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Abstract: Among the primary sources concerning the early Khazars, Armenian chronicles occupy a significant
position. However, these chronicles have not been sufficiently analyzed in terms of content interpretation and
philological examination. Consequently, the use of Armenian chronicles in scholarly research is considerably
challenging. A major factor contributing to this difficulty is that the events in Armenian sources are not
presented within a consistent chronological framework, and the names of Turkish tribes and peoples are
recorded in markedly different forms, reflecting the period’s tendency toward archaism. In addition, the fact
that Armenian historians were often clergy led to the inclusion of numerous elements derived from the Old
Testament in their narratives. Due to this characteristic feature of Armenian historiography, religious themes
of a legendary nature appear prominently in the depiction of historical events. Within this context, the name
T etal has attracted attention in Armenian narratives thought to be related to the early Khazars, and the German
Orientalist Marquart initially identified it with the Hephthalites and subsequently with the Khazars. However,
a comparative analysis of the Armenian chronicles with Islamic and other Christian sources concerning the
early Khazars indicates that, contrary to Marquart’s claim, the name T*etal was used for the Hephthalites until
558 and only after that was associated with the Western Turks, who assumed control over former Hephthalite
territories. Accordingly, this study aims to demonstrate, through a comparison of Armenian sources with other
Christian and Islamic accounts, that the name T*etal corresponds to the Hephthalites and the Western Turks.

Keywords: T ctals, Hephthalites, Khazars, Western Turks, Armenian Historiography.

Oz: Erken Hazarlara iliskin birincil kaynaklar arasinda Ermeni kronikleri miihim bir mevki isgal eder. Ancak
bu kronikler igerik ¢oziimlemesi ve filolojik tahliller agisindan yeterince islenmemistir. Bu nedenle Ermeni
kroniklerinin bilimsel arastirmalar bakimindan kullanimi oldukg¢a giigtiir. Bu gii¢liigii olusturan etmenlerin
basinda, Ermeni kaynaklarindaki olaylarin diizenli bir kronolojik ¢ergevede sunulmayisi ve Tiirk boy ve budun
adlarimin dénemin arkaiklestirme geleneginden hareketle ¢ok farkli bir bigimde kaydedilmesi gelmektedir.
Bunun yani sira Ermeni tarihgilerin genellikle din adami olmasi, olaylarin ele alinig biciminde Eski Ahit’e ait
¢ok sayida unsurun bu eserlerde yer almasina neden olmustur. Ermeni tarih yazimmnin bu karakteristik
ozelliginden dolayi, tasvir edilen tarihsel olaylarda efsanevi mahiyette olan dinsel temalar 6nemli dl¢iide yer
almistir. Bu baglamda Ermeni kroniklerinin erken Hazarlarla iligkili oldugu diisiiniilen anlatilarinda Tetal ad1
dikkatleri ¢ekmis ve bu adin Alman Dogubilimeci Marquart tarafindan once Eftalitlere ve sonra Hazarlara
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karsilik geldigi iddia edilmistir. Ancak Ermeni kroniklerinin, erken Hazarlara dair bilgiler veren Islam ve diger
Hristiyan kaynaklartyla olan mukayeseli analizi, Tetal adinin Marquart’in iddiasinin aksine 558 yilina kadar
Eftalitler i¢in kullanildigina ve bu tarihten sonra Eftalit topraklarinin sahibi olan Bati Tiirkleriyle iliskili
olduguna isaret etmektedir. Dolayistyla bu ¢alisma, erken Hazarlarla ilgili bilgiler veren Ermeni kaynaklarini,
diger Hristiyan ve Islam kaynaklaryla karsilastirarak Tetal admin Eftalitlere ve Bati1 Tiirklerine karsilik
geldigini ispatlamay1 amaglamaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tetaller, Eftalitler, Hazarlar, Bat1 Tiirkleri, Ermeni Tarih Yazimi.
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Structured Abstract:

