lin sahip oldugu yiiksek statii ve toplumsal konum, boyunun
totemik simgesi olan turna baligimi kendi sévalye armasmin figiirii olarak
se¢mis olmasiyla da agikca ifade edilmektedir. Bu arma, Kelebia Hazinesi’-
nde gilinlimiize ulagan altin yaldizli glimiis bir levha lizerindeki tasvirden bi-
linmektedir.*’

46 Gyorffy, 1963-1998, 1I1: 530; Hathazi, 2000, 185.
4TV. Székely, 1999.
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15. yiizyilin baglarinda Halas sehri, Csertdn (Certan) boyuna mensup
Kumanlarin 6zerk idari teskilati olan Halas-szék’in merkezi héline gelmis
olmakla birlikte, Kéncség’iin soyundan gelenler ailenin toprak hakimiyetini
korumay1 basaramamis; Kral Sigismund, Halas’1 da onlarin elinden geri al-
muigtir.

Feodal Macar toplumuna entegre olmug Kuman ileri gelenleri ve daha
varlikli ailelerin miras1 olarak degerlendirilebilecek Orta Cag Hazineleri’nde
(Kiskunhalas-Fehérto,*® Kiskunhalas-Alsobodoglar® ve Kelebia®® buluntu
gruplar1)’! yer alan eserler, sahiplerinin servetinin artik atalarininki kadar bii-
yiik olmadigini gostermektedir. Bu hazinelerde bulunan Bati modasini yansi-
tan takilar ve giyim kusam unsurlari ise Kumanlarin Orta Cag Macar kiiltii-
riine olan kiiltiirel asimilasyonlarinin agik gostergeleridir.
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Grave Goods of the Cuman Elite in the Carpathian Basin
Extended summary

The archaeological legacy of the Cumans in Hungary was first identified in the late
19th century among archaeological assemblages dating from the 10th to the 13th
centuries. These finds were distinguished from contemporary Christian Hungarian
material primarily on the basis of pagan funerary practices, horse burials, artefacts
of eastern character — including weapons, horse equipment, and jewellery — and the
construction of a burial mound (kurgan) over the grave. Since written sources pro-
vide information on the territories occupied by Cuman clans in the 13th and 14th
centuries, where the Cumans enjoyed collective privileges and territorial autonomy,
archaeological research from the mid-20th century onwards increasingly focused on
identifying Cuman remains within these historically documented areas of settlement.
In the region now known as the Kiskunsag, three burials attributed to 13th-century
Cumans have been identified: Kiskunmajsa-Kigyospuszta, Csélyospalos-Csolyos-
puszta, and Szentkiraly-Felsdszentkiraly. These are isolated burials of members of
the upper stratum of Cuman society, namely the tribal and clan elite.

From the 1960s onwards, research into the Cumans gained considerable mo-
mentum. Archaeological investigations of Cuman settlements and the churchyard
cemeteries used by the common population were initiated, while several new isola-
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ted burials also came to light. Among these was the grave of a Cuman leader exca-
vated at Csengele-Bogarhat, the first Cuman burial assemblage to be uncovered in
the course of a systematic archaeological excavation.

The isolated burials attributed to members of the Cuman elite can be asso-
ciated with the first two generations following their settlement in the Kingdom of
Hungary. During this period, as evidenced by both funerary practices and the types
of artefacts deposited in the graves, elements of traditional steppe culture continued
to survive.

Within Hungarian medieval archaeology, the study of Cuman material cul-
ture has developed into a distinct field of research. Alongside archaeological evi-
dence, visual representations of Cuman warriors constitute an important source for
reconstructing Cuman dress, weaponry, and horse equipment. Of particular signifi-
cance are depictions of an episode from the Legend of Saint Ladislaus — the combat
between King (Saint) Ladislaus I (1077—1095) and a Cuman warrior — which became
one of the most distinctive iconographic themes of medieval art in Hungary. From
the late thirteenth century onwards, this subject remained popular for approximately
two centuries, appearing frequently in church murals and manuscript illuminations.

The Cumans, who entered the Kingdom of Hungary in 1239 under the leader-
ship of Khan Kuthen, left the country in 1241 following the murder of their ruler.
After the Mongol invasion, King Béla IV (1235-1270) invited them to return, and
by 1246 Cuman forces were already participating in various military campaigns un-
dertaken by the king. Following this second settlement, territories were assigned to
the seven Cuman clans in the central and southern parts of the Great Hungarian Plain,
in regions that had suffered severe depopulation during the Mongol invasion. In a
charter issued in 1279, King Ladislaus IV designated these Cuman settlement areas
according to the major rivers. On the basis of 13th- and 14th-century written sources,
the territories occupied by the individual clans can be identified with some degree
of precision.

By the beginning of the 15th century, autonomous territorial units known as
seats (székek) had developed within the former clan territories, operating indepen-
dently of the county administrative system. These units exercised both administrati-
ve and judicial functions and were also responsible for collecting taxes payable to
the Crown. The seats were named after their administrative centres, usually a larger
village or market town, as in the cases of Halas-szék, Hantos-szék, and Kara-szék.
Of these autonomous Cuman territorial organisations, Kolbaz-szék in the Nagykun-
sag (Cumania Maior) retained its autonomous functions for the longest period,
surviving until the end of the 17th century.

The archaeological legacy of the Cumans in Hungary can essentially be di-
vided into four main categories: (1) richly furnished burials containing material of
steppe origin; (2) cemeteries of the common population established around perma-
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nent settlements; (3) settlements associated with the Cumans; and (4) medieval
hoards discovered within the Cuman settlement areas. From among the extensive
and diverse body of archaeological evidence associated with the Cumans, the present
study aims to provide a brief overview of the burials and hoards attributable to the
Cuman elite.

At present, fifteen burial assemblages can be assigned to the group of pagan
burials attributed to the Cuman tribal and clan aristocracy, comprising twelve male
and three female burials. These are concentrated in the southern part of the Kiskun-
sadg (Cumania Minor) region. Dating to the 13th century, these burials represent
members of the first and second generations of the Cuman elite after their settlement
in the Kingdom of Hungary and still reflect pagan funerary traditions.

A survey of the finds from both male and female burials reveals that objects
of eastern origin, associated with the material culture of the Eurasian steppe, consti-
tute the largest proportion of the assemblages. This category includes products of the
nomads’ own craftsmanship, horse equipment, most of the weapons, and certain
items of dress. Together with the funerary practices, these objects provide direct e-
vidence for the persistence of traditional steppe cultural traditions.

From a historical perspective, the Byzantine influence discernible in Cuman
material culture is particularly noteworthy. This is reflected primarily in the style
and manufacturing techniques of metalwork. Among the known burial assemblages,
Byzantine influence is most pronounced in the grave from Balotapuszta. This is
hardly surprising, given the well-documented contacts between the Cumans and the
Balkans during this period. In the first half of the 13th century, Cuman material cul-
ture was strongly influenced by the cultural milieu of the region. Indeed, prior to
their second settlement in Hungary, the Cumans had spent the preceding years in the
Lower Danubian Plain of Bulgaria.

By the end of the 13th century, Cuman society underwent significant transfor-
mations, as its elite increasingly found themselves compelled to integrate into Hun-
garian society. This process was accompanied by rapid cultural assimilation, as ref-
lected in the disappearance of nomadic-style pagan burial practices. Nevertheless,
some prominent families descended from the former tribal and clan aristocracy
managed to retain their social standing for a time. Their participation in the military
campaigns of the Angevin period provided further opportunities to preserve their
position and contributed to the accumulation of wealth.

Throughout the 14th century, members of these families continued to appear
at the head of individual Cuman clans. Several succeeded in attaining the status of
nobles of the realm and sought to establish private noble estates, partly from lands
within the traditional clan settlement territories and partly through new royal grants
or purchases.
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The medieval hoards from Kiskunhalas-Fehérto, Kiskunhalas-Alsébodoglar,
and Kelebia, which may be interpreted as the possessions of Cuman elites and
wealthier families who had become integrated into Hungarian feudal society, indi-
cate that their material wealth was by then considerably more modest than that of
their predecessors. The Western-style jewellery and dress accessories contained in
these hoards likewise attest to their assimilation into medieval Hungarian culture.
Taken together, this evidence suggests that the cultural assimilation of the Cuman
elite proceeded relatively rapidly and was already well advanced by the late 15th
century.
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THE CONNECTION BETWEEN THE ETHNIC
HISTORIES OF KIPCHAK-TURKIC (KUMAN)
SPEAKING PEOPLES AND HUNGARIANS

David SOMFAI KARA*

Many problems of the early ethnic history of Hungarians cannot be clarified
due to the lack of written sources. To this day, we do not know the cultural
and historical processes through which the so-called “Ugric” layer of the
Hungarian language became combined with East-Iranian (Sarmatian, Alan)
and Old Bulgar (Onogur) substrata. But the ethnic history of the Kipchak
speaking peoples of Eastern Europe — which is fundamentally different from
the history of the Kipchak tribes and their language — can provide answers to
some questions.

The nomadic Kipchak (Kuman) ethnic group is first mentioned in Eas-
tern Europe in the 11th century, while its contacts with the Hungarians can
be documented only from the 13th century. In my article I am not discussing
the ethnic history of the nomadic Kipchak (Kuman) tribes. [ am arguing that
the various tribes (e.g. Onogur, Bulgar, Khazar, Alan) that participated in the
formation of the Magyar tribes in Eastern Europe (Atelkouzou/Etelk6z) in
the 9th century were later assimilated into the modern Kipchak-speaking
groups of the re-gion (e.g. Nogai, Kumuk, Tawlu, Bashkir, Volga Tatar).

The ethnic history of ancient Hungarians (Magyars) can be clarified
through ethnological (ethnography and folklore) and ethnomusicological' re-
search conducted among the modern Kipchak-Turkic speaking peoples of
Eastern Europe.

The history of the conquering Hungarians (Magyars) in the 9th century
and their ethnic history have been the subject of serious scholarly debate for

* Eotvos Lorand University, Research Centre for the Humanities, Institute of Ethnology, Bu-
dapest, Hungary; ORCID ID: 0009-0007-5128-1999; somfaikara@gmail.com
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centuries due to the lack of written sources. Their Scythian and Hunnic an-
cestry were first questioned by linguistics, when they linked the Hungarian
language to Uralic languages, including the Khanty and Mansi.

We now know that the ethnic formation and history of peoples is a
much more complicated process and cannot be modeled by the assumed his-
tory of the language currently spoken by them.

There are two certain points in the early history of the Hungarians: 1)
Khazar Empire and the Hungarian—Kabar alliance (950): according to Empe-
ror Constantine.? 2) Pagan Hungarians of Eastern Europe (Alania, Bashki-
ria): reports of Friars Otto and Julian from 1231-1237.2 Based on these, we
can place the formation of the Magyars (Hungarian tribes) in the area of the
steppe between the Caucasus and the Ural Mountains (Etelkoz).

This area was inhabited by Turanian (Eastern Iranian) and Ugric peop-
les until the appearance of the Huns (around 370) and Western Turks (around
627) from Inner Asia.* The fur trade route east of the Urals came under the
influence of the Turkic Empire in the 6th century. As a result, several of the
nomadic groups inhabiting this region, including the Avars, Bulgars, Sabirs,
and Magyars, migrated to the Eastern European steppes.

In 657, during a campaign in Central Asia, the Chinese Tang Empire
(618-907) occupied the central areas of the On Ok State.” At that time, two
competing states, the Bulgars (632—668) and the Khazars (650-969) were
established in the Eastern European region.®

First, the steppes of Eastern Europe were ruled by the Great Bulgar
Empire (632-668). After its central territory was conquered by the Khazar
Empire, the Bulgars were pushed to the periphery (Volga—Kama, Dagestan
and Danube). Two new states were created by them: Volga Bulgaria (680—
1236) and Danube Bulgaria.” The Khazar and Onogur are not ethnic names,
but the names of the ruling Turkic clans. The Khazars considered themselves

2 See Moravcsik, 2003.

3 Gyorffy, 1986, 61-82.

4 Golden, 1992, 135-141.

3 Its capital was the Sogdian town of Suyab. Today’s Tokmok area (Chui Plain, Kyrgyzstan).
¢ Golden, 1992, 112-113, 236-244.

7 Golden, 1992, 247-258.
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the successors of the Onogur state of the Western Turks. Around 830, the
Hungarians and Kabars rebelled® and established an independent state.’

With the end of the Avar Khaganate in the Carpathian Basin (567—
822), the fight for the territory began between the Hungarian State and the
German-Roman Empire, whose only eastern vassal was the Principality of
Moravia (833-907). Contemporary sources identified the Hungarians with
the Onogur'® and Turk!!' political names. However, Constatinos Porhyroge-
netus, notes that the Seven Hungarian tribes spoke a different language from
the Kabars!

Alania'? in the Caucasus played an important role in the Bulgar and
Khazar Empires. The Khazars made an alliance with Alania against the Arab
Empire in 722."* But with the separation of the Hungarians, the Alans also
became independent. They made an alliance with Byzantium and adopted
Christianity.'* There was also a Burtas tribe along the Volga, which might
also have been of Alan-As origin.!"

The Magyars who remained in the Khazar Empire could move in two
directions, similarly to the Bulgars. With the appearance of the Turkic-speak-
ing nomads, the Pechenek, Oguz and Kumans in the 9th century, they were
pushed to the periphery of the Eastern European steppe, i.e. to the territory
of Alania and Bashkiria.

The Kumans (1030—-1223) pushed the Pechenek and Oguz all the way
to the Carpathians.'® They made an alliance with the Alans in the south and
Bashkirs in the north, but they also traded with Volga Bulgaria and Dagestan.
The Kumans in alliance with the Kipchak tribe inhabited the entire fur trade
route, and the linguistic shift of the region began (Kuman-Kipchak replacing
Ugric and Oguric).

8 Golden, 1992, 239.

° In contrast to the previously accepted date of 895/896, current scholarship interprets the
Hungarian conquest of the Carpathian Basin as the outcome of a longer process that began in
the 860s—870s.

10 See Georgius Monachus (837); Grat-Vielliard-Clémencet 1964; St. Bertin Annales (862);
Salzburg Annales (881).

" Tourki in Greek, see Porhyrogenetus (950).

12 Alan = Aryan = Iron in Ossetian or As = Jasz in Hungarian.

13 Alemany, 2000.

14 Rayfield, 2012, 63—64. Converted by Nicholas Mystikos (852-925) patriarch of Constan-
tinople.

15 Afanas’ev, 1985.

16 Gyorfty, 1990; Vaséry, 2005.
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However, between 1218 and 1220, Chinggis Khan’s Mongol Empire
crushed the Kipchak and Khorezm—Turkmen alliance. In 1222, the armies of
Jebe and Siibeedei appeared at the Alan Pass!” and the Kumans rushed to the
aid of the Alans in vain. The Mongols defeated the armies of K&ten and in
1223 another blow was inflicted on them in the Don (Ten) region.'® This
defeat and the surrender of the Kipchaks led to the alliance of the Kumans
and Alans (As) with the Kingdom of Hungary. The Kingdom of Hungary es-
tablished a Kuman bishopric south of Jaszvasar (Iasi) in the territory of Cu-
mania (1226) and their prince Bars also converted to Christianity (Ferent
1981). Béla IV assumed the title of King of Cumania (Rex Cumaniae)."® This
caused the wrath of the Mongols, who considered the Kumans their subjects.

The habitat of the Kumans spread between the Carpathians, the Cauca-
sus and the Urals. The Kumans knew about the Hungarian (Magyar) tribes
in the east, who lived in Alania and Bashkiria (e.g. gyarmat, megyer). North
of the territory of Alania, there was a well-known merchant town called
Mazhar along the Kuma River.?® That is why Friar Otto left for Alania (1231)
and brought news about the Hungarians there.?! He was followed by Friar
Julianus, who after reaching Circassia (former Zikia) made his way not to
Alania (Asi) but to the land of the Burtas, who were probably related to the
Alans. From there he traveled to Volga Bulgaria (1235), where he found the
Magyars of Bashkiria (Magna Hungaria). Many scholars questioned these
historical data. But in the Secret History of the Mongols (1240), the peoples
along the Volga and Ural rivers? are also listed,® peoples who are indige-
nous to the region today: Bashkir, Magyar, Bulgar, Kipchak-Kangli, As (A-
lan), Circassian.

