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*ARTSUREM

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
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“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

il



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.
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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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