The emergence of the Khazars as an independent khaganate on the historical stage began after the end
of the Western Turkic Khaganate’s domination in the North Caucasus in 630. Prior to this date, the Khazars
were subordinate to the Western Turks and played an active role on their western frontier. Evidence from
Chinese, Greek, Georgian, Syriac, Arabic, and Persian chronicles indicates that in their early phase the Khazars
remained politically dependent on the Western Turks. Although the narratives concerning the Khazars in these
sources are often complex and at times inconsistent, philological and content-based analyses have rendered
them highly valuable for historical research. The same cannot be said for Armenian sources, which have not
been sufficiently examined from either a philological or textual perspective. As a result, the interpretation of
ethnonyms and geographical designations related to Turkic peoples in Armenian historiography remains
problematic. A key example is the name "T'etal', used by Armenian authors to denote a region or people and
later associated with the Hephthalites and the Khazars by the German Orientalist Marquart. He initially linked
this name to the Hephthalites due to its superficial similarity to the name Hephthal and later argued, on the
basis of Islamic sources, that it referred to the Khazars. Although no independent source mentions a nomadic
group explicitly called T etal, the presence of Hephthalite groups east of Iran explains why this designation
has often been associated with them. Nevertheless, several accounts clearly employ T etal for groups attacking
from the Khazar region, which makes its identification with the Hephthalites of eastern Iran geographically
implausible.

Despite the apparent similarity between the names T‘etal and Hephthal, there is no philological
relationship between them. The designation 'Tetal', found in Armenian sources, can instead be traced to the
biblical name 'Naphtali' and to the Thettaloi mentioned in Greek literature. Armenian historians appear to have
applied this archaic name to contemporary peoples in accordance with the literary conventions of their period.
In this sense, T etal represents a distorted Armenian form of the names Naphtali and Thettaloi rather than an
authentic ethnonym. The application of this name to the Hephthalites was also chronologically limited. When
the general outline of Hephthalite history is considered, Armenian authors can be shown to have used 'Tetal'
for the Hephthalites only until 558. After this date, the Hephthalites and their core territory, Tokharistan, came
under the domination of the Western Turks, making it impossible for T‘etal to continue to denote the
Hephthalites. Historical developments indicate that after 558 Armenian historians instead used the name 'Tetal'
for the Western Turks who became the new rulers of Tokharistan. Marquart failed to recognise the distinction
between the usages of this term by Movses Khorenac‘i and Sebeos. While Khorenac‘i employed the name
T etalia to denote western Armenia, Sebeos applied it to regions in eastern Iran. Moreover, Sebeos explicitly
distinguished between the names Hephthal and T‘etal in his account of events after 558. His use of this
designation for peoples coming from beyond the Amu Darya, combined with the fact that this region was under
Western Turkic control after 558, renders Marquart’s interpretation untenable.

The Islamic sources that Marquart relied upon to support his arguments concerning the name T*etal
are themselves inconsistent and of limited reliability. Consequently, not only the ambiguities of Armenian
sources but also the contradictory narratives found in Islamic historiography contributed to his erroneous
conclusions. In several Islamic accounts, the ethnonym Khazar is used in descriptions of events that in fact
involve the Western Turks, which led Marquart to equate the name T‘etal with the Khazars. An examination
of sixth- and seventh-century events in these sources suggests that the Western Turks were often portrayed
through their western representatives, namely the Khazars. The absence of a clear distinction between Western
Turks and Khazars is understandable, given that both groups were subject to the same khaganate during this
period. However, in the works of later Islamic historians such as al-Tabari, al-Mas‘idi, and Ibn al-Athir, clear
exceptions can be observed. In their accounts of the Umayyad siege of Balanjar around 652, these authors
explicitly distinguish between Turks and Khazars and describe the auxiliary forces who came to assist the
population of Balanjar as Turks. This evidence corresponds closely with the account of Sebeos, in which the
same auxiliary forces are designated by the name T‘etal. In light of these observations, Marquart’s theory
identifying T“etal with the Khazars is no more convincing than his association of the term with the Hephthalites.
Accordingly, the name T‘etal, derived from Old Testament tradition, should be excluded from the list of Turkic
ethnonyms and understood instead as a historiographical label applied by Armenian authors to the Western
Turks.