During Batu Khan’s campaign (1236—-1237), he took possession of the
ulus (appanage) of his father, Jochi, who had died earlier (1227). During Juli-
an’s second journey in 1237, he was forced to turn back at the frontier of
Volga Bulgaria, but he brought with him a threatening letter from Batu Khan
(r. 1227-1255). The Kumans were unable to resist Batu’s campaign, and the

17 Its modern name is Darial, form Persian Dari Alan “Gate of Alan”.

18 Ligeti, 1962, 183—184. By the Kalka River near the Sea of Azov.

19 See Gyarfas, 1873, 257-258.

20 Bendefy, 1941.

21 Gyérfty, 1986, 28-30.

22 The Mongols used the Mongolic versions of the Turkic names: 1zil = Edil and Jayag = Jayik.
23 Ligeti, 1962, 126.
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Hungarian—Kuman personal union collapsed in 1239. A large number of Ku-
mans and Alans, subjects of Koten, fled to Hungary.

The remaining Kumans and As in the east were brought under the rule
of Nogai Khan (1262-1300). The official language of the Jochi Ulus became
Kuman (also called Tatar), and the Mongol nobility also linguistically “assi-
milated” over the course of a hundred years. By the 14th century, the names
Tatar and Kuman became identical. When a new Christian conversion began
among the Kumans during the time of Ozbek Khan (1313-1341), a bishopric
was established in Sarai (the Khan’s seat on the Edil/Volga, i.e. the Horde)
where the Codex Cumanicus was written around 1330.2* Bishop Thomas of
Samarkand (Chagatai Ulus or Mawara-al-nahr) took the Pope’s letter to the
Christian inhabitants of Alania (including Magyars) in 1329.%° After Khan
Ozbek’s conversion to Islam, the connection with the Eastern Magyars of
Alania, and Bashkiria was permanently lost.

The Kipchak Turkic lingua franca (Kuman or Tatar language) also
spread in the commercial centers and peripheries of the Jochi Ulus (Golden
Horde): Alania, Dagestan, Bashkiria, Volga Bulgaria, Western Siberia. The
Nogai people were formed by the Kumans,?® and the Bulgars became mostly
Biistirmen (Muslim Kazan Tatars) and Chuvash.?” The Bashkir and Siberian
Tatar people also changed their languages. Kazaks still refer to them as estek,
i.e. Russian ostiak.?® The Eastern Hungarians also assimilated to the local
tribes.

A similar process took place in Alania, where one half of the Alans
became Kuman-speaking Tawlu, i.e. Karachay-Balkar,?” while the Ossetians
(Iron-Digoron) preserved their ancient Sarmatian (Eastern Iranian) language.
Probably the Bulgar or Onogur groups living on the coast of Dagestan (Ku-
muk) mixed*® with the local Dagestan peoples (Lakku, Avar, Darga, Lezgi)
and also became completely Tatar-speaking (Kuman-Kipchak).

24 Kuun, 1981.

25 Bendefy, 1941, 59-63.

26 This can be supported by the Nogai oral tradition, for example by the epic of Koten bitir
and the Kuman songs (Kumanlar Jirt), collected by the author among the Kara Nogais of
Dagestan in 2014.

27 Golden, 1992, 396-397.

28 Golden, 1992, 398-399.

2 Golden, 1992, 391.

30 Golden, 1992, 390.
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The Bashkir, Bulgar, Onogur, Kabar and As ethnic groups that partic-
ipated in the ethnogenesis of Hungarians all became Kipchak-speaking, just
like the Eastern Hungarian groups that merged into them. In Eastern Europe
where the Bulgar and Khazar states, and then the Kuman-Kipchak tribal
union previously existed, new nomadic state formations were created with
the disintegration of the Jochi Ulus. There were economic reasons for the
disintegration of the Jochi Ulus, but two destructive campaigns (1391-1395)
by the Barlas Temiir’! contributed greatly.* In the battle along the Terk River
(North Dagestan) in 1396, Temiir crushed the army of Khan Toktamish
(1380-1395), and the nearby town of Mazhar also fell victim to the battle.>
The trading centers (Crimea, Kazan, Khajitarkan, Siberia) were separated
from Jochi Ulus.**

The Nogai (1440-1634), Ozbek (1446—1506) and Kazak nomadic hor-
des (1456—1718) appeared in the steppes. The nomadic population of the No-
gai Horde consisted of the so-called Nogai-Tatar clans (Kipchak, Kangli, As,
Kongrat, Naiman, MaZar)* although originating mainly from the Kumans.
The Nogai then freely nomadized in the grasslands between the Urals and
the Caucasus.

After the establishment of the Russian Empire (1547), the Russians
occupied the trading centers: Kazan (1552) and Astrakhan (1556) along the
Volga,*® Tobolsk (1582) in Siberia.’” The capture of the Fur Trade and the
Russian colonization of Siberia (1600—1660) began.*® In 1630 the Russians
invited the Kalmaks*® to the Volga, and a new nomadic state was founded in
the region.*!

31 Barlas Temiir was the Emir of Samarkand (1370-1405) we know him by his Persian nick-
nam Timur-lang “Timur the Lame” or Tamerlan.

32 Golden, 1992, 301.

3 Bendefy, 1941, 93.

34 Golden, 1992, 318-329.

35 The Mazhar (MaZar) is a very small clan among the Nogais of Kizlar (Kizliar) Raion (Da-
gestan) and they live together with other major clans (data collected by the Author, Dagestan,
2018).

36 Golden, 1992, 318-322.

37 Forsythe, 1992, 28-38.

38 These were the Yenisei Kirgiz, Buryat-Mongol, Sakha/Yakut and Daur territories.

3 Forsythe, 1992, 28-47.

40 These Kalmaks were the Torgaut and Dérbet clans of Oirat-Mongols.

41 See Golden, 1992, 327. Nogais split in 1557 and the Small Nogai Horde made alliance with
the Crimean Khanate. The Great Nogai Horde came under Russian influence. After the Kal-
mak attack (1634) some Nogais migrated to Circassian Kabarda (around Besh-tau), others
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The Nogais were pushed to the periphery, just as earlier the Bulgars,
Onogurs and Hungarians due to the migration of the Turkic peoples (Peche-
nek—Oguz, Kuman-Kipchak). It is easy to notice this migration pattern of the
region.

Some of the Nogais went to the North Caucasus: Koban, Terk and Ku-
ma Rivers (around the town of Mazhar). Another part settled in the territory
of the Crimean Khanate (1441-1783) as far as Moldavia and the Lower
Danube.** A third part was pushed to the north among the Bashkirs and Si-
berian Tatars. In other words, they followed the former migration patterns of
Bulgars and Hungarians.
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Kipcak Tiirkcesi (Kumanca) Konusan Halklarin Etnik Tarihi ile
Macarlari Etnik Tarihi Arasindaki Iliski
Genisletilmis 6zet

Macarlarin erken etnik tarihi, yazili kaynaklarin son derece sinirli olmasi nedeniyle
giiniimiizde hala tam olarak aydimlatilamamistir. Macarca iizerindeki Dogu irani
(Sarmat, Alan) ve Eski Bulgar (Onogur) katmanlarinin hangi tarihsel ve kiiltiirel sii-
recler sonucunda olustugu kesin olarak bilinmemektedir. Bu ¢alismada, Dogu Av-
rupa’da yasayan Kipgak Tiirk¢esi (Kumanca) konusan topluluklarin etnik tarihinin,
Macarlarin erken donem etnogenezine iliskin bazi temel sorunlarin agiklanmasina
katk1 saglayabilecegi ileri siiriilmektedir. Burada ele alinan konu, gégebe Kipgak
(Kuman) boylarinin kendi etnik tarihi degil; 9. yiizyilda Dogu Avrupa’da Macar
boylarinin olusumuna katilan Onogur, Bulgar, Hazar ve Alan gibi topluluklarin daha
sonraki donemlerde Nogay, Kumuk, Karagay-Balkar (Tawlu), Bagkurt ve Kazan Ta-
tarlart gibi Kipgak Tiirk¢esi konusan halklar iginde asimile olmalaridir.

Yazar, Macarlarin erken tarihinin yalnizca dil tarihi temelinde agiklanamaya-
cagini, halklarmn etnik tarihinin konustuklar: dillerin tarihiyle birebir 6rtiismedigini
vurgulamaktadir. Bu nedenle giiniimiizde Dogu Avrupa’da yasayan Kipcak Tiirkgesi
konusan topluluklar arasinda yiiriitiilen etnografik, folklorik ve etnomiizikolojik a-
rastirmalarin, eski Macarlarin etnik gegmisini aydinlatmada 6nemli veriler saglaya-
bilecegini savunmaktadir.

Calismada Macarlarin erken tarihine iliskin iki giivenilir tarihsel dayanak
noktasi esas alinmaktadir. Bunlardan ilki, Imparator VII. Konstantinos’un aktardig
Hazar Devleti ile Macar-Kabar ittifakina iligkin bilgiler; ikincisi ise 1231-1237 y1l-
larinda kesis Otto ve Julianus’un Alania ve Bagkurdistan’da yasayan dogulu Macar-
lar hakkinda verdikleri haberlerdir. Bu veriler dogrultusunda Macar boylarinin olu-
sum sahasi, Kafkaslar ile Ural Daglar1 arasindaki bozkir kusagi (Etelkdz) olarak
degerlendirilmektedir.

Yazar, Hunlar ve daha sonra Bat1 Tiirklerinin I¢ Asya’dan bélgeye gelisinin
ardindan Dogu Avrupa bozkirlarinda 6nemli siyasal ve etnik doniisiimlerin yasan-
digmi belirtmektedir. 6. yiizyilda Tiirk Kaganligi’nin Ural’in dogusundaki kiirk tica-
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ret yollarin1 denetim altina almasiyla birlikte Avarlar, Bulgarlar, Sabirler ve Macar-
lar gibi cesitli gogebe topluluklarin batiya yoneldigi ifade edilmektedir. Ardindan
Biiyiik Bulgar Devleti’nin kurulmasi, Hazar Devleti’nin yiikselisi ve Bulgarlarin 1dil
ile Tuna havzalarina ¢ekilmeleri, bolgedeki siyasal yapiy1 belirleyen temel gelisme-
ler olarak degerlendirilmektedir.

Makalede Hazar ve Onogur adlarmin etnik degil, yonetici Tiirk hanedan-
liklarini ifade eden siyasi adlar oldugu ileri siiriilmektedir. Yazara gore Hazarlar ken-
dilerini Bat1 Tiirk Onogur Devleti’nin devami olarak gérmekteydi. Yaklasik 830 y1-
linda Macarlar ile Kabarlarin Hazarlara kars1 ayaklanarak kendilerine 6zgii bagim-
s1z bir siyasi yap1 olusturmalari, Macar tarihinin en énemli doniim noktalarindan biri
olarak kabul edilmektedir. Ayn1 déonemde ¢agdas kaynaklarin Macarlari Onogur ve
Tiirk siyasi adlariyla tanimladigi, buna karsilik Constantinos Porphyrogennetos’un
Macar boylarinin Kabarlardan farkli bir dil konustuklarini agikea belirttigi hatirlatil-
maktadir.

Calismada Alania’nin Bulgar ve Hazar devletleri igindeki rolii ayrintili bi-
¢imde ele alinmaktadir. Alanlarin baslangigta Hazarlarla ittifak halinde olduklari,
Macarlarin ayrilmasindan sonra ise bagimsizlasarak Bizans ile yakin iligkiler kur-
duklar1 ve Hristiyanlig1 benimsedikleri belirtilmektedir. Ayrica Volga boyundaki
Burtaslarin da Alan (=As) kdkenli olabilecekleri goriisiine deginilmektedir.

Yazar, Hazar hakimiyetinde kalan Macar topluluklarinin, Bulgarlarda goriil-
diigii gibi farkli yonlere dagildigin ileri siirmektedir. 9—11. yiizyillarda Pecenek,
Oguz ve Kuman gdocleri sonucunda bu topluluklarin Alania ve Baskurdistan gibi ¢cev-
re bolgelere ¢ekildikleri; Kumanlarin ise Pegenek ve Oguzlari batrya dogru siirerek
Karpatlar’a kadar ulastiklar ifade edilmektedir. Kuman-Kipc¢ak hakimiyetinin ku-
rulmasiyla birlikte bolgede Kipgak Tiirkgesinin ortak iletisim dili haline geldigi, bu-
nun sonucunda Ural dil ailesine mensup Ugor ve Tiirk dil ailesine mensup Ogur dil-
lerinin (7-Tiirkgesinin) yerini giderek Kuman-Kipgak Tiirk¢esinin aldigi savunul-
maktadir.

1220’11 y1llarda Mogol fetihleriyle birlikte Kuman-Alan ittifakinin agir yenil-
giler aldigi, bunun sonucunda Kumanlarin 6nemli bir béliimiiniin Macar Kralligi’na
sigindig1 belirtilmektedir. Macar Krallig1’nin Kuman Piskoposlugu’nu kurdugu, IV.
Béla’nin Rex Cumaniae unvanini benimsedigi ve bu gelismelerin Mogollarin tepki-
sini ¢ektigi ifade edilmektedir. Buna karsilik doguda kalan Kumanlar ile Alanlarin
daha sonra Cuci Ulusu’nun egemenligi altina girdikleri ve zamanla Nogay Hanlig1
bilinyesinde yeniden orgiitlendikleri anlatilmaktadir.

Makalede 6zellikle Mogol doneminden sonra yasanan dil degisimleri iize-
rinde durulmaktadir. Cuci Ulusu’nun resmi dili haline gelen Kuman (Tatar) Tiirkce-
sinin zamanla Mogol aristokrasisi tarafindan da benimsendigi; Bulgarlar, Baskurt-
lar, Kumuklar, Karacay-Balkarlar ve diger birgok toplulugun Kipgak Tiirkgesine
gectigi belirtilmektedir. Yazara gore Macar boylarinin olusumuna katilan Bulgar,
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Onogur, Kabar ve Alan (As) unsurlari da bu siirecte Kipgak Tiirkcesi konusan toplu-
luklar icinde erimis, dogulu Macarlar da ayni tarihsel siire¢ sonunda bu halklara asi-
mile olmustur.

Altin Orda Devleti’nin dagilmas1, Timur’un seferleri ve ardindan Nogay, Oz-
bek ve Kazak bozkir devletlerinin ortaya ¢ikist da bu uzun tarihsel doniisiimiin deva-
mi olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Nogaylarin Ural ile Kafkaslar arasindaki bozkirlar-
da yeniden teskilatlanmalar1 ve daha 6nce Bulgarlar ile Macarlarin izledigi go¢ yol-
larim takip etmeleri, yazar tarafindan bolgedeki go¢ hareketlerinin siirekliligini gos-
teren 6nemli bir 6rnek olarak sunulmaktadir.

Sonug olarak calisma, eski Macarlarin etnogenezine de katilan bir¢ok toplu-
lugun zamanla Kipgak Tiirkgesi konusan halklar i¢inde asimile oldugunu ileri siir-
mekte; bu nedenle giinlimiizde Nogay, Kumuk, Karagay-Balkar, Baskurt ve diger
Kipgak Tiirkgesi konugan topluluklar arasinda yiiriitillecek etnografik, folklorik ve
etnomiizikolojik arastirmalarin, Macarlarin erken etnik tarihinin yeniden yapilandi-
rilmasina 6nemli katkilar saglayacagini savunmaktadir. Bu yaklagim dogrultusunda
yazar, Dogu Avrupa bozkirlarinin tarihini yalnizca dil tarihi veya siyasi tarih cer-
cevesinde degil, etnik siireklilik ve kiiltiirel miras agisindan da degerlendirmeyi 6-
nermektedir.
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TURKIC PEOPLES IN THE MEDIEVAL LAYER
OF HUNGARIAN LEGENDARY TRADITION

Zoltan MAGYAR"*

This paper discusses Turkic-speaking peoples and ethnic groups that became
integrated into the Hungarian population over the course of history. These
groups are mentioned in medieval Hungarian written sources, and their mem-
ory has also been preserved in Hungarian folklore, particularly in folk leg-
ends. A detailed examination of these traditions could form the subject of
separate studies devoted to each of these peoples, including the Pechenegs,
Uzes (Oghuz), Cumans, and Tatars.