Keywords: T ctals, Hephthalites, Khazars, Western Turks, Armenian Historiography.
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Résumé Structuré:

L'émergence des Khazars en tant que khaganat indépendant sur la scéne historique a commencé aprés
la fin de la domination du khaganat turc occidental dans le Caucase du Nord en 630. Avant cette date, les
Khazars étaient subordonnés aux Turcs occidentaux et jouaient un role actif a leur frontiére occidentale. Des
¢léments tirés de chroniques chinoises, grecques, géorgiennes, syriaques, arabes et persanes indiquent que,
dans leur phase initiale, les Khazars sont restés politiquement dépendants des Turcs occidentaux. Bien que les
récits concernant les Khazars dans ces sources soient souvent complexes et parfois incohérents, des analyses
philologiques et thématiques leur ont conféré une grande valeur pour la recherche historique. On ne peut pas
en dire autant des sources arméniennes, qui n’ont pas été suffisamment étudiées, ni d’un point de vue
philologique ni d’un point de vue textuel. En conséquence, I’interprétation des ethnonymes et des désignations
géographiques liés aux peuples turcophones dans I’historiographie arménienne reste problématique. Un
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exemple clé est le nom « T’etal », utilisé par les auteurs arméniens pour désigner une région ou un peuple, puis
associ¢ aux Hephthalites et aux Khazars par 1’orientaliste allemand Marquart. Il a d’abord li¢ ce nom aux
Hephthalites en raison de sa similitude superficielle avec le nom «Hephthaly, puis a soutenu, en s’appuyant sur
des sources islamiques, qu’il désignait les Khazars. Bien qu’aucune source indépendante ne mentionne
explicitement un groupe nomade appelé 'T'etal’, la présence de groupes hephthalites a I’est de I’Iran explique
pourquoi cette désignation leur a souvent été associé¢e. Néanmoins, plusieurs récits utilisent clairement le terme
« Teetal » pour désigner des groupes attaquant depuis la région khazare, ce qui rend géographiquement
invraisemblable son identification avec les Hephthalites de 1’est de 1’Iran.

Malgré la similitude apparente entre les noms « T‘etal » et « Hephthal », il n’existe aucun lien
philologique entre eux. La désignation « Tetal », que 1’on trouve dans les sources arméniennes, peut, au
contraire, étre rattachée au nom biblique « Naphtali » et aux Thettaloi mentionnés dans la littérature grecque.
Les historiens arméniens semblent avoir appliqué ce nom archaique a des peuples contemporains,
conformément aux conventions littéraires de leur époque. En ce sens, « T‘etal » represents a deformed
Armenian form of the names « Naphtali » and « Thettaloi » rather than an authentic ethnonym. L’application
de ce nom aux Hephthalites était également limitée dans le temps. Si ’on examine les grandes lignes de
I’histoire des Hephthalites, on constate que les auteurs arméniens n’ont utilisé le terme « Tetal » pour désigner
les Hephthalites que jusqu’en 558. Apres cette date, les Hephthalites et leur territoire principal, le Tokharistan,
passérent sous la domination des Turcs occidentaux, ce qui rendit impossible 1’utilisation du terme « T‘etal »
pour désigner les Hephthalites. Les événements historiques indiquent qu’aprés 558, les historiens arméniens
ont plutodt utilisé le nom « Tetal » pour désigner les Turcs occidentaux, devenus les nouveaux souverains du
Tokharistan. Marquart n’a pas su reconnaitre la distinction entre les usages de ce terme chez Movses
Khorenac‘i et chez Sébéos. Alors que Khorenac‘i employait le nom « T‘etalia » pour désigner 1’ Arménie
occidentale, Sébéos 1’appliquait a des régions de I’est de 1’Iran. De plus, Sebeos a explicitement fait la
distinction entre les noms « Hephthal » et « T‘etal » dans son récit des événements postérieurs a 558. Son
utilisation de cette désignation pour les peuples venant d’au-dela de I’Amou-Daria, combinée au fait que cette
région était sous contrdle turc occidental aprés 558, rend 1’interprétation de Marquart indéfendable.

Les sources islamiques sur lesquelles Marquart s’est appuyé pour étayer ses arguments concernant le
nom « T‘etal » sont elles-mémes incohérentes et d’une fiabilité limitée. Par conséquent, non seulement les
ambiguités des sources arméniennes, but aussi les récits contradictoires que 1’on trouve dans 1’historiographie
islamique have contributed to his erroneous conclusions. Dans plusieurs récits islamiques, 1’ethnonyme «
Khazar » est utilisé pour décrire des événements qui impliquent en réalité les Turcs occidentaux, ce qui a
conduit Marquart a assimiler le nom « T“etal » aux Khazars. Un examen des événements des Ve et Ve si¢cles
dans ces sources suggére que les Turcs occidentaux étaient souvent représentés par 1’intermédiaire de leurs
représentants occidentaux, a savoir les Khazars. L’absence de distinction claire entre les Turcs occidentaux et
les Khazars est compréhensible, étant donné que les deux groupes étaient soumis au méme khaganat durant
cette période. Cependant, dans les ouvrages d’historiens islamiques postérieurs tels qu’al-Tabart, al-Mas‘ad1
et Ibn al-Athir, on observe des exceptions manifestes. Dans leurs récits du siége d’Omeyyade de Balanjar vers
652, ces auteurs font explicitement la distinction entre les Turcs et les Khazars et décrivent les forces auxiliaires
venues préter main-forte a la population de Balanjar comme étant des Turcs. Ces éléments concordent
étroitement avec le récit de Sébéos, dans lequel ces mémes forces auxiliaires sont désignées sous le nom de
Teetal. A la lumiére de ces observations, la théorie de Marquart identifiant les T*etal aux Khazars n’est pas plus
convaincante que son association de ce terme aux Hephthalites. En conséquence, le nom « T etal », issu de la
tradition de 1’Ancien Testament, devrait étre exclu de la liste des ethnonymes turcs et étre compris plutot
comme une appellation historiographique appliquée par les auteurs arméniens aux Turcs occidentaux.

Mots-clés T etals, Hephthalites, Khazars, Turcs occidentaux, historiographie arménienne.

Resumen Estructurado:

La aparicion de los jazaros como kanato independiente en la escena historica comenzo tras el fin del
dominio del Kanato Turco Occidental en el Caucaso Norte en el afio 630. Antes de esa fecha, los jazaros
estaban subordinados a los turcos occidentales y desempefiaban un papel activo en su frontera occidental. Las
pruebas procedentes de cronicas chinas, griegas, georgianas, siriacas, arabes y persas indican que, en su fase
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inicial, los jazaros siguieron dependiendo politicamente de los turcos occidentales. Aunque los relatos sobre
los jazaros en estas fuentes son a menudo complejos y, en ocasiones, incoherentes, los andlisis filologicos y de
contenido los han convertido en fuentes de gran valor para la investigacion histdrica. No puede decirse lo
mismo de las fuentes armenias, que no han sido examinadas suficientemente ni desde una perspectiva filologica
ni textual. En consecuencia, la interpretacion de los etnénimos y las denominaciones geograficas relacionadas
con los pueblos turcos en la historiografia armenia sigue siendo problematica. Un ejemplo clave es el nombre
«T’etaly, utilizado por autores armenios para designar una region o un pueblo y posteriormente asociado a los
heftalitas y a los jazaros por el orientalista aleman Marquart. Inicialmente, relacion6 este nombre con los
heftalitas debido a su similitud superficial con el nombre «Hephthal» y, mas tarde, argumento, basandose en
fuentes islamicas, que se referia a los jazaros. Aunque ninguna fuente independiente menciona a un grupo
némada llamado explicitamente «T‘etal», la presencia de grupos heftalitas al este de Iran explica por qué esta
designacion se ha asociado a menudo con ellos. No obstante, varios relatos emplean claramente «T‘etal» para
referirse a grupos que atacaban desde la region jazara, lo que hace que su identificacion con los heftalitas del
este de Iran resulte geograficamente inverosimil.