First, it should be noted that the Székelys, considered by many schol-
ars to be of Turkic origin, are discussed only indirectly in this paper, since
Székely ethnogenesis, as reflected in Hungarian folklore, can primarily be
interpreted in connection with the Attila legend cycle! and the Csaba legend
cycle.?

A substantial body of material on this subject can be found in the first
two volumes of my book series, Catalogue of Hungarian Historical Legends,
published in 2018, as well as in my forthcoming book, Attila: The King of
the Huns in Hungarian Folklore, which is expected to appear in Turkish in
the near future. It should also be noted at the outset that the chronological
scope of the present overview extends only to the mid-14th century. Conse-
quently, it does not cover the exceptionally rich cycle of legends associated
with the Ottoman Turks in Hungarian folklore. The 15th to 18th centuries
therefore fall outside the scope of this study, including the folklore of the
wars against the Ottoman Turks — of which hundreds of folk legends could
be cited — the historical memory of the approximately 150 years of Ottoman

* ELTE Research Centre, Institute of Ethnology, Budapest, Hungary; ORCID ID: 0000-0002-
2680-5558; magyar.zoltan@htk.elte.hu

! Magyar, 2018a, II: 13-37; Hoppal-Magyar—Szabados, 2023.
2 Magyar, 2023.
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Figure 1. Chronicon Pictum: The Hungarian Conquest of the Carpathian Basin

rule in the Carpathian Basin, and other folkloric traditions associated with
the Crimean Tatar incursions into Transylvania, which took place in the con-
text of various Ottoman punitive campaigns between the 16th and 18th cen-
turies.

The earliest mention of Hungarian—Turkic relations can be found in
the Chronicon Pictum (Képes Kronika), compiled in the 14th century (Fig.
1), although its earliest textual layer can be traced back to an earlier chronicle
composed in the 11th or 12th century.

Here, the chronicler makes the first mention of the so-called White
Cumans and the Pechenegs. The chronicle relates the following:

“[The Hungarians] passed through the land of the Pechenegs and the
White Cumans, through Suzdal, and the city called Kiev, and then
crossed the high moun-tains [i.e. the Carpathians]. In one region they
saw countless eagles and could not remain there because of them. The
eagles covered the trees like flies and devoured both their cattle and
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their horses, for God wished them to descend into Hungary as quickly

as possible.”

Some historians studying this period have associated this legendary
account with the Pecheneg attack that provided the final impetus for the Hun-
garian tribal confederation to enter the Carpathian Basin and establish a new
homeland there. According to this interpretation, the attack by the eagles de-
scribed in the chronicle symbolically represents an attack by the Pechenegs,
preserving the memory of actual historical events through the symbolic lan-
guage of mythology and folklore.*

At the end of the 12th century, the notary of King Béla III recorded an
account of the Hungarian Conquest in his Gesta Hungarorum. Chapter 8 of
the Gesta Hungarorum contains a detailed description of a battle that, accor-
ding to Anonymus’ knowledge — or perhaps imagination — took place be-
tween the Kievan Rus’ and their Cuman allies on the one side, and the Hun-
garians advancing westward on the other. The account contains vivid poetic
imagery that also occurs elsewhere in the Hungarian chronicle tradition. For
example, the victorious Hungarians are said to have pursued the Cumans as
far as the city of Kiev, where they “chopped the bald heads of the Cumans
like raw pumpkins.”

According to Anonymus’ account, following the Hungarian victory,
peace was concluded, and the seven Cuman leaders who had previously
fought against the Hungarians “were ready to come to Pannonia with their
wives and children, and in great numbers (...) and their descendants live in
various parts of Hungary to this day [i.e. the end of the 12th century].”¢

Archaeogenetic studies of human remains from the Great Hungarian
Plain cast new light on these concluding remarks by the king’s notary, sug-
gesting that a substantial population of Turkic origin may have been present
in the Great Hungarian Plain — the westernmost forest-steppe region of
Eurasia — prior to the Mongol invasion of 1241.”

Apart from the Cumans, written sources concerning the 10th and 11th
centuries refer primarily to the Pechenegs among the Turkic-speaking peo-

3 Szentpétery, 1937, 286.

4 Szabados, 2021, 19-35.

3> Anonymus, 2003, 27.

% Anonymus, 2003, 27-28.
7 Torok et al., 2023, 36-37.

357



ples who came into direct contact with the Hungarians. In connection with
King (Saint) Stephen I (1000—1038), the founder of the Christian Kingdom
of Hungary, Anonymus relates the following towards the end of his Gesta:

“At the same time, from the land of the Pechenegs came a valiant man

from a noble family. His name was Tanuzaba: Orkénd’s father, from
whom the Tomaj family originates. Prince Taksony gave him residen-
tial land in the parts of Kemej as far as the Tisza river, where the
Abad-port is found. This Tanuzaba lived until the time of Taksony’s
grandson, King Saint Stephen. And when King Saint Stephen preached
the words of life and baptized the Hungarians, Tanuzaba, who was
vain in the pagan faith, refused to become a Christian, so he was bu-
ried alive with his wife in the Abad-port, so that neither he nor his wife
would live with Christ forever in baptism.”®

By the time of Anonymus, this story already reflected an oral tradition
nearly two centuries old, and today it is difficult to determine whether it pre-
served the memory of an actual historical event or “merely” one of the ear-
liest folkloric reflections of St Stephen’s forcible Christianization. According
to a legend from Székely Land, King Saint Stephen had prisons built next to
churches, where those who refused to attend Mass were confined.’

According to other traditions, he punished those who violated eccle-
siastical law in a far more drastic manner. The motif of pagans being buried
alive is also attested as a narrative type in other sources. In the region of
Abédszalok, on the Great Hungarian Plain, a local place name and oral tradi-
tion preserved the memory of Tanuzaba’s death until the mid-19th century,
perhaps as a result of the influence of learned tradition. Tanuzoba’s name has
been interpreted as meaning “pig father” in Turkic.

Clearly independent of Anonymus’ work is a legend from the Szeged
region, collected by Lajos Kalmany, a Catholic priest and folklorist active in
the late 19th century. According to this version of the legend, which closely
parallels the story of Tanuzoba, King Saint Stephen had twenty valiant Cu-
mans buried alive because they refused to accept the Christian faith.'

8 Anonymus, Chapter 57; Anonymus, 2003, 76.
° Magyar, 2018a, II: 82.
10 Kalmany, 1914, I: 134-135.
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Nevertheless, another, considerably more positive image of King Saint
Stephen emerges in relation to Turkic peoples, portraying him as a ruler who
was receptive and accommodating towards foreigners. In the Admonitions
(Intelmek), composed for his son, Duke Emeric, around 1020, he states that
“a country with one language and one custom is weak and fallible” and con-
sequently instructs his son: “For this reason, [ command you, my son, to treat
newcomers with goodwill, to protect and cherish them, so that they would
rather remain with you than live elsewhere.”!!

This principle also applied to Eastern nomadic peoples during the
reign of King Saint Stephen. The Vita of Saint Stephen contains the story of
sixty Pechenegs, recorded by a learned cleric in the early 1080s. The author
of the Vita clearly drew upon contemporary oral tradition. According to the
account, sixty Pechenegs came to Hungary to visit King Saint Stephen, but
some of the king’s retainers robbed them and killed several members of the
group. Upon learning of the incident, King Saint Stephen had the perpetrators
sought out and punished: according to the text of the Vita, they were hanged
in pairs along the roads in the four corners of the kingdom.!?

A substantial section of the Chronica Pictum (Képes Kronika) pre-
serves a source tradition dating back to the 11th century. This disproportio-
nately lengthy section recounts the conflict between King Solomon (1053—
1087) and the princes, followed by the reign of King (Saint) Ladislaus I
(1077-1095). The exceptional length and detail of this account, compared
with other parts of the chronicle, may be explained by its reliance on a con-
temporary epic narrative composed during the reign of Saint Ladislaus or
shortly thereafter, the lost Gesta Ladislai Regis. This poetic work appears to
have incorporated numerous elements derived from oral folk poetry, which
were subsequently transmitted into the chronicle tradition.

This narrative tradition incorporated Christianized versions of motifs
originating in the pre-Christian period, as well as elements of heroic epic po-
etry known from the pre-Conquest period and from the broader Eurasian cul-
tural sphere, including parallels in the oral poetic traditions of Turkic peo-
ples." Saint Ladislaus was regarded as a warrior king by his contemporaries
and even more prominently, as a knightly king during the height of his cult

'! Erszegi, 2001, 52-53.
12 Erszegi, 2001, 15-16.
13 Demény, 2022, 263-400.
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in the 14th and 15th centuries. This image had a historical basis: both as duke
and as king, Ladislas fought several battles and led numerous military cam-
paigns, including campaigns against eastern peoples who invaded or threat-
ened the Kingdom of Hungary.

The chronicle tradition consistently portrays the Cumans as enemies;
historical research, however, presents a more nuanced picture. Several of the
nomadic peoples inhabiting the regions beyond the Carpathians, particularly
Moldavia and Wallachia, launched plundering raids into the eastern and
southern territories of the Kingdom of Hungary.'* Some of these incursions
ended in heavy defeats at the hands of the Hungarian army led by King La-
dislaus: the Uzes were defeated in 1068 and 1085," while in 1091 the Cu-
mans suffered defeat on two occasions.

These military victories left a profound mark on Hungarian folklore.
King Saint Ladislas became one of the most prominent and enduring heroes
of Hungarian legend tradition.'® With the exception of King Matthias Corvi-
nus (1458-1490), the Renaissance ruler celebrated in Hungarian folklore as
“Matthias the Just”,'” Saint Ladislaus is perhaps the most prominent Hunga-
rian king in folk memory. A significant body of legends portrays him as a
warrior king who protects his people and his soldiers from their enemies.

In 19th-century folklore texts, references to these former enemies —
the Pechenegs, Uzes, and Cumans — are relatively sporadic, although their
memory has been preserved in a particularly large number of place names,
especially in Székely Land (Fig. 2).

Following the logic of folklore, the image of the enemy was gradually
transferred to other eastern peoples with a similar cultural background with
whom the Hungarians came into conflict. Thus, Tatars and occasionally even
Ottoman Turks appear in legends associated with King Saint Ladislaus (Fig.
3). As Istvan Székely of Benczéd records in his chronicle, published in 1559,
apparently drawing on Székely oral tradition, the villagers identified Saint
Ladislaus’s opponent as a Tatar named Tepec.!®

14 Benda—Solymosi, 1981, 94.

15 Katona-Kiss, 2007, 549-576.

16 Magyar, 1998.

17 Magyar, 2017.

18 Benczédi Székely, 1559, 167-168.
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Figure 2. The wrestling scene in the legend cycle of Saint Ladislaus, wall painting
from Székelyderzs (Darjiu, Romania)

Figure 3. The wrestling scene in the legend cycle of Saint Ladislaus, wall painting
from Sepsikilyén (Chilieni, Romania) (Jékely, 2014)
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The Saint Ladislaus legend cycle, however, which was painted on the
walls of medieval churches throughout the country!’ and also depicted in
codices and even on stove tiles,?’ almost invariably identifies the Cumans as
the enemies and opponents of King Saint Ladislaus. As studies of 14th—15th-
century weaponry and dress have demonstrated, the clothing (e.g. the pointed
Cuman hat) and weapons (particularly various types of swords and bows) of
the eastern warriors depicted in these scenes are largely consistent with con-
temporary historical reality.?! This is particularly evident in the eastern bor-
derlands inhabited by the Székelys, who lived in close geographical prox-
imity to Cuman populations (cf. the scenes of the Székelyderzs cycle, painted
in 1419). It should also be noted that the majority of the wall-painting cycles
known today are located in Székely Land.

This distinctive feature of Hungarian iconography — the wall-painting
cycle that may be regarded as a uniquely Hungarian phenomenon within
European art history — depicts the chronicle episode in which King Saint
Ladislaus defeats and kills a Cuman warrior who has abducted a Hungarian
girl, thereby rescuing her. This epic motif can ultimately be traced back to a
type of heroic song of Eastern origin.?? Like the corresponding motifs repre-
sented in the Saint Ladislaus wall-painting cycle, this narrative tradition in-
cludes the invulnerability of the heroes, the mythical combat (wrestling) bet-
ween invulnerable opponents, the demonic attributes of the enemy and his
magical killing, and, finally, the hero’s sleep following the combat. The same
sequence of motifs is also attested in the heroic epic traditions of the Abakan
Tatars, Sur Tatars, and Kara-Kyrgyz.

In the first half of the 14th century, Moldavia was still under the au-
thority of the Tatars of the Golden Horde.?* From the Hungarian perspective,
the consolidation of control over this region took place during the reign of
King Louis I (1342-1382), particularly in 1345 (and 1346), when an army
led by Andras Lackfi and composed largely of Székely troops won a decisive
victory over the Tatars in Moldavia. In his account of the victorious cam-
paign, the anonymous Minorite chronicler recorded one of the earliest con-

19 L4sz10, 1993.

20 Magyar, 2010.

21 Sashalmi-Fekete, 2017.
22 Magyar, 1996, 269-315.
2 Katké, 2021, 19-29.

362



cise legends in the Hungarian folklo-
ric tradition. The narrative is associ-
ated with the cult of King Saint La-
dislaus, which reached the height of
its popularity in Hungary during this
period.

According to this legend, the
Székelys owed their victory to King
Saint Ladislaus, who, at a critical
moment in the battle, rose from his
grave and appeared on the battlefield
on horseback, fully armed and with
a battle-axe in his hand. He slew ma-
ny of the enemy and forced the rest
to flee. The legend recorded by the
Franciscan author even relates that

Figure 4. Depiction of the Saint La-

. .. dislaus I, d tove tile (Benko—
tified under oath to the authenticity l};}; us] ng)n on a stove tile (Benks

of the miraculous events.

an elderly Tatar prisoner of war tes-

Other Tatar captives gave similar accounts, adding that during the
battle a crowned female figure — the Virgin Mary — surrounded by heavenly
light appeared above King Saint Ladislaus. According to the chronicler, this
miraculous apparition clearly demonstrated that “the Székelys’ fight for the
faith of Jesus Christ was aided by the Blessed Virgin Mary and King Saint
Ladislaus against the pagans who boasted of their strength and numbers” **

This legend was given literary form by the renowned Hungarian poet
Janos Arany in the mid-19th century in his poem Szent Ldszlo (Saint Ladis-
laus), which became an emblematic work of Hungarian cultural history.?
The association between the victorious Moldavian campaign and King Saint
Ladislaus, however, also became deeply rooted in oral tradition, forming part
of the historical memory of the easternmost Hungarian-speaking ethnic
groups, particularly the Székelys and the Csangos.