A pesar de la aparente similitud entre los nombres «T'etal» y «Hephthal», no existe ninguna relacion
filologica entre ellos. La denominacion «Tetal», que aparece en fuentes armenias, puede remontarse, en
cambio, al nombre biblico «Naftali» y a los «Thettaloi» mencionados en la literatura griega. Los historiadores
armenios parecen haber aplicado este nombre arcaico a pueblos contemporaneos de acuerdo con las
convenciones literarias de su época. En este sentido, «T etal» representa una forma armenia distorsionada de
los nombres «Naftali» y «Thettaloi», mas que un etnénimo auténtico. La aplicacion de este nombre a los
heftalitas también fue cronolégicamente limitada. Si se considera el panorama general de la historia heftalita,
se puede demostrar que los autores armenios utilizaron «Tetal» para referirse a los heftalitas inicamente hasta
el afio 558. A partir de esa fecha, los heftalitas y su territorio principal, el Tokharistan, quedaron bajo el dominio
de los turcos occidentales, lo que hizo imposible que «T‘etal» siguiera designando a los heftalitas. Los
acontecimientos historicos indican que, a partir del afio 558, los historiadores armenios utilizaron en su lugar
el nombre «Tetal» para referirse a los turcos occidentales, que se convirtieron en los nuevos gobernantes de
Tokharistan. Marquart no supo reconocer la distincion entre los usos de este término por parte de Movses
Khorenac‘i y Sebeos. Mientras que Khorenac‘i empleaba el nombre «T‘etalia» para referirse a Armenia
occidental, Sebeos lo aplicaba a regiones del este de Iran. Ademas, Sebeos distinguid explicitamente entre los
nombres «Hephthal» y «Tetal» en su relato de los acontecimientos posteriores al afio 558. Su uso de esta
designacion para los pueblos procedentes de mas alld del Amu Darya, junto con el hecho de que esta region
estuviera bajo control turco occidental después del afio 558, hace insostenible la interpretacion de Marquart.

Las fuentes islamicas en las que se basdé Marquart para respaldar sus argumentos sobre el nombre
«T*etal» son en si mismas incoherentes y de fiabilidad limitada. En consecuencia, no solo las ambigiiedades
de las fuentes armenias, sino también las narrativas contradictorias que se encuentran en la historiografia
islamica contribuyeron a sus conclusiones erroneas. En varios relatos islamicos, el etnonimo «jazar» se utiliza
en descripciones de acontecimientos que, de hecho, involucran a los turcos occidentales, lo que llevo a
Marquart a equiparar el nombre «T etal» con los jazaros. Un analisis de los acontecimientos de los siglos VI'y
VII en estas fuentes sugiere que a los turcos occidentales se les solia representar a través de sus representantes
occidentales, es decir, los jazaros. La ausencia de una distincion clara entre los turcos occidentales y los jazaros
es comprensible, dado que ambos grupos estaban sometidos al mismo khaganato durante este periodo. Sin
embargo, en las obras de historiadores islamicos posteriores, como al-Tabari, al-Mas‘Qidi ¢ Ibn al-Athir, se
observan claras excepciones. En sus relatos sobre el asedio omeya de Balanjar, alrededor del afio 652, estos
autores distinguen explicitamente entre turcos y jazaros y describen como turcos a las fuerzas auxiliares que
acudieron en ayuda de la poblacion de Balanjar. Esta evidencia concuerda estrechamente con el relato de
Sebeos, en el que a esas mismas fuerzas auxiliares se las designa con el nombre de T etal. A la luz de estas
observaciones, la teoria de Marquart que identifica a los T etal con los jazaros no resulta mas convincente que
su asociacion del término con los heftalitas. Por consiguiente, el nombre «T etal», derivado de la tradicion del
Antiguo Testamento, deberia excluirse de la lista de etnénimos turcos y entenderse, en cambio, como una
etiqueta historiografica aplicada por los autores armenios a los turcos occidentales.

Palabras clave: Tétales, heftalitas, jazaros, turcos occidentales, historiografia armenia.
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ZHMAHE.

6304, PURBKAVT EXHL AR XGRS R 25, BRI AT T 46 %
EpishfEe. w2l WALURNFRETIERIK, JHEH s E R EM .. kBT E. A&
Jifi WS RUME L B A g F S IE SR R B, A2 RO B, M AL AR AT AE T 500 7 2R ik
RIBOE gL RV I e SUpb b o8 T g LR NI BUR AR 28 AP E, (Hild 18 5 A A
GIRT, X SR I SRR AT R A R A . TSR JE M SORHUANAR, X B R IR R IR F L
RESCAPE, #RMARREITE AL PRI, X M58 JE ME S 25 v 5 5 ik R 5% RO IR R A 4 42 1 g 5
AR . —DRBERIE TR “T etal” X—48K, WREIAFE M ERIEA— X ERIE,
Ja KRB E AT AR L RS R SIBE ARG FLR NIRR AL — i m S “Hephthal” 3X—44
R (103 3R T A AR TR 122 4 Bk S5 WREE N IBR SRS OR 5 ROSCHRAE B0 22 STk S sk AR AT BE N R
AAEMTRSL SR IR IR e — A0 “T “etal” BOFHCHAR, (EIRBE N FRVEAE G I LR IIAF AL, fRRE
T RS H AT R k. R, AT EIER “T ‘etal” MMM AT =X A
ENZETEIRER,  IX AR I 5 2 S0 PR R N\ 68 ) £ 3t BB DA Ao

R “T ‘etal” 55 “Hephthal” XM AFRRMEARMLL, B Z [FIFHIE 5 % IR,
W3R JEESCHR A B “Tetal” IX—FRil, HEANEWE (EL) FH) “EIBfhA” (Naphtali)
DU A B SCRR P2 R0 “Thettaloi” o WGSBS 22 SANF- AR I SCAAR], KX —H A4
MEHTRIFARMRE. NEAEL RS, “T ‘etal” RRAZE “EIHMAF]” Al “Thettaloi” £
FRAEE 22 Je AR AR AR, AR — DN ESERRAR . KX — 2 Bk T AR N B I ) ¥ 4 2 A PR
A5 25 R I SR KBk 2%, PT DAIE W 56 JE WA AU AEBE84E Z it “Tetal” FHIFHaAUIBEN -
SEHMIZ )G, RS R A O A e B HVEAPE R RIS Z T, Bk “T ‘etal” AT fE4k4E
TRACIREN o 7 SR R, 5584 )5, W3CJEN S/ EGTH “HFth /R IX— A FRH T ouTtng B
WA PERIKN . B/RSRERBER I SR 28 T « R g ar 5 28 DU ez ARE (Y B IX
Al EFERPTEM HRFEFI” 1A FACPE I SE T, T 2 DB LR H A T B AR AR A X . ok
bb, & VUL BURS584F J5 AR, WIRGIX 73 1 “BRRET/R” M R /R” XA AR Al ix
— AR TR AR B BT APE 1 RO, N2 123 X AE G584 Ja i Se Al T PU RIRA IR Z T, XL
SARAG B IR SR IR Rl AN

LB RS HIRT T etal "I — S ARMIE s TR I I A 0 =2 SRR B A2 e T e r e, BT
SRR, B, AOOESE T SRR 1, 7 =2 s 2 v A7 7 A TP JE HORUR #8355 T i
HiRmdie. £ TFEE 2 LR, "IHUR” (Khazar) 53X —RFREE A T SEbr 35 & i 5 R 1
FF, XFEEERRT etal " 1055 F TG LR N o MIZEESTHR PN LD F AR5 5380,
U SR PRAAEAT I H P AR —— R LR A——REI. ETAEHIWREX PR S8 T 17—
ANFIIFE, ORI G I FLR N Z 818 = WA X 70 52 AT ABRAR A o SRTAT, 72 5 R A B 22 ) s 22 5K
— LR SIS o BRI R —— AR, AT DOWEE IR A Ah . FE IR Z)652
AR F R B 2 BURMI SRR, I I 7 T RIRN SIS LR, TR TR B =
SURJE B B S AR PR o X — e 55 28 DUB T e s I 5 Jm 0K ) — ST B s BA
MR “HRRIRIEIR” (T ‘etal) o ETRIYHELER, S/RERHR “RpRER” R TR IR
W, HUURIIIEA AR 2 AT SRS IR R iR B, HE (HZ) L4
“T ‘etal” X—HFK, BIMNFRPREARFNE IR, T RCKREH B SE eI SL A 50 “PURPR” Fr
o P Y S22 A %

KEE: T ‘etal Ao THBAN. BEFLRAL PERIR. WRE 4.