24 Kristo, 2000, 50-51.
25 Magyar, 2018b.
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According to this folkloric tradition, which can be traced continuously
from the 14th century and was still preserved among the Csang6 Hungarians
of Moldavia in the 20th and 21st centuries, it was King Saint Ladislaus who
expelled the Tatars from Moldavia, extended the borders of the kingdom as
far as the so-called Szaraz—Szeret (or, according to other traditions, as far as
the Dniester), and incorporated these territories into the Kingdom of Hunga-
ry.2e

As the examples discussed above demonstrate, numerous traces of
Hungarian—Turkic relations can be identified even in the earliest documented
centuries of Hungarian history. Some of these survive primarily in folklore,
as oral traditions that may, to a certain extent, be interpreted as preserving
the memory of historical events.
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Figure 2 https://hu.wikipedia.org/wiki/F%C3%A 1j1:Derzs101.jpg

Macar Efsane Geleneginin Orta Cag Kokenli
Tabakasinda Tiirk Halklar1
Genisletilmis 6zet

Bu ¢alisma, Tiirk dil ailesine mensup olup tarihsel siireg i¢erisinde Macar toplumuna
dahil olarak Macarlasan halklar1 ve etnik gruplari ele almaktadir. S6z konusu toplu-
luklardan Orta Cag Macar yazili kaynaklarinda bahsedilmekte; bunlara iliskin hati-
ralar Macar folklor gelenegine de yansiyarak yiizyillar boyunca varligini stirdiirmek-
tedir. Dogu kokenli, Tiirk dilli ve Tiirk kiiltiiriine mensup olan, o donemde heniiz
konar-g6cer yagam tarzini siirdiiren bu halklar arasinda Pegenekler, Uzlar, Kuman-
Kipgaklar ve Kirim Tatarlar sayilabilir.

Tiirk—Macar miicadeleleri ve Tiirklerin Karpat Havzasi’ndaki yiiz elli yillik
hakimiyeti, baska bir ifadeyle Osmanli donemiyle ilgili efsane gelenegi Macar folk-
lorunun 6nemli bir boliimiinii olusturmasina ragmen, bu konu s6z konusu ¢alismanin
kapsami disinda birakilmistir. Bunun nedeni, bu anlatilarin daha ge¢ bir doneme,
Geg Orta Cag ve Erken Yeni Cag’a ait bir gelenek katmanini temsil etmesidir.

Macar-Tiirk iliskilerinin Orta Cag’a ait katmani, 11-14. yiizyillar arasinda
kaleme alinan kroniklerde ve daha sinirli 6lgiide bazi ikonografik tasvirlerde korun-
mustur. Bu kaynaklarda, donemin Macarlari ile g¢esitli Tiirk halklar1 arasindaki te-
maslar1 ve ¢atigmalari konu alan efsanelere, ayrica sozlii gelenege dayanan motif ve
anlatilara rastlanmaktadir.

Bu tiir mitik geleneklerin en eskilerinden biri, Macarlarin Karpat Havzasi’na
gelisini, sembolik olarak “kartallar” seklinde tasvir edilen Pegeneklerin saldirisiyla
aciklamaktadir. En eski yazili kaynaklarin bagka boliimlerinde de agirlikli olarak Pe-
ceneklerden soz edilmektedir. Tisza Nehri ¢evresine ait bir efsaneye gore, ilk Macar
krali Aziz Istvan, Hristiyanlig1 kabul etmeyi reddeden bir Pegenek onderini diri diri
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gomdiirmiistiir. Buna karsilik kral, kendisini ziyaret etmek iizere gelen Pecenekleri
soyan saray mensuplarini da ibret verici bicimde cezalandirmistir.

I. (Aziz) Istvan’m yani sira, gesitli Dogu halklartyla, 6zellikle Kumanlar ve
Kirim Tatarlartyla ilgili anlatilar daha ¢ok 1077-1095 yillar1 arasinda hiikkiim siiren
Macar krali 1. (Aziz) Laszl6 etrafinda sekillenmistir. Bu anlatilarda s6z konusu halk-
larla yapilan savaglar 6nemli bir yer tutmaktadir. Nitekim I. Laszl6 nun hiikiimdar-
l1g1 déneminde Pegenek, Uz ve Kuman-Kipgak gruplari Macar Krallig: topraklarina
ganimet elde etmek amaciyla birkag kez akin diizenlemistir. Bu efsanelerde Aziz
Laszl6, halkini diisman saldirilarindan koruyan muzaffer bir savasci olarak tasvir e-
dilir; pagan ordusunun dnderini teke tek miicadelede yenilgiye ugratir ve esirleri
kurtarir.

Aziz Laszl¢’nun en {inlii kahramanliklarindan biri, Macar kiiltiirine 10. yiiz-
yila ait bir kahramanlik destaninin uyarlanmasi yoluyla girmis olan ve benzerlerine
Orta Asya Tiirk halk destanlarinda da rastlanan bir anlatida karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.
Buna gore Aziz Laszl6, savas sirasinda bir Kuman savasgisini takibe alir, onu teke
tek miicadelede yenerek kacirdigi Macar kizini kurtarir. Bu anlati, 14-15. yiizyil-
larda ilke genelindeki Orta Cag Katolik kiliselerinin duvarlarinda fresk dizileri
halinde tasvir edilmistir. S6z konusu fresk dizisi, Avrupa sanat tarihi baglaminda da
Macar sanatina 6zgii, karakteristik bir ikonografik olgu olarak degerlendirilmekte-
dir.

Aziz Laszl6 ile baglantili bir diger kronik gelenegi ise 14. yiizyilin ortalarinda
ad1 bilinmeyen bir Minorit kesis tarafindan kayda gegcirilmistir. Biiyiik olasilikla
donemin Sekel (Székely) efsane gelenegini yansitan bu anlatiya gére Macar krals,
hakimiyetleri Moldova’ya kadar uzanan Kirim Tatarlarina kars: bir sefer diizenler.
Sekel ordusu savasta yenilmek iizereyken, o sirada yaklasik 250 yildir 61ii olan kutsal
kral birdenbire savas meydaninda, silahlar1 ve savas techizatiyla belirir; tek bagina
diismani yenilgiye ugratarak kagmaya zorlar.

Oliimsiiz, 6liimiinden sonra dahi geri donerek halkinin yardimima kosan kah-
raman toposunun tipik bir 6rnegini olusturan Aziz Lasz16’nun bu mucizevi goriinii-
sline, ayn1 efsane gelenegine gore, esir diisen yaslt bir Tatar askeri de taniklik etmis-
tir.
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21. YUZYILIN iLK CEYREGINDE
CUVASCA ARASTIRMALARI

Emine YILMAZ*

Giris

Cuvaglar bugiin esas olarak Rusya Federasyonu igerisinde, Volga dizi deni-
len bolgede yerlesmis olan Cuvas Ozerk Cumhuriyeti’nde yasamaktadirlar.
Bunun disindaki 6nemli Cuvas niifusu i¢in, Tataristan, Baskurdistan ve Si-
birya’dan soz edilebilir. 2020 niifus sayimina gére Cuvagistan’daki Cuvasg
niifusu 684.930, Rusya Federasyonu igindeki Cuvag niifusunun toplam say1-
s1 1.067.139’dur. Cuvasga konusuru sayisi ise 2010 sayiminda 1.042.989
olarak belirtilmisse de kesin bir giincel rakam bulunmamaktadir.

En eskicil Tiirk dili olan Cuvasca, on dokuzuncu ve yirminci yiizyil-
larda 6nce Altay dilleri kurami ¢ergevesinde, agirlikli olarak tarihsel ve kar-
silagtirmali sesbilgisi yontemiyle (comparative method) incelenmeye bas-
lanmis, Altay dilleri kurami ¢ercevesinde kilit bir dil olarak her zaman arag-
tirmacilarin odak noktalarindan biri olmustur. Arastirma yontemlerinin ge-
lismesiyle Cuvasca, daha biiyiik dil aileleri, dil iligkileri, tipoloji, karsilastir-
mal1 s6zdizimi, vb. kategorilerde ele alinmaya baslamistir.

Bu yazida Cuvasca dnce Altay dilleri kurami baglaminda ele alinacak,
daha sonra Cuvasga verilerin de yer aldig1 giincel veritabanlari tanitilacak ve
son olarak farkli ekollerin yirmi birinci yiizyilin ilk ¢eyreginde Cuvasga a-
rastirmalarina sagladigi temel katkilardan sz edilecektir.

Altay dilleri kuram: Giincel durum

Altay dilleri kurami yirminci yiizy1l boyunca Gustaf John Ramstedt, Pentti
Aalto, Nicholas Poppe, Wiadystaw Kotwicz, Samuel E. Martin, Roy A. Mil-

* Hacettepe Universitesi Tiirk Dili Ve Edebiyat: Béliimii, Ankara, Tiirkiye; ORCID ID: 0000-
0002-3399-3059; eminey@hacettepe.edu.tr
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ler, John C. Street, Karl Heinrich Menges, Talat Tekin vb. arastirmacilarin
daha ¢ok sesbilgisi ve s6z varligi, cok daha az olarak bigimbilgisi diizeyinde
ortaya koyduklar1 delillerle kanitlanmaya g¢alisilmig, Sir Gerard Clauson,
Gyula Németh, Gerhard Doerfer, Andras Rona-Tas, Aleksandr Mihajlovic¢
Scerbak vb. kuram karsitlar1 ise delillerin yeterli ve ikna edici olmadig1 yo-
niinde antitezler gelistirerek kurama karsi ¢ikmislardir. Yirminci ylizyilin
ortalarindan sonra tartigmalar, yeni yontemler gelistirilemedigi ve yeni veri-
ler ortaya ¢ikarilamadigi i¢in daha alg¢ak bir tonda devam etmistir.

Altay dilleri terimi gilinlimiizde Tiirk, Mogol ve Mangu-Tunguz dille-
rini, daha az oranda Korece ve Japoncayi igine alacak sekilde kullanilmakta-
dir.

Iki binli yillarin basindan itibaren tartigmalarin yeniden alevlendigi
goriillir. Altay dilleri aragtirmalarinda goriilen bu yeni hareketlilikte, yiizy1-
lin hemen basindaki iki yayinm itici gii¢ olarak rol oynadigi sdylenebilir.
Bunlardan ilki Lars Johanson’un Tiirkce Dil Iliskilerinde Yapisal Etkenler
(2007) adli, Almanca orijinali 1992’de yayinlanmis olan kitabidir (Struktu-
relle Faktoren in tiirkischen Sprachkontakten). Johanson bu yayiminda, ge-
netik akrabaligin belirlenmesi igin fiil morfolojisinin kullanilabilecegini dii-
siinmils ve nedenlerini, “Tiirkce fiil morfolojisinin, ozellikle kilinig ve ¢ati
morfemleri gibi birincil koke yakin bigimbirimlerin, Karayca ve Cuvasga gi-
bi ileri derecede yabancilasmis Tiirk dillerinde dahi saglam kaldigi, Tiirkce-
nin karmasik fiil sisteminin, genetik siirekliligin géstergelerinden biri sayila-
bilecegi”,' bigiminde agiklamstir. Tipoloji ¢alismalarinin da ilerlemesiyle,
karsilagtirmalt Altay dilbiliminde odak sesbilgisinden bi¢imbilgisine dogru
kaymastir.

Arastirmalar1 yonlendiren diger 6nemli yayin Rus ekoliinden Sergei
A. Starostin, Anna V. Dybo ve Oleg A. Mudrak’in 2003’te yaymlamis ol-
duklart Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic Languages’tir (= EDAL). Bu
caligmaya asagida ayrintili olarak deginilecektir.

Iki binli yillar Altay dilleri kuramina pek ¢ok agidan oldugu kadar ad-
landirma agisindan da bir yenilik getirmistir. Kuramin kuruculari Ramstedt
ve Poppe’den asag1 yukari yiiz yil sonra yeni bir terim 6nerildi: Transeurasia/
Transavrasya. Terim ilk kez Johanson ve Martine Irma Robbeets editorlii-
giinde, 2010 yilinda yayimlanmis olan Transeurasian verbal morphology in

! Johanson, 2007, 133.
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a comparative perspective: genealogy, contact, chance adl kitapta kullanil-
d1. Bu kitap 2008 y1linda, Johannes Gutenberg Universitesi’nde diizenlenmis
olan Verbal morphology and historical comparison of the Transeurasian
languages adl ¢alistayin iirlintidiir. Transeurasia ile, Tiirk, Mogol, Tunguz,
Kore ve Japon dilleri kastedilir. Bu tercihin nedeni, ilk ortaya atilisindan bu
yana yaklasik {i¢ yilizy1l gegmesine ragmen bu kuramin heniiz olumlu ya da
olumsuz, kesin bir sonuca ulasamamis olmasidir. Yeni terim ise notrdiir ve
genetik akrabaliga isaret etmez. Sadece “bir sekilde” iliskili olmayi ifade e-
der.

Robbeets’in 2005°teki Is Japanese Related to Korean, Tungusic,
Mongolic and Turkic? adli arastirmasiyla Japoncanin kuram igindeki yeri
kismen saglamlagmaistir.

Kargilagtirmali ¢aligmalarda, dil yakinlik/uzakliklarinin belirlenme-
sinde bigimsel 6zelliklerin daha saglam gostergeler oldugu ortaya ¢iktiktan
sonra, Altay dilleri kurami alaninda 6nemli ¢aligmalar ortaya konulmustur.
2000 sonrasinda, genetik akrabaligin kanitlanmasinda fiil morfolojisinin ro-
lii iizerinde en ¢ok calisan arastirmacilardan biri Robbeets’tir. 2015’te ya-
yimlanan Diachrony of Verb Morphology adli kitabin1 hazirlarken aldigi
desteklerle, fiil morfolojisi lizerine dort ayr1 toplant1 diizenlemis ve tiimiiniin
bildiri kitaplari yayimlanmistir.> Robbeets 2017 de énemli bir derlemedir.
Transeurasian Linguistics: Critical Concepts in Linguistics adl1 bu dort cilt-
lik derleme ozellikle bolgesel ve soyagacin korelasyonlarini ele alarak bu
diller arasindaki tarihsel iligkiye dair en 6nemli akademik yazilar1 bir araya
getirmektedir.

Yirmi birinci yiizyilin ilk ¢eyreginde Altay dilleri arastirmalart daha
once olmadig1 kadar hizla gelismis ve bes Altay dil ailesi ¢ok iyi belgelen-
mistir. Tiirk dil ailesi i¢cin Johanson 2021 ve Johanson—Csat6 2021; Mogol
dil ailesi i¢in Janhunen 2003, Mogolca ¢aligmalarinin giincel durumu igin
Roéna-Tas 2011; Tunguz dil ailesi igin Malchukov—Whaley 2012; Vovin —
Alonso — Janhunen 2024; Kore ve Japon dil ailesi igin Robbeets 2005; Kore-
ce ve Japonca i¢in Tranter 2012; Japon dil ailesi i¢in Vovin 2020 ve Transav-
rasya dillerinin geneli icin Robbeets—Savelyev 2020 6zellikle 6nemlidir.

Vaclav Blazek 2019 ise (Altaic Languages. History of research, sur-
vey, classification and a sketch of comparative grammar) Altayist bakis aci-

2 Bkz. Johanson—Robbeets, 2010; 2012; Robbeets—Cuyckens, 2013; Robbeets-Bisang, 2014.
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styla yazilmis bir bagvuru kitabidir ve Macar ekoliinden Laszl6 Karoly tara-
findan yogun bigimde elestirilmistir.’ Kéroly, kitapta yer alan rekonstriiksi-
yonlarin kapsadig1 zaman derinliginin genellikle 5.000 ila 6.000 y1l arasinda
olmasindan yola ¢ikarak yazili kaynaklardan en az 4.000 y1l 6ncesine giden
bu derinligi mevcut dilsel yeniden yapilandirma yontemlerinin sinirlar1 goz
oniine alindiginda oldukca iddiali bir girisim oldugunu ve yazarlarin
EDAL’da 6ne siiriilen dayanaksiz etimolojileri desteklemeye devam etmele-
rinin ¢ok talihsiz oldugunu belirtmistir.* Karoly’a gore Altaic Languages
adli kitap, gercekten de bir el kitabi niteligindedir; ¢iinkii belirli bir alanla
ilgili bilgileri 6zetlemeyi amaglar. Ancak bu, tarafl bir el kitabidir; Altay hi-
potezinin savunuculari tarafindan yazilmig ve Altay dillerine dair bilgi ve bi-
rikimi olmayan genel dilbilimcilere ve saf baslangi¢ diizeyindeki 6grencilere
telkin edici bir bi¢imde sunulmustur. Yazarlar neredeyse tiim iddialarini, ka-
nitlanmis, tartismasiz gercekler gibi sunmaktadir. Bunu yaparken kitap, eles-
tiri, siiphecilik ya da alternatif bilimsel goriislere hi¢ yer birakmaz.’

Iki binli y1llarin basinda kuram cercevesinde tartisilmaya baslanan bir
iiye de Mogol dil ailesine ait olan Kitan dilidir. Andrew Shimunek tarafindan
2007°de Indiana Universitesinde bu konuda bir master tezi hazirlanmus,
2009’da ise, Daniel Kane’in Kitanca ile ilgili biitiin aragtirma sonuglarini bir
araya getiren caligmasi yayimlanmustir.

Kitanlarin Cin’in kuzeyinde kurdugu Liao Hanedam iki yilizyildan
fazla stirmiistii (916—1125). Bu dilin, Mogolca ile cok uzaktan akraba oldugu
tahmin edilmektedir. Son yillarda, Liao imparatorlarinin ve ileri gelenlerinin
mezarlarindan ¢ikan yazitlar sayesinde, Kitancanin s6z varligl, bigimbilgisi
ve sdzdizimi hakkindaki bilgilerde 6nemli bir artis olmustur.®

Altay dilleri kuramina yonelik temel elestirilerden biri de genetik or-
taklik olarak verilen kimi 6zelliklerin aslinda bolgesel tipolojiyle agiklana-
bilir olduguydu. ki binli yillarda Altay dilleri kuraminin en iiretken karsit-
larindan olan Janhunen, Altay tipolojisinin hem kaybolabilir hem edinilebilir
dogasindan yola ¢ikarak gercek Altay dillerinin veya bazilarimin bu tipoloji-
yi ikincil olarak edinmis olup olmadigini, yani Altay kompleksine baglilikla-

3 Karoly, 2023.

4 Kéroly, 2023, 71-72.

3 Karoly, 2023, 74.

¢ Kitancayla ilgili daha yeni ¢alismalar igin bkz. Erdal, 2013; Yingzhe-Rona-Tas, 2020; Rona-
Tas, 2023.
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rinin aslinda tarih 6ncesi bir Altaylasma siirecinin sonucu olup olmadigini
sorgular.” Ona gore bes Altay dil ailesinin anavatanlarinin cografi yakinligi,
Altay dillerinin Altay tipolojisi kavrami altinda genellestirilebilecek belirgin
bir yapisal benzerlige sahip olmasini agiklar. Cincenin tarihsel olarak bir Al-
taylagsma siirecinden gegctigi ancak bugiin bu siirecin 6ncesinde bir Cince-
lesme déneminin bulundugundan yola ¢ikan Janhunen, bundan tipolojilerin
dil iligkisiyle edinilebilecegi sonucunu ¢ikarir.® Janhunen’in bir diger elesti-
risi tim Altay anadilleri tarafindan paylasilan yapisal 6zelliklerin sayisinin
sasirtict derecede az olmasi ve bu 6zelliklerin ¢ogunun oldukca 6nemsiz ve
evrensel olarak yaygin olmasidir.’ Tarihsel-karsilastirmali dilbilimin en eski
ve temel dayanaklarindan olan diizenli ses denkliklerinin de kesin bir dl¢iit
olamayacagini belirten Janhunen, kopyalanan sozciiklerin de tamamen dii-
zenli ses yasalar1 gostermesinin nadir olmadigini vurgular. Buna iyi bir 6r-
nek Korece (Cince-Korece) ve Japonca (Cince-Japonca) soz varligindaki
Sinitik bilesenlerdir. Cekirdek Altay dilleri tarafindan paylasilan sozciiksel
yapinin kopyalamanin bir sonucu oldugu gercegi, ii¢ ayr1 arglimantasyon di-
zisiyle dogrulanmustir. ilk olarak, cekirdek Altay dillerindeki temel séz var-
lig1 kopyalardan olusur. Birka¢ zamir koki, 6zellikle birinci tekil kisi *mi /
*pi ve ikinci tekil kisi *#i / *si bir istisna olusturur. Ancak bunlar, Avrasya
genelinde genis bir dagilima sahiptir ve dil evriminin genetik olmayan fak-
torlerinden ve biiyiik olasilikla dil iliskisinden etkilenir. Ikinci olarak, ¢ekir-
dek Altay dilleri tarafindan paylasilan sozciiksel yapilar Tiirkce ve Mogolca
veya Mogolca ve Tunguzca arasinda paylasilir ama Tiirk¢e ve Tunguzca ta-
rafindan paylasilmaz. Bu, kopyalamanin temel olarak Tiirkceden Mogolcaya
ve Tunguzcaya yoneldigini gosterir. Ugiinciisii, geleneksel olarak Ana Al-
tayca olarak smiflandirilan ve Tiirk¢eden Mogolcaya kopyalanmig olan en
eski katmaninin aslinda, flk-Ana Mogolca ile birlikte var olan tarih 6ncesi
bir dil (MO 1. bin yilin sonlarma ait) olan Ilk-Ana Bulgarcadan tiiredigini
gosteren, belirgin bir izoglos, yani sdzde rotasizm-lamdasizm vardir.'® Jan-
hunen, Robbeets’in, Japoncadan Tiirk¢eye uzanan bir dizi bigimsel paralel-
lik varsayarak makro-Altaycay1 kurtarmaya yonelik girisiminin,'! bu para-

7 Janhunen, 2023, 142.
8 Janhunen, 2023, 141.
9 Janhunen, 2023, 143.
10 Janhunen, 2023, 147.
1 Robbeets, 2015.
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lelliklerin Uralca i¢in de gecerli olmas1 ve aslinda yanlis temsil edilen bir
istatistiksel yanilsamadan kaynaklanmasi nedeniyle saglam olmadigini da
belirtmistir. Janhunen, sonug olarak Altay kompleksinin uzun bir iligki gec-
misine sahip ayri dil ailelerinin alansal-tipolojik bir birlesimi oldugu sonu-
cuna varmistir,'?

Veritabanlari

The Global Lexicostatistical Database (= GLD)

Moskova ekoliiniin “The Global Lexicostatistical Database”, uluslararasi
“Tower of Babel/Evolution of Human Language” adl1 projenin bir yan {irii-

niidiir. Ana hedefi, diinya dillerine ait “temel sdzvarlig1
detayli agiklamali koleksiyonunu bir araya getirmek ve hem uzmanlar hem

nin en eksiksiz ve

de genel kamuoyunun kullanimina sunmaktir.
https://starling.rinet.ru/new100/main.htm

Chronology of Tiirkic Languages and Linguistic Contacts of Early
Tiirks

Yine Moskova ekoliinden Anna Dybo’nun 2007’den itibaren gelistirdigi ve-
ritabaninda Tiirk dillerinin siniflandirilmasi, alfabe, yazi, genetik, dil iliski-
leri, cografya, arkeoloji vb. pek ¢ok konu farkli yaklagimlarla ele alinmak-
tadir.

http://s155239215.onlinehome.us/turkic/40 Language/Dybo 2007Lingivis
tContactsOfEarlyTurksRu.htm

Leipzig-Jakarta (Leipzig-Cakarta) Listesi

Dilbilimciler tarafindan, kopyalanmaya direngli sozciikleri karsilagtirarak
dillerin genetik iliskisini test etmek icin kullanilan yiiz sdzctiklik Leipzig-
Jakarta listesi 2009°da kullanima sunulmustur. S6zciik listesi, adini listenin
tasarlandigi ve olusturuldugu yerler olan Almanya’nin Leipzig ve Endonez-
ya’nin Jakarta sehirlerinden almaktadir. Leipzig-Jakarta listesinin hazirlayi-
cilar1 olan Martin Haspelmath ve Uri Tadmor’a gére 1950’lerden baslayarak

12 Janhunen, 2023, 148.
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glottokronoloji ve leksikoistatistik konularinda calismalar yapan ve ingilizce
icin temel s6z varligi listesi hazirlamig olan M. Swadesh’in listesi esas olarak
sezgiye dayaniyordu.'* Max Planck Dijital Kiitiiphanesi tarafindan yayin-
lanan World Loanword Database (WOLD) ile Loanword Typology Project
bu sorunu diizeltmek i¢in kurulmustur.

Leipzig-Jakarta listesindeki sozciiklerin dortte biri organ adlaridir:
agiz, goz, bacak/ayak, gobek, karaciger, diz vb. Listede alt1 hayvan ad1 bulu-
nur: balik, kus, kopek, bit, karinca ve sinek. Bunlar insanlarin bulunabilecegi
her yerde bulunan hayvanlardir. Ev, isim, ip ve baglamak 6geleri insan kiiltii-
rliniin {iriinleridir, ancak muhtemelen giiniimiiziin tiim insan toplumlarinda
bulunmaktadir. Haspelmath ve Tadmor “ipin en temel insan araci, baglama-
nin ise en temel teknoloji oldugu” sonucuna varmiglardir.'
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110218442; https://concepticon.clld.org/cont-
ributions/Tadmor-2009-100

The Turku Chuvash Corpus (Version 1.0)

Finlandiya’da bulunan Turku University, Research Unit for Volgaic Langua-
ges tarafindan hazirlanmig bir Cuvasca korpustur. 1.24 milyon sézciik iceren
bu korpus, Eduard Fomin ve Jorma Luutonen tarafindan 2003-2009 yillart
arasinda toplanan ve Cuvas edebi dilini temsil eden metinlerden elde edil-
mistir.
https://www.utu.fi/en/university/faculty-of-humanities/school-of-languages
-and-ranslation-studies/research/utu-digilang/turku-chu-vash-corpus-tuchc

Corpus of the Chuvash Language

Cuvas dil korpusu, Cuvas dil laboratuvari goniilliilerinin inisiyatifiyle olus-
turulup gelistirilen ve onlarm fonlariyla desteklenen bir projedir. Amaci Cu-
vascay1 bilgisayar ortamina tasimaktir. Herhangi bir kurum veya kurulusa
ait degildir ve hiikiimetten para almaz. Korpus Nikolay (Astahar) Plotnikov,
Aleksandr Antonov, Erbina Portnova, Marina Yakovleva, Svetlana Trofimo-
va basta olmak lizere genis bir ekip tarafindan hazirlanmaktadir.

13 Tadmor, 2009.
14 Tadmor, 2009, 69-71. Altay ve Tiirk dil ailesine uygulanmasi hakkinda bkz. Novgorodov—
Lemskaya—Gainutdinova—Ishkildina, 2015; Erdal, 2019.
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2016 yilinda hayata gegirilmeye baslanan iki dilli Cuvasca korpusun
iki temel amaci vardur. Ilki Cuvasca dil korpusu olusturmak, ikincisi Cuvas-
ca-Rusca paralel metinler hazirlamaktir. 10.390 metin, 1.859.348 ciimle ve
18.134.548 kelimeden olusan korpusta kullanilan metinler ¢ok farkli tematik
alanlar1 igerir. Metin yazarlar1 ve kaynaklar belirtilmistir. Kullanimi hentiz
iicretsiz olan korpusta belirli bir kelime, kullanim1 ve kullanim siklig1 bulu-
nabilmektedir.
https://corpus.chv.su/

Tiirkiye Tiirkolojisinden katkilar

Sempozyumlar

Hacettepe Universitesi, Cagdas Tiirk Lehgeleri ve Edebiyatlar1 Béliimii,
2012 yilindaki kurulusundan itibaren konusur sayisi az olan Tiirk dillerine
0zel bir ilgi gostermistir. Her yil diizenlenmekte olan uluslararasi sempoz-
yumlarin ¢ogunun odaginda az konusurlu Tiirk dilleri bulunmaktadir. Bu dil-
lere ait veriler dogrudan alan arastirmalart yoluyla edinilmekte ve uygun
yontemlerle incelenmektedir. S6z konusu sempozyumlarm bildirileri kitap
olarak da yayimlanmaktadir.

Bu sempozyumlardan biri de Cuvas¢anin Belgelenmesi ve 100. Oliim
Yildoniimiinde Konstantin V. Ivanov adli sempozyumdur. K. V. ivanov, yir-
minci ylizyilin basinda yasamis bir sairdir ve modern Cuvas edebiyatinin ku-
rucusu sayilir. Sempozyumdaki bildiriler biiyiik dlgiide Konstantin V. fva-
nov’un Narspi siiriyle ilgili ya da iliskilidir. 2097 dizelik bu 6ykii-giir hem
sairin en iinli siiridir hem de ¢agdas Cuvas edebiyatinin miladi sayilir. Bildi-
riler kitap olarak da yayimlanmistir.'>

Diger bir sempozyum da biitiin dmriinii Cuvas halkinin aydinlanma-
sina adamus bir Cuvas egitimcisi olan ivan Yakovlev’in (1848-1930) yiiz
yetmisinei dogum yildéniimii anisina hazirlanmis olup Cuvas dili, edebiyati
ve halkbilimi alanlarinda sunulmus bildirilerden olugmaktadir. Bu sempoz-
yumun bildirileri de kitap olarak yayimlanmugtir.'s

15 Y1lmaz-Bayram-Ersoy, 2019.
16 Y1lmaz-Bayram—Sar1, 2019.
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Doktora Tezleri

Iki binden itibaren Tiirkiye’de Cuvascayla ilgili tamamlanmis on ii¢ doktora
tezinin dokuzu Cuvasca dilbilgisiyle, ikisi halkbilimiyle, biri Altay dilleri
kuramziyla, biri de inang sistemiyle ilgilidir. 2024°te tamamlanmis bir tez de
H. Paasonen sozliigiiniin yeni bir yayinina doniik sozliiksel ve etimolojik bir
incelemedir. Tezler kronolojik olarak verilmistir.

Arik, D. (2002). Cuvaslarin Dini Inanislart Uzerine Bir Arastirma. Ankara
Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Bayram, B. (2008). Cuvas Tiirklerinin Kahramanlik Anlatmalar. Ege Uni-
versitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Ersoy, F. (2008). Tiirk-Mogol Dil Iliskisi ve Cuvasca. Gazi Universitesi,
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Durmus, O. (2009). Cuvascanmin Sekil Bilgisi. Trakya Universitesi, Sosyal
Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Yener, M. L. (2010). Cagdas Cuvas T iirkcesinin Dil Ozellikleri (Suvar
Gazetesinden Hareketle). Ege Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlisii.

Giizel, S. (2_012). Ilpek Mikulayi 'nin Tivati Kun Adl Eseri Uzerinde Cuvasca
Dil Incelemesi. Ege Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Yilmazkaya, E. (2016). Tiirk Dilbiliminde Cuvascanmn Yeri. Hacettepe Uni-
versitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Karaoglan, B. E. (2018). Cuvas Tiirkcesinde Iki Ogeli Ad Obeklerinin I¢
Yapisi. Canakkale 18 Mart Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Yavuz, C.“(2019). Cuvas Mitleri ve Efsaneleri Uzerinde Bir Inceleme. Trak-
ya Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Bugra, O. U. (2019). Standart Tiirkce ve Standart Cuvascada Ad Yan Ciimle-
leri. Hacettepe Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

Kiran, A. (2019). Cuvas Tiirkcesinde Isim ve Isim Cekimi (Cuvas Tiirkgesi
Tiirkiye Tiirkgesi Karsilastirmali). Atatirk Universitesi, Tirkiyat
Arastirmalar1 Enstitiisii.

Arikan, 1. (202“3). Cuvas Tiirkgesinin Tarihinde Bi¢im-Dizim Degismeleri.
Ankara Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.
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Uzerine Sozliik Bilimsel ve Koken Bilimsel Bir Inceleme. Hacettepe
Universitesi, Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii.

377



Monografiler

Son yirmi bes yilda, Tirkiye’de Cuvas edebiyati, dilbilgisi, dil iliskileri ve
sozvarligi alaninda on dort bagimsiz ¢alisma yayinlanmistir. Bunlarin {igii
zaten daha once doktora tezi olarak hazirlanmis calismalardir. Asagida kro-
nolojik olarak verilmislerdir.