CrpykrypupoBanHoe Pe3lome:

IMosiBieHue xa3ap Kak HE3aBUCHMOTO KaraHata Ha HCTOPUYECKOW apeHe Hayajioch MOC/e OKOHYAHUS
TOCTIOACTBA 3amaJHO-TIOpKCKOoro karaHata Ha CeBepHoMm KaBkasze B 630 romy. [lo 9Toil maTel xasapsl
HaxXOJWJIMCh B IOJYUHCHHHU Yy 3allaJHO-TIOPKOB W HIPAJIM aKTUBHYIO POJIb Ha HX SaHallHOﬁ rpaHune.
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CBugerenpcTBa U3 KUTAMCKHUX, TPEUECKUX, TPY3MHCKHUX, CHUPUHCKUX, apaOCKUX W MEPCHACKHX JIETOMUCen
YKa3bIBAaIOT HA TO, YTO HA PAHHEM DTalle Xa3apbl OCTABAIHCH MOJUTHICCKH 3aBUCUMBIMHI OT 3aIaIHBIX TIOPKOB.
XOTS TOBECTBOBAaHHS O Xa3apaX B OITHX HCTOYHHKAX 3a4acTyI0 CJIOXHBI M TIOPOH TPOTHBOPEUHBEI,
(umomorndeckuii M CoAepiKaTeNbHBIA aHalW3 Clelal WX YPEe3BBYAHO NEHHBIMH ISl HCTOPHYECKUX
uccnenpoBannid. To ke camoe HENb3s CKa3aTbh 00 apMSHCKUX MCTOYHHKAX. KOTOpHIE HE OBUTH JOCTATOYHO
W3ydYeHbl HU C (UIOIIOTHYECKOH, HH ¢ TEKCTOJOTHMYECKONH TOYKH 3peHHs. B pesympTare WHTEpHpeTamus
STHOHHUMOB U reorpaduueckux O0O3HAYCHHMU, CBSI3aHHBIX C TIOPKCKUMH HApOJaMH, B apMHCKOM
ucropuorpaduu ocraercs npodieMarnuHoil. KiroueBsIM mpuMepoM siBiisieTcst Ha3BaHue « T’ eTanm», KoTopoe
ApPMSIHCKHE aBTOPBI HCIIOJIh30BAIH I 0003HAUCHHS PETHOHA WIIM HApOJia, a MO3/IHEE HEMEIKUI BOCTOKOBE]
MapksapT cBsi3al ero ¢ redprauTamMu U xazapamu. [lepBoHauanbHO OH CBsI3aJI 3TO HAa3BaHHUE C Te)TATUTaAMU
M3-3a €ro MOBEPXHOCTHOTO CXOJCTBA ¢ UMcHeM «[edTamy, a Mmo3xke, ONUpasch HA UCIAMCKHE MCTOYHHKH,
YTBEPKJaJl, YTO OHO OTHOCHUTCA K Xa3apaM. XOTS HU OJMH HE3aBUCUMBINA HUCTOUYHUK HE YIIOMHUHAET KOUEBYIO
TPYMILy, IPSIMO HazbIBaeMyto « T’ eTanm», IpUCYTCTBHE TeTaIUTCKAX TPYIH K BOCTOKY OT VpaHa oOBsCHIET,
moyeMy 3TO 00O3HaUEHHE YacTO aCCONMUPOBANIOCH ¢ HUMH. TeM He MeHee, B HECKOJBKHX HCTOYHHKAX
Ha3BaHHe «T‘eTam» SIBHO MpHUMEHSETCSA K TpyIIaM, HalaJaBIIAM W3 Xa3apCKOTO PErroHa, YTO JENacT ero
OTOXXIECTBJICHHUE ¢ TepTanmuramu BoctouHoro VpaHa reorpaduaecKu HeTpaBIoIO 00HBIM.