Yilmaz, M. — Yuhma, M. (2003). Tiirkivye Disindaki Tiirk Edebiyati Anto-
lojisi. Cuvas Edebiyati, Cilt 26. Turizm Bakanlig1 Yayilari, Ankara.

Yilmaz, E. (2003). Cuvasca Cok Zamanli Morfoloji. Grafiker Yayinlari, An-
kara.

Yilmaz, E. (2006). Narspi (Kiril harfli metin, Yazigevrimi, Tiirk¢eye Cevri-
mi. Sozliik-Dizin). Tirk Dil Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara.

Ersoy, F. (2009b). Cuvas Alp Hikayeleri. Tiirk Dil Kurumu Yayinlari, An-
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lar1, Ankara.
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kara.

Bayram, B. (2019). Cuvas Tiirk¢esi Sozligii. Tirk Dil Kurumu Yayinlari,
Ankara.

Bayram, B. (2019a). Cuvas Kizi Salambi (Aleksander Artemyev den). Bengii
Yayinlari, Ankara.

Giizel, S. (2019). Heikki Paasonen ve Cuvas¢a Masal Derlemeleri. Paradig-
ma Akademi, Ankara.

Uluyiiz, B. O. (2021). Standart Tiirkge ve Standart Cuvascada Ad Yan Ciim-
leleri. Nobel, Ankara.

Ersoy, F. (2012). Tiirk-Mogol Dil Iliskisi ve Cuvasca. Tiirk Dil Kurumu Ya-
yinlari, Ankara.

Yilmaz, E. (2025). Cuvas¢a Cok Zamanli Ses Bilgisi. Glincellenmis, genis-
letilmis yeni baski. Tirk Dil Kurumu Yaynlari, Ankara.
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Projeler

Rusya 'nin Etnik Kimlikler Olusturma ve Misyonerlik Faaliyetlerinde Folk-
lor ve Folklor Arastirmalari: Cuvaslar Ornegi

Biilent Bayram (Kirklareli Universitesi) yiiriitiiciiliigiinde 2013-2016 yillar1
arasinda “TUBITAK 1001” projesi olarak hayata gegirilmistir. Projede Cag-
das Cuvas etnik kimliginin, yazi dilinin, modern edebiyatinin olusumu, Hris-
tiyanligin Cuvaslar arasinda yayginlagmasi, bu siiregler sonunda bolgenin
diger etnik gruplardan kesin ¢izgilerle ayrilmalari, folklor arastirmalarinin,
bu arastirmalarda elde edilen malzemelerin ve fakelore (sahte folklor) eser-
lerinin iligkisi irdelenmistir.

Cuvas, Tatar, Baskurt ve Giiney Sibirya Boélgelerinde Konusulan Cuvas-
canmin Genel Amagh Derlemi

Basbakanlik Yurtdis1 Tiirkler ve Akraba Topluluklar Bagkanligi, Tarih: 15
Kasim 2014—14 Kasim 2015. Proje Emine Y1lmaz (Hacettepe Universitesi)
yiiriitiiciiliigiinde ve N. 1. Yegorov (Hiimaniter Enstitiisii/Ceboksar1) danis-
manliginda gerceklesmistir. Projenin temel amaci, en eskicil Tiirk dili olan
Cuvasganin, tiimiiyle yok olmadan 6nce, biitiin agizlarindan derleme yapa-
rak yiizyillar boyunca olusan fakat degisik nedenlerle kaybolmaya baglamis
dilsel ve kiiltiirel mirasi belgelemek ve ileride yapilacak bilimsel ¢aligsmalar
icin veri saglamaktir. Bu amagcla Tiirkiye’de, o donemde Cuvasca ¢calismakta
olan tiim Tiirk ve Cuvas akademisyenler (dokuz kisi) ve Cuvagistan’daki
alan uzmanlan (alt1 kisi) bu projeye dahil edilmis, bir yillik siirede toplam
on iki seyahatle Cuvasca, konusuldugu tiim bolgelerden (Cuvasistan, Tata-
ristan, Bagkurdistan, Moskova, Hakasya ve St. Petersburg) derlenmistir. On
iki derleme etkinligi ile Cuvaslarin yogun olarak yasadigi yerlesim bolgele-
rinden, ¢ok sayida ses kaydi yapilmis, video ve fotograf ¢cekimi gergekles-
tirilmistir. Boylece Cuvasganin daha kapsamli betimlenmesi igin gerekli ve-
riler elde edilmistir.

Proje ile, sadece dilsel veriler elde edilmekle kalmamais, derleme yapi-
lan bolgelerdeki Cuvaslar ve diger Tiirk dilli topluluklarla iletisim yolu agil-
mis, Universiteler arasinda egitim anlagmalar1 yapilmistir. Projenin dnemli
¢iktilarindan biri de Tiirkiye’de ve Cuvasistan’da, Cuvasca alaninda ¢alisan
biitiin akademisyenleri bir araya getirmek olmustur. Ekibin 6zellikle geng o-
lan aragtirmacilar1 hem proje deneyimi kazanmis hem dil belgelenmesi ala-
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ninda deneyim kazanmis hem de Cuvasga, Tatarca, Rusca pratiklerini gelis-
tirmislerdir.

Yok olma tehlikesiyle karsi karsiya olan ¢ok 6nemli bir Tiirk dilini,
konusuldugu biitiin bolgelerde ¢cok amagli derlemeyi hedefleyen projemiz
ayn1 zamanda bu derleme faaliyetlerinin ne kadar acil olarak gerceklesmesi
gerektigini de gostermistir. Cilinkii projemizin bitisine yakin bir tarihte, Tiir-
kiye’de bir Rus u¢aginin diismesi nedeniyle, Rusya Federasyonu ve Tiirkiye
arasinda ortaya ¢ikan siyasi kriz artik Rusya Federasyonu iginde bu tip ¢alis-
malar yapmay1 imkansiz hale getirmistir. Projeyle ilgili ayrintilar i¢in Yil-
maz 2021a’ye bakilabilir.

Finlandiya’dan katkilar

Luutonen, J. (2011). Chuvash Syntactic Nominalizers. Turcologica 88. Har-
rassowitz Verlag, Wiesbaden.

Cagdas Cuvasca dilbilgisi kitaplarinda videlitel 'niy affiks, distinctive affiks,
distinguishing affiks adlar altinda incelenen -i, -4i ve -sker eklerini ele alan
bu calisma, 2010 yilinda, Helsinki Universitesi’nin Altayistik Béliimiinde,
Juha Janhunen’in danigsmanliginda ve Fince yazilan yiiksek lisans tezinin ki-
taplastirilmis bigimidir.

Caligmadaki istatistiksel veriler, 1.24 milyon sozciik iceren The Turku
Chuvash Corpus (TChC) kullanilarak elde edilmistir. Luutonen ayrica, ¢alig-
masinda Cuvasca, Tiirkge, Tatarca, Udmurtca ve Erza Mordvincesini ana di-
li olarak kullanan konusurlardan da yararlanmstir.!’

Giiney Kore’den katkilar

Choi, H.-W. (2010). Tiirk¢e, Korece, Mogolca ve Mangu-Tunguzcamn Kar-
stlastirmall Ses ve Bigim Bilgisi. Tiirk Dil Kurumu Yayinlari, Ankara.

1980’lerden sonra, 6zellikle Hacettepe Universitesinde yetisen Koreli Tiir-
kologlar Altayistik ve Genel Tiirkoloji alanlarina énemli katkilarda bulun-
maya baslamiglardir. Bunlardan biri de yiiksek lisans ve doktora tez ¢aligsma-

17 Ayrica bkz. Veritabanlari: The Turku Chuvash Corpus (Version 1).
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larin1 Altay dillerinin karsilasgtirmali sesbilgisi ve bi¢cimbilgisi konularinda
hazirlamig olan Han-Woo Choi’dir. Altayistik alaninin 6nemli isimlerinden
olan Prof. Dr. Talat Tekin danigmanliginda hazirlanmis olan bu tezler, Emi-
ne Yilmaz ve Siier Eker tarafindan kitaplastirilmis ve Tiirk Dil Kurumu tara-
findan 2010’da yaymmlanmistir. Choi, 2010 yilinda kitaplastirilmis olan bu
calismasiyla gercek anlamryla biitiinciil olmaya ¢abalamis, Koreceyi ana dili
olarak konusmanin avantajlarini kullanmistir. Bu ¢calismada Choi’nin vermis
oldugu kimi Korece veriler, kendisinden 6nceki yayinlarda yer almaz. Choi,
calismasinda Altay dilleri kuramina yeni veriler saglarken bunlarin Cuvagga
denkliklerini vermeye ¢aligmisgtir.

Macar Tiirkolojisinden katkilar

Rona-Tas, A. —Berta, A. (2011). West Old Turkic, Turkic loanwords in Hun-
garian, Vol. I-11. Turcologica 84. Harrassowitz Verlag, Wiesbaden.

Macar Tiirkolojisinin uluslararasi alanda en iyi bilinen aragtirma konusu Ma-
carcadaki Eski Tiirk¢ce kopya sozciiklerdir. Konuyla ilgili olarak, Macar Tiir-
kolog Zoltan Gombocz’un 1912 yilinda yayimlanmis olan ilk sentezinden
sonra Macar Tiirkolojisinde kopya sozciiklerle ilgili ¢ok sayida makale ya-
yimlanmis, arastirma yontemleri gelistirilmis ve veri sayis1 artmistir.

Bu durum yeni bir sentezi de gerekli kilmig ve 2011°de Rona-Tas ve
Berta’nin editorliigiinde West Old Turkic. Turkic Loanwords in Hungarian
adiyla, 1494 sayfalik ve iki cilt halinde ¢ok kapsamli bir eser yayimlanmugtir.
Bu dev ¢alisma, sadece bir etimolojik sozliik degil, ayn1 zamanda Eski Bati
Tiirkgesinin ilk dilbilgisi kitabidir. Rona-Tas, ikinci cildin elli dort sayfalik
boliminde, Eski Bati Tiirkgesinin Fonolojisi baghigi altinda, Eski Bati Tiirk-
cesinin ses sisteminin rekonstriiksiyonunu yapmustir.

Bunun i¢in de Eski Dogu Tiirkgesi, Volga Bulgarcasi, Cuvasganin ta-
rihi ve Eski Bat1 Tiirkgesinden (#// tipi, Bulgar Tiirk¢esinden) Macarcaya ge-
cen sozciikler gibi kaynaklar1 kullanmistir. Diger verilerin ne kadar az oldu-
gu dikkate alinirsa, Macarcada korunmus olan Eski Tiirk¢e (Bulgar Tiirkge-
si) kopya sozciiklerin, Eski Bat1 Tiirk¢esinin rekonstriiksiyonu i¢in ne kadar
onemli oldugu daha iyi anlasilir. Kopya s6zciiklerin biiyiik bir boliimii Cu-
vas tipi bir dilden alindiklar1 i¢in, Mogolca ve Tiirk¢e arasindaki iligskinin
durumunu belirlemek i¢in de kullanilabilirler.
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Yazarlara gore Eski Bat1 Tiirk¢esindeki  ve / sesleri ikincildir ve sira-
styla Ana Tiirkce z ve s seslerinden gelismislerdir. Daha dogrusu Ana Tiirkge
s sesi Eski Bat1 Tiirk¢esinde /¢ 0begine degismis, Macarca da bu ses 6begini
bazen / bazen de ¢ olarak korumustur. Bu acidan West Old Turkic Altay dil-
leri varsayimini desteklemez.

Dmitrieva, U. — Adagasi, K. (2001). Hungaro-Tschuwaschica: Annoti-
rovannyj - bibliograficeskij ukazatel' issledovanij vengerskih uce-nyh
XIX=XX vv. Ceboksary.

Calismada, on dokuzuncu ve yirminci yiizyillarda, Altayistik ve Cuvascayla
ilgili ¢aligmalar yapan otuz dokuz Macar bilim insanina ait toplam ii¢ yiiz
kirk ti¢ makale ve kitap tanitilmaktadir. Bu bibliyografik ¢alismanin, 6zellik-
le A. Rona-Tas’1n Altayistik ve Cuvascayla ilgili yayinlarinin tanitildig alt-
mis iki sayfalik boliimii, Macar Altayistlerin alana katkilarinin 6l¢iistinii gos-
termek agisindan son derece dnemlidir.

Agyagasi, K. (2019). Chuvash Historical Phonetics. An areal linguistics
study. With an Appendix on the Role of Proto-Mari in the History of Chuvash
Vocalism. Turcologica 117. Harrassowitz Verlag, Wiesba-den.

Cuvagcanin tarihsel sesbilgisi arastirmalari i¢inde, dil iliskilerinin en yogun
olarak ele alindig1 yaymn olan Chuvash Historical Phonetics’te Agyagasi, ta-
rihsel dil arastirmasinin iki temel amaci oldugunu vurgulamistir. ilki, her-
hangi bir dil sisteminin herhangi bir alt sistemini etkileyen ve daha onceki
bir sistemden kaynaklanan siire¢lerinin kronolojik bir sirasini belirlemek, a-
ciklamak ve kurmak; ikincisi ise tarih biliminin yardimci bir disiplini olarak
hareket etmek ve dil ile etnik topluluk arasindaki iliskileri kullanarak, ta-
rihsel kaynaklarda bulunan dilsel verilerin yorumlanmasi yoluyla tarihsel so-
nuglar i¢in arglimanlar saglamaktir. Agyagasi’nin c¢aligmasi, bu amaglarin
her ikisini de karsilayacak sekilde tasarlanmistir.

Agyagési, caligmanin 6zet boliimiinde iki temel sonuca ulastigini be-
lirtir: 1) bolgesel (cografi) kosullar ve dili konusanlarin hareketliligi Cuvas-
canin ortaya ¢ikisinda belirleyici bir rol oynamistir; 2) bu dilin tarihinin yeni-
den yapilandirilabilecek {i¢ 6nemli alan1 vardir: besinci ve onuncu yiizyillar
arasinda Dogu Avrupa bozkirlari; onuncu yiizyildan on ii¢iincii yiizyila ka-
dar Volga’nin bat1 yakasi ve Kama Nehirleri; Mogol istilasindan sonra Vol-
ga’nin sag kiyisindaki Sviyaga ve Sura Nehirleri ile siirlanan bolge.
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Agyagasi’ye gore bu ii¢ alanin tiimiinde, cesitli varyantlari konusan
topluluklarin tarihindeki déniim noktalarinin yarattigi hareketlerin sonuglar
olarak dilde niteliksel degismeler ortaya ¢ikmistir. Lars Johanson’un kod
kopyalama yonteminin uygulandigi ¢alismada, Réna-Tas ve Berta tarafin-
dan 2011°de yayimlanmis olan West Old Turkic de temel dayanaklardan biri
olmustur.'®

Agyagasi, K. — Eberhard, W. (2023). Tschuwaschisches Dialektwérterbuch
(August Ahlqvist). Harrassowitz Verlag, Wiesbaden.

Cuvas agizlarina ait bu sozliik Finlandiyali Fin-Ugorist August Ahlqvist’in
el yazmasi materyalinden derlenmistir. Bunlar1 1856/57°de Cuvaslar arasin-
da Orta Volga’ya yaptig1 gezide toplamistir. Bu dil iizerine yaptig1 ¢caligma-
nin amact, bir yandan Cuvasca ile Tiirk¢e arasindaki iliskiyi kanitlamak, di-
ger yandan bu dilin komsu Finno-Ugor dilleri lizerindeki etkilerini arastir-
makt1.

Bu amag artik gecerli olmasa bile materyalin kendisi (yaklasik 4100
lemma) Cuvasganin tarihi agisindan biiylik 6nem tagimaktadir. Ciinkii biiyiik
bir kismi, 1945°ten sonra yazi dilinin (Anatri agz1) etkisiyle tamamen yerin-
den edilen Viryal agzindan gelmektedir. Calismanin 6nemi, giiniimiiz Cuvag
dili alaninda artik mevcut olmayan ancak etimolojik arastirmalar i¢in biiytik
ilgi gbren Viryal agzinin fonetik, fonolojik ve s6z yapimi olaylarini kaydet-
mesidir.

Rus Tiirkolojisinden Katkilar

Starostin, S. — Dybo, A. — Mudrak, O. (2003). Etymological Dictionary of
the Altaic Languages. Brill, Leiden—Boston. (Elektronik format: The Tower
of Babel (An Etymological Database Project)

Aragtirmalar1 yonlendiren énemli bir yayin Rus ekoliinden Starostin, Dybo
ve Mudrak’in 2003°te yayinlamis olduklar1 Etymological Dictionary of the
Altaic Languages’dir (= EDAL). Bu yayin aslinda “tartigmalara son noktay1
koyma” iddiasinda olan ancak yeni tartismalar1 alevlendiren bir ¢aligmadir.
Ama yine de genis kapsamli, eszamanli ve tarihsel verileri de dikkate alan

18 Kitapla ilgili degerlendirmeler igin bkz. Erdal, 2021; Piispanen, 2019; Yilmaz, 2021; Zimo-
nyi, 2020; Débritz, 2019.
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ilk caligmalar icinde en 6nemlisi EDAL’dir ve icerdigi 2.800 etimoloji ile
alandaki en genis hacimli sozliiktiir.

EDAL yazarlarina gore, Clauson’un aksine, temel s6z varligini olus-
turan sozciikler Altay dilleri akrabaligini kanitlamaktadir ve Altay dil ailesi
Hint-Avrupa ve Ural dil ailesinden daha eskidir. Bu sozIiigiin besinci bolii-
mii!® glottokronoloji ve leksikoistatistige ayrilmistir. Daha 6nce, Starostin’-
de verilmis olan® ve Swadesh’e dayanan yiiz temel sozciikliik listenin biraz
degistirilerek kullanildigi bu boliimde Altay dilleri arasindaki ortak s6z var-
liginin ortalama %20 oldugu sonucuna varilmistir.

Levitskaa, L. S. (2014). Istoriceskad fonetika cuvaSskogo —dzyka:
monografid. Nau¢. red., avt. predisl. i prime¢. Akovlev, P. A. Cebok-

sary.
Rus ekoliinden L. S. Levitskaya’nin Cuvas¢anin tarihsel sesbilgisi monogra-
fisi 6zellikle 6nemlidir ve 1966’da doktora tezi olarak hazirlanmis olmasina
ragmen ancak 2014’°te yayimlanabilmistir. Levitskaya Cuvagcadaki ses degi-
simlerini Tirk dil ailesinin tiim varyantlarindaki ses degismeleri baglaminda
incelemektedir. Ayrica Cuvagcadaki {insiiz ¢esitliliginin azalmasin agikla-
mak i¢in komsu Kipgak grubu dillere de bagvurmustur. Kitapta, konuyla il-
gili daha Onceki ¢aligmalar da elestirel gozle degerlendirilmistir.

Mudrak, O. A. (2002). Bulgarskaa gruppa. Fonetika. Tenisev, E. R. (Otv.
red.), Sravnitel'no-istoriceskad grammatika tirkskih azy-kov. Regional'nye
rekonstrukcii. Moskva, 677-706.

Oleg A. Mudrak, kuramsal bir rekonstriiksiyon yontemine ve aile agaci mo-
deline dayanarak Cuvascanin ana dilden ayrildiktan sonra gdsterdigi kendine
0zgli degismeleri dogrusal bir ¢izgi lizerinde gostermistir. Cuvascanin atasi
olan dilin milat siralarinda, Giiney Sibirya bolgesinde ana dilden ayrildig:
kabuliine dayanarak Giiney Sibirya bolgesi varyantlarinin ses degismelerini
de dikkate almistir.

Savelyev, A. (2020). Chuvash and the Bulgharic Languages. Robbeets, M.
— Savelyev, A. (Eds.), The Oxford Guide to the Transeurasian Languages.
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 446—464.

19 Starostin-Dybo— Mudrak, 2003, 230-236.
20 Starostin, 1991, 25-63, 85-104.
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Eski Cuvascanin tarihsel baglantilari, yine Rus ekoliinden Savelyev 2020°de
genetik ve dil iligkileri baglaminda degerlendirilmistir.

Dolgova, A. P. — Kuznetsov, A. V. (2020). The development of the Chuvash
linguistics at the beginning of the XXIst century: achievements, problems
and pressing tasks. Rossijskaa tirkologia 1-2, 88-95.

Rus ekoliiniin 6zellikle 2000 sonrasi katkilari igin ayrica Anna P. Dolgova,

Aleksey V. Kuznetsov tarafindan yapilmis olan toplu degerlendirmeye
bakilabilir.
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Chuvash Studies in the First Quarter
of the Twenty-First Century
Extended summary

As the most archaic Turkic language, Chuvash plays a key role in Turkology and
Altaic linguistics. Several phonetic, morphological, and syntactic issues concerning
the Turkic language family, as well as the Altaic hypothesis, can only be adequately
addressed on the basis of Chuvash data.

The Chuvash people primarily live in the Chuvash Republic of the Russian
Federation, located in the Volga Bend. According to the 2020 Russian census, the
Chuvash population numbered 1,067,139. This figure, however, does not represent
the number of Chuvash speakers. Although the 2010 census recorded 1,042,989
speakers of Chuvash, no reliable up-to-date statistics are currently available.

During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, Chuvash was primarily studi-
ed within the framework of the Altaic hypothesis, mainly by means of the historical-
comparative method and with particular emphasis on phonology. Within this frame-
work, Chuvash has consistently occupied a central position in discussions of Altaic
as one of the key languages for comparative research. As research methodologies
have developed, however, Chuvash has increasingly been investigated from the
perspectives of long-range language relationships, language contact, linguistic typo-
logy, comparative syntax, and related approaches.

Because Chuvash has traditionally occupied a central place in discussions of
the Altaic hypothesis, the present article begins by reviewing recent developments
in Altaic linguistics, with particular emphasis on methodological issues and the con-
tinuing contribution of the Russian school since the early 2000s.

Throughout the twentieth century, proponents of the Altaic hypothesis
sought to demonstrate the genetic relationship of the Altaic languages on the basis
of evidence presented by scholars such as Ramstedt, Aalto, Poppe, Kotwicz, Martin,
Miller, Street, Menges, and Tekin. Their arguments relied primarily on phonological
and lexical evidence, while morphology played a much less prominent role. By con-
trast, opponents of the hypothesis, including Clauson, Németh, Doerfer, Rona-Tas,
Scherbak, and others, argued that the available evidence was neither sufficient nor
convincing to establish a genetic relationship. From the second half of the twentieth
century onwards, the debate gradually subsided, largely because neither new metho-
dological approaches nor substantial new evidence became available.

After a long period of relative silence, discussions on the Altaic hypothesis
have been revived since the early 2000s. Several important publications have contri-
buted to this renewed interest in Altaic linguistics. Among the most influential are
the works of Janhunen, Johanson, Robbeets, Blazek, and Vovin, each representing
different methodological approaches to the question of Altaic genetic relationship.
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One of these influential publications is Johanson’s Strukturelle Faktoren in
tiirkischen Sprachkontakten (1992; English translation: Structural Factors in Turkic
Language Contacts, 2002; Turkish translation: Tiirkce Dil Iliskilerinde Yapisal Et-
kenler, 2007). In this work, Johanson argued that verb morphology could provide
important evidence for assessing genetic relatedness and explained his view as fol-
lows: “In the verbal flection, suffixes closest to the primary stem, markers of actio-
nality and diathesis, seem relatively little susceptible to copying. It would be a
strong clue to a common origin if this ‘intimate’ part of verbal morphology exhibited
systematic correspondences of materially and semantically similar morphemes
within congruent combinational patterns”.

With the growing importance of typological research, comparative Altaic lin-
guistics has increasingly shifted its focus from phonology to morphology.

The article also reviews several electronic resources that have become increa-
singly important with recent technological advances because they contain valuable
Chuvash data. Some are general linguistic resources, whereas others are corpora
specifically devoted to Chuvash. The resources examined include The Global Lexi-
costatistical Database (GLD), Chronology of Turkic Languages and Linguistic
Contacts of Early Turks, the Leipzig-Jakarta List, the Turku Chuvash Corpus
(Version 1.0), and the Corpus of the Chuvash Language.

The final section surveys the principal contributions of Turkish, Finnish,
South Korean, Hungarian, and Russian Turkology to Chuvash studies over the past
twenty-five years.

Since its establishment in 2012, the Department of Modern Turkic Dialects
and Literatures at Hacettepe University has shown a particular interest in Turkic
languages with relatively small numbers of speakers. Most of the international sym-
posia organized annually by the department have focused on these lesser-studied
Turkic languages. Data on these languages are collected through fieldwork and ana-
lysed using appropriate linguistic methods. The proceedings of these symposia have
also been published as edited volumes.

In this context, the article introduces two international symposia: “Documen-
tation of Chuvash and the 100th Anniversary of the Death of Konstantin V. Ivanov”
and “Studies in Chuvash Language, Literature and Folklore: In Memory of the
170th Anniversary of the Birth of Ivan Ya. Yakovlev”. It also reviews the doctoral
dissertations on Chuvash completed in Turkey since 2000.

Over the past twenty-five years, fourteen independent scholarly monographs
on Chuvash literature, grammar, language contacts, and vocabulary have been pub-
lished in Turkey. Three of these were originally completed as doctoral dissertations.
The article presents these publications in chronological order.

The final section on the contributions of Turkish Turkology also introduces
two completed research projects on Chuvash. The first is the TUBITAK (Scientific
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and Technological Research Council of Tiirkiye) Project No. 1001, entitled “Folk-
lore and Folklore Research in the Formation of Ethnic Identity and the Missionary
Activities of Russia: The Case of the Chuvash”, carried out between 2013 and 2016
under the direction of Biilent Bayram (Kirklareli University). The project examines
the formation of modern Chuvash ethnic identity, the development of the Chuvash
written language and modern literature, the spread of Christianity among the Chu-
vash, the increasing differentiation of the Chuvash from neighbouring ethnic groups
as a result of these processes, and the relationship between folklore research, the
materials collected during such research, and fakelore.

The second project, entitled “General-Purpose Documentation of Chuvash
Spoken in Chuvashia, Tatarstan, Bashkortostan, and Southern Siberia”, was carried
out by Emine Yilmaz with the support of the Presidency for Turks Abroad and Re-
lated Communities (YTB). Conducted between 15 November 2014 and 14 Novem-
ber 2015, the project aimed to document the linguistic and cultural heritage preser-
ved in all dialects of Chuvash, traditionally regarded as the most archaic Turkic lan-
guage, before it disappears completely. By compiling comprehensive data from all
Chuvash dialects, the project seeks both to preserve this endangered linguistic and
cultural heritage and to provide a valuable resource for future research.

The survey shows that, among the major traditions of Turkish Turkology, the
Hungarian and Russian schools have made the most significant contributions to
Chuvash studies. Particularly noteworthy are the Hungarian publications West Old
Turkic, Turkic Loanwords in Hungarian, and Chuvash Historical Phonetics: An
Areal Linguistic Study, with an Appendix on the Role of Proto-Mari in the History
of Chuvash Vocalism. Equally important is the Etymological Dictionary of the Altaic
Languages, produced by the Russian school. Together, these publications have be-
come major reference works in Altaic linguistics and Chuvash studies since the early
2000s.
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DOI: https://doi.org/10.7816/28ahnn38.19 - CC BY-NC 4.0 e

FiLOLOJIi TARIHI NASIL AYDINLATIR?
Eva CSAKI*

Giris

Dil, her halkin en degerli ortak mirasi ve kiiltiiriin en belirgin unsurlarindan
biridir. Dilin s6z varliginda, toplumun diinyayi algilayis bi¢imini yansitan,
en kiiciik varliklardan en biiyiiklerine kadar her tiirlii nesnenin, niteligin ve
faaliyetin ad1 yer alir. Teknolojik gelismeler sonucunda yeni bir arag ortaya
ciktiginda, ona da bir ad vermek gerekir.

Dil tarihi, halklarin tarihinden bagimsiz degildir. Tarihsel siiregte orta-
ya ¢ikan yeni olgularin adlandirilmasi gerekir ve bu adlandirmalar dilde iz
birakir. Giiniimiizden ge¢mise dogru adim adim ilerledigimizde, yazili kay-
naklarin yetersiz kaldig1 karanlik donemlerin aydinlatilmasinda dil tarihinin
verilerinden yararlanabiliriz.

Eski Macar onomastigine bir bakis

Nehir, irmak, gol ve diger su adlari, dillerin s6z varligindaki en kalici unsur-
lar arasinda yer alir. Nitekim ilk yazili metinlerimizde de yer adlariyla karsi-
lagiriz. Yer adlari, yapisal bakimdan ¢esitli gruplar altinda incelenebilir:

A) Birlesik yer adlart: Tiirk¢edeki Asagi Ayranci, Yukart Ayranct or-
neklerinde oldugu gibi, Macarcadaki Algyd, Felgyd vb. yer adlar1 da benzer
bir adlandirma mantigiyla olusturulmustur.

B) Mezopotamya, Maveraiinnehir gibi adlarla karsilastirilabilecek
Macarca Etelkoz, Csilizkoz; ayrica Fehérvar, Visegrad, Kiskunhalas gibi bir-
lesik yer adlart.

* Pazmény Péter Katolik Universitesi Sarkiyat Enstitiisii, Budapeste, Macaristan; ORCID ID:
0000-0002-1082-3372; cskvjdt@gmail.com
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C) Iyelik bildiren unsurlarla olusturulan yer adlari: Macarcadaki M-
rahaza, Kiskunfélegyhdaza, Bethlenfalva, Kadicsfalva, Zetelaka, Vargyaspa-
taka vb.

D) Macarcadaki Barcasag, Mezéség, Ormansag, Kunsag vb. yer adla-
rinda goriilen +s4g yapim ekiyle olusturulan adlar. Kanaatimce bu ek, Tiirk-
cede ayni islevde kullanilan +/Xk ekinin ceviri yoluyla karsilanmasi sonu-
cunda bir¢ok yer adinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmstir.

E) Kisi adlarindan olusturulan ve diinya ¢apinda taninan yer adlari: St.
Petersburg, Alexandria, Konstantinopolis vb.

Eski Tiirk¢eden olduke¢a erken bir donemde Macarcaya egy+ olarak
almtilandig1 kabul edilen Eski Tiirkce dd ‘good’ in every sense of the word;
(of people) ‘morally good’; (of things) ‘qualitatively good, serviceable’; (of
fortune, etc.) ‘good’! anlamindaki edgii sézciigii, Eski Macarcada egy(+hdz)
‘kilise’ bigiminde goriilmektedir.>

Macarcadaki birlesik s6zciigiin ilk unsuru, 13. yiizyilda yazili kaynak-
larda ig+fon ‘kutsal orman’ yer adinda da belgelenmistir. Bu unsur, aralarin-
da kilise bulunan ¢ok sayida eski yerlesim adinda da goriilmektedir. Dil tari-
himizin daha sonraki bir doneminde ise Slavcadan alintilanan ve ayni anlami
tagtyan szent ‘aziz, kutsal’ sozciigiiyle olusturulmus adlarla karsilasilir.
Szent+egy+hdz+a bugiin de bir Macar kdyiiniin adidir. Oniinde veya ortasin-
da egy unsuru bulunan ¢ok sayida erken dénem yer adinin ortak 6zelligi,
merkezlerinde bir kilisenin bulunmasidir.

Bu yer adlarn Tiirkge yer adlariyla da benzerlik gostermektedir. Daha
onceki bir galigmamda bu konu iizerinde durmustum. Tiirk¢eden alintilanan
yer adlar1 arasinda Tokaj, Kortvélyes, Almas vb. drnekler bulunmaktadir.

Karagay-Malkar Tiirklerinin Nart destaninin Qarashaway adli 83. B6-
liimiinde Tonguz Orun bigiminde bir yer adina rastladim. Tonguzorun ad1 gii-
niimiizde de Karagay-Malkar bolgesindeki dag adlari arasinda kullanil-
maktadir.?