HecmoTtps Ha kaxymeecss CXOACTBO MexAy Ha3BaHHAMHU «T‘etam» u «[edTam», MeKIy HUMH HET
HUKakoi (rtonorndeckoii csa3u. Haspanne «Teram», BcTpedaromieecs B apMSIHCKAX HCTOYHHKAX, MOXKHO,
HaINpoTHB, NPOCIEANTH 10 Oubnerickoro umenu «Hadranmm» u 10 «Terranoer», ymnoMHHAEMbIX B IPEUECKOil
auTeparype. ApMAIHCKHE HCTOPUKH, TO-BUIUMOMY, IPUMEHMIIN 3TO apXandHOe Ha3BaHHE K COBPEMEHHBIM UM
HapoJaM B COOTBETCTBUH C JIMTEPaTYpPHBIMHM TpaaullisiIMM cBoeil smoxu. B astom cmbicne «T‘eram»
MPE/ICTAaBISIET COO0M MCKaKEHHYIO0 apMsHCKYIo dopMmy umeH «Hadranm» n «Terranon», a He TOAIMHHBIHA
3THOHUM. [IpUMeHeHne 3TOro Ha3BaHMs K reTajuTaM Takke ObLJIO OTPaHUYEHO B XPOHOJIOTHYECKOM IUIAHE.
Ecmu paccMoTperh o0mpe o4epTaHUS HCTOPHH Te(TaluTOB, MOXHO ITOKa3aTh, YTO APMSHCKHEC aBTOPHI
rcnoib30Baian «Tetam» s 0003HaYeHMs TeTamuToB TOIbKO 10 558 roxa. Tlocie 3Toi naThl reTaIuTH 1
WX OCHOBHAs TEPPHUTOPHs, TOXapuUCTaH Mepelel Mo BIACTH 3alaIHbIX TIOPKOB, YTO CAETaJI0 HEBO3MOKHBIM
JanpHelmee ncnonb3oBanue «Teramay s o003HadYeHUs redTanuToB. VcTopudeckoe pa3BHTHE COOBITHH
yKa3bpIBaeT Ha TO, 9TO Tocie 558 roma apMsSHCKHE HCTOPHKH BMECTO STOTO CTaJlM MCIIOJH30BATH Ha3BaHHE
«Teram» mast 0003HAYCHNUS 3aMaIHBIX TIOPKOB, CTABIIMX HOBBEIMH NpaBHUTEIsIMH ToxapucTana. MapkBapT He
CyMeJ paclo3HaTh pa3indue B yIoTpeOIeHn: 3Toro TepMruHa Moscecom Xoperaru u Cebeocom. B To Bpems
Kak XOopeHaly UCroib30Bai HazBanue «Teranusy i 0003HaueHus 3anaaHoit Apmennun, Cebeoc mpuMeHsLT
ero Kk peruoHam B BoctouHoM Hpane. Kpome Toro, Cebeoc B cBoEM onucaniu coObITHI 1ocie 558 rosa 4éTko
pa3nuuan Ha3BaHuA «I'edram» u «T eram». Mcnonp3oBaHne UM 3TOr0 0003HAYEHUS AJIS HAPOJIOB, MPHIIEAIINX
n3-3a AMynapbH, B COUeTaHUU ¢ TeM (HaKTOM, YTO Mocie 558 roja 3TOT peruoH HaXOIWICA MO KOHTPOJIeM
3amaJHbIX TIOPKOB, JIEJIAET MHTEpHpeTalnio MapKkBapTa HECOCTOSTEIbHOM.

HcnaMmckne MCTOYHHUKH, Ha KOTOpble MapkBapT ommpaicst aias 0OOCHOBaHMS CBOMX apryMEHTOB
OTHOCHTENIFHO Ha3BaHUs «T‘etam», caMu 1o cebe MPOTUBOPEUYNBEI U UMEIOT OIPaHUYEHHYIO JIOCTOBEPHOCTb.
CrenoBatenbHO, K €ro OIIMOOYHBIM BBIBO/IAM IIPUBEIIH HE TOJIBKO HEOAHO3HAYHOCTH apMSHCKHX UCTOUYHHKOB,
HO ¥ TIPOTHBOPEYMBBIC ITOBECTBOBAHUS, BCTPEUAIOLINECS