En eski yazili kaynaklarimizdan biri olan Tihanyi apdtsdg alapitole-
vele (Tihany Manastiri’nin Kurulus Belgesi, 1055), Latince kaleme alinmis
resmi bir belgedir ve i¢inde yalnizca birkag (9 adet) Macarca yer adi1 bulun-

! Clauson, 1972, 51.
2 Réna-Tas—Berta, 2011, 307.
3 Tavkul, 2020, 435.
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maktadir. Bunlardan ilki, locus ... gifnav (okunusu: cisnau) ‘domuz yeri’ ifa-
desidir. Daha sonra belgede kert hel ve petra zenaia hel rea gibi bagka Ma-
carca yer adlar1 da gegmektedir.

Tonuzaba ise bir diger tarihi yazili kaynagimiz olan Gesta Hunga-
rorum’da gegen bir kisi adidir. Birlesik s6zciigiin ilk unsuru ‘domuz’, ikinci
unsuru ise ‘baba’ anlamindadir.* Bu ad hakkinda Anonymus su bilgileri ver-
mektedir:

“O sirada Pegeneklerin iilkesinden, hiikiimdar soyundan gelen bir sa-
vas¢t geldi. Adi Tonuzaba idi. Orkénd’in babastydi; Tomaj soyu on-
dan gelmektedir. Hiikiimdar Taksony ona Kemej bolgesinde, Tisza’ya
kadar uzanan, Abad gegidinin bulundugu yerde yerlesmesi icin toprak
verdi. Bu Tonuzaba, Hiikiimdar Taksony 'un torunu Aziz Istvan’in [Hk
Macar kralimiz, ECs] zamanina kadar yasadi. Aziz Istvan, Hristi-
yanlik ogretisini teblig edip biitiin Macarlar: vaftiz ettiginde, inan-
cinda direnen Tonuzoba vaftiz yoluyla yeniden dogmayt reddetti; ken-
disi ve karist vaftiz yoluyla Isa’yla birlikte sonsuza dek yasamasinlar
diye karisiyla birlikte Abad gegidinde diri diri gomiildii. Oglu Orkénd
ise Hristiyan olmus ve Isa’yla birlikte sonsuza dek yasamaktadir.”

Tiirkgede aba ‘baba’> anlaminin yani sira bir saygi ifadesi olarak da
kullanilmaktadir ve ¢esitli Macar kisi adlarinda goriilmektedir. Bunlar ara-
sinda Macar krallarindan Aba Samuel’in ad1 da bulunmaktadir.

1. Tirk¢eden alintilandig diigiiniilen tek unsurlu 6zel adlar: Kisi adlarindan
siklikla yer adlar1 olusturulmustur. Topraklar da sahiplerinin adlarini almis-
tir.

Ajton < Tii. Altun, Baks, Kean < Tii. gayan, Karcag.,® Karcsa, Kipgak Tiirk-
leri arasinda taninmis bir Karagay prensi olan Karca Bey’in adindan Macar-
cada ¢ok sayida yer adi tiiretilmistir;

Muhi, Damak, Erk, Bercel, Gyula, Somogy, Szatmar < BulgTi. Satmar < Tii.
sat- + -mar;

4 Anonymus, 1975, 167.
5 Aba igin bkz. Sevortan, 1974, 158-159.
6 Manasz, 2016, 277.
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-mAz’ ekiyle yapilmig benzer isimler de var: Balmaz (Krg. bol- ‘ol-")¢, Szaty-
maz (Krg. sat-),’ Tepremez (Krg. tebre- ‘bagla-, harekete gegmek’);!?

Szoreny < BulgTi. Sever ‘murmeltier’ + -n;

Tazlar,"" Bodogldr, Terem, Tokaj, Tolmdcs, Ullés, Visnye.

2. +lIk > +lo yapim ekiyle veya onun ya da baska bir ekin gevirisiyle (+sAg)
ortaya ¢ikan Tiirk¢eden alintilarimiz:

Arlo, Doroszlo; Délld, Kiikiillo, Bakonysdg, Barcasag, Ormansag; Kortve-
lyes, Alsokortvélyes; Tetétlen.

3. Birlesik kelimelerden:

Andocs, Tunguzoba, Kiscsécs, Fehérvar ¢ Ak+hisar/+kale’ biiylik bir ihtimal-
le bir calque; Sar kel, Ak kél gibi yer adlarinin gevirisi; Feketevar ‘Kara-
hisar’;

Hegyko, Hegyhat: Krg. Tav Arti ‘Giircistan’;
Mac. Hegymeg: Kr¢.-Malk. Tav Art1 ‘Glircistan’;
Hegymegettipuszta, Hegymegipuszta;
Csallo+koz, Etel+koz,

Karasso ~ Krasso ‘Feketeviz’ < Kara suy; 9. asir Macaristan’daki Bulgar
Tirk¢esinden;

Kutvolgy, Tarjan, Mezo+tarkany, Hidegkut, Szigetvar, Zalabaksa, Zalabe-
senyo.

7 Lajos Ligeti’den (Ligeti, 1986, 93) baska birgok Macar Tiirkologu kelimenin Tiirk asilli ol-
dugunu sdylemisti. Ayrica Macarca szatocs [sato:¢] ‘grocer, grand handler’ olarak ayni kok-
ten bir alintidir (R6na-Tas—Berta, 2011, 780).

8 Tavkul, 2000, 125.

® Tavkul, 2000, 333.

19 Tavkul, 2000, 388; Ligeti, 1986, 93.

1 Manasz, 2016, 277.
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Lehcelerin tamkhg:

Yabanci halklarin etkisinde kalmis bir boyun lehgesi, anadilin merkezindeki
degismelerden mahrum kalir. Anadille irtibatim1 kaybettigi i¢in adeta bir ada-
da kalmig gibidir; bu sayede icinde baska etkilesimlerin izlerini tespit etmek
miimkiin olur. Standart dilde artik bulunmayan, daha eski dénemlerden kal-
mis agiz Ozelliklerini koruyabilir. Yabanci bir ortamda, standart dili konu-
sanlardan tamamen ayri kalan topluluklara bakacak olursak; drnegin Cinli-
lerin ¢evreledigi Ordos bolgesindeki Mogollart ya da Rumenlerin egemen-
ligindeki Moldova’da yasayan Cango Macarlarini diisiinebiliriz.

Dilin her tabakasinda arkaik unsurlar bulunmaktadir. Bunlar arasinda
bizi en ¢ok Tiirk etkisi ilgilendirmektedir. Bulgar, Kip¢ak, Oguz, Ogur vb.
eski ve yeni Tiirk katmanlarinin yan1 sira Balkanlar ve Kafkasya’dan gelen
etkiler de kiiltlirimiizlin bir parcas1 haline gelmistir.

Sozlii edebiyattan nasil yararlanmamiz miimkiindiir?

Sozlii edebiyat tirtinleri oldukca ge¢ bir donemde derlenmeye baglanmistir.
Yine de bunlar arastirmalarimiz agisindan yararlidir. Atasézlerinin yapisina
bakacak olursak, Kus kanadin, er atin gibi eksiltili climlelerden hareket ede-
biliriz. Macarcadaki benzeri ise Oz erdébe, ember hdzba atasoziidiir.

Sozlii edebiyat alaninda 6zellikle tiirkli metinleri lizerinde durmak ge-
rekir. Gerek anlatim bicimi gerekse karakteri bakimindan bunlar birbirine ol-
dukea yakindir. Efsane, destan ve balad gibi sozlii edebiyat {irlinlerinde aras-
tirmalarimiz agisindan yararli olabilecek birgok unsur bulunmaktadir.

Eski bir 6grencim bu konuyu nitelik bakimindan incelemisti. Az dnce
sOziinil ettigimiz edebi metinlerde, hangi adlarin hangi niteliklerle birlikte
kullanildigina bakmusti. Ornegin dogada bulunan temel unsurlarm (toprak,
hava, su, ¢igek, giines vb.) en ¢ok hangi sifatlarla nitelendirildigini arastir-
mistt. Ayni sekilde akrabalik adlar1 (ana, baba, kardes, abla, gelin vb.) igin
hangi niteleyici sifatlarin kullanildig1 da incelenmisti. Sonugta, en ¢ok Kara-
caylilarin kullandig: sifatlar1 kullandigimiz goriilmektedir.

1. Benim kendi gézlemlerim ise 6zellikle ancak belirli baglamlarda 6zel an-
lam kazanan ifadelerle ilgilidir: kizanam, ese al-, ocak.

2. Evlilikle ilgili terimler arasinda: satilik kiz, bana gel-, evlilik.
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3. Masallarda baslica kahramanlar arasinda ise: Demiryoguran, Tasufala-
yan, Perikizi vb.; li¢, dort, hatta on iki bagh ejderhalar.

Bundan daha 6nemlisi, ayn1 hikaye anlatiminin, yani 6zetle paralel bir
anlatinin bulunmasidir. Kafkaslardaki Karagcay Nart destaninda, bir ailedeki
on dokuz erkek ¢cocuk yalnizca ayni ocaktan gelen on dokuz kizla evlenecek-
lerine dair ant igmistir. Bir Macar masalinda ise sayilar1 daha az olan erkek
kardesler de yalnizca ayn1 ana babanin kizlartyla evleneceklerini sdylerler.

Bir Gagauz tiirkiisii buldum, Manoli iizerine:

Manoli, Manoli Kardaglar1 evé gidii.
Mester Manoli, I, evi giderlir,

Dokuz kardas, Karilarma soleela.
Manastir yivela. I, sat Manoli gitmemis,
Onnar yivela — Tudorkaya sdlesin.
Manastir gogii. Sabaa voliy,

Yukardan goktin Tudorka kalker.

Bu kuscaaz 6tii Tudorka kalke,

Ucup da gidii. Yola yollane.
Manolinin aklisina gelii, Manoli gorei,

O kusgaazin 6tmesi. Tudorkay1 yolda.
Anginizin karist Aalarmis,

Taa sabiylin gelecek, Allaha yalvarmis:

Vo bu manastira Ver, Allahim, bir iinelik,
Kurban kalicek. Tudorkam geri donsiin,
Manolinin dostlart — Tudorkam geri donsiin,

Duvarci Kelemen, bizim efsanelerimizden biridir. O da verdigi yanlis
kararin bedeli olarak bir kurban sunmak ister. Cilinkii giindiiz yaptiklar1 du-
varlar geceleyin siirekli yikilmaktadir; biitiin emekleri bosa gitmektedir. Ka-
risinin ath arabayla yaklagtigini goriince, Duvarci Kelemen, belki geri doner
iimidiyle yagmur duasi okumaya baslar. Ancak duasi kabul olmaz.

Yagmur duasina da dikkat ¢ekmek isterim. Orta Asya’dan Macaris-
tan’a kadar bilinen biiyiisel bir uygulamadir. Yagmur yagdirabilecegine ina-
nilan bu uygulama, halk inang¢larinin énemli bir unsurudur. Bu nedenle halk
inanglarinin, folklorun ve geleneklerin 6nemini goz ardi edemeyiz.
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Buna benzer bir¢ok 6zet segtik. Tiirk diinyasindan 77, Macar masalla-
rindan da yine 77 masal segtik; bunlari ¢evirdik ve yayimladik. Ciinkii birbi-
rimizi tanimadan nasil temas kurabiliriz?

Sonug¢

Kargilagtirmali arastirmalar yaparken her zaman kiiltiirii bir biitiin olarak ele
almamiz gerekir. Cok ince ayrintilara bile dikkat etmeliyiz. Cilinkii ylizyillar
boyunca ugsuz bucaksiz bozkirlarda yasamis iki gdcebe halkin, yani Macar-
lar ile Tiirklerin ¢ok eskiye dayanan birlikteligine 151k tutmak istiyoruz.

Kaynaklar buz kadar hassastir. Dikkatli davranmazsak, farkinda olma-
dan bile konuyu tehlikeye atabiliriz.
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How Does Philology Illuminate History?
Abstract

This study explores the ways in which philological evidence can contribute to the
reconstruction and interpretation of historical relations in periods for which written
documentation is limited or unavailable. Taking the historical contacts between
Hungarians and Turkic peoples as its principal point of reference, it argues that
linguistic data, onomastic material, dialectal evidence, and oral traditions may pre-
serve traces of cultural interaction that complement conventional historical sources.
Particular attention is devoted to early Hungarian personal and place names, inclu-
ding hydronyms and compound toponyms, whose structure, lexical elements, and
derivational patterns may reflect different layers of Turkic influence. Examples
drawn from early Hungarian written records and from Hungarian toponymy are
considered alongside possible Turkic parallels in order to demonstrate the historical
value of names as relatively persistent elements of linguistic heritage. The study
further emphasizes the importance of dialects, especially those spoken by commu-
nities that developed in relative isolation from the linguistic centre, since such vari-
eties may preserve archaic features and traces of earlier contacts that have disap-
peared from the standard language. A further source of historical evidence is pro-
vided by oral literature and traditional culture. Proverbs, folk songs, legends, heroic
epics, fairy tales, and folk beliefs are examined for recurring motifs, expressions,
narrative structures, and cultural concepts shared by Hungarian and Turkic tradi-
tions, with particular reference to Karachay-Balkar and Gagauz materials. Such cor-
respondences are not treated as isolated linguistic curiosities but as elements of a
broader cultural context. The study concludes that comparative philological research
can contribute to illuminating early Hungarian—Turkic contacts when linguistic,
folkloric, and cultural evidence is evaluated together and with appropriate metho-
dological caution.
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Tiirk—Macar iliskileri ¢ogu zaman Osmanl imparatorlugu’nun Orta Avrupa’daki ha-
kimiyeti ve 16—17. ylizy1l savaslar ¢ergevesinde ele alinsa da iki halk arasindaki
tarihsel baglar ¢ok daha eski donemlere uzanir. Macarlar, Karpat Havzasi'na yerles-
melerinden dnce Hunlar, Onogurlar, Bulgarlar ve Hazarlarla iliski kurmus; Avarlarla
Karpat Havzasi’'nda temas etmistir. Pegenekler, Uzlar ve Kumanlarla olan iliskileri
ise Orta Cag Macar Kralligi’nin tarihinde énemli bir yer tutmustur. Bu topluluklar,
farkli dénemlerde ve farkl dl¢iilerde Macar etnogenezine katkida bulunmustur. Bir-
likte yasama, sivasal ve askeri ittifaklar, gatismalar, gigler ve asimilasyon siiregleri
Macar dilinde, maddi kiiltiiriinde, toplumsal yapisinda ve tarihsel hafizasinda kalici
izler birakmustir,

Bu kitapta yer alan ¢alismalar, disiplinlerarasi bir yaklasimla erken dénem
Tiirk—Macar iligkilerine dair ¢ok sayidaki soru ve arastirma konusu arasindan 6ne ¢i-
kanlar ele almay! ve bugiine kadar ulasilan bilimsel sonuglari ana hatlaryla 6zet-
lemeyi amag¢lamaktadir.

Although Turkic—Hungarian relations have often been discussed in the context of
Ottoman rule in Central Europe and the wars of the 16th and 17th centuries, the
historical ties between the two peoples extend much further back in time. Prior to
their settlement in the Carpathian Basin, the Hungarians established contacts with
the Huns, Onogurs, Bulgars, and Khazars, while their encounters with the Avars
took place within the Carpathian Basin itself. Their relations with the Pechenegs,
Uzes, and Cumans, in turn, played a significant role in the history of the medieval
Kingdom of Hungary. At different periods and to varying degrees, these peoples
contributed to Hungarian ethnogenesis. Coexistence, political and military alliances,
conflicts, migrations, and processes of assimilation left enduring traces on the
Hungarian language, material culture, social structure, and historical memory.

Adopting an interdisciplinary approach, the studies collected in this volume
address some of the most prominent questions and research themes concerning early
Turkic—Hungarian relations and provide a concise synthesis of the principal schol-
arly findings to date.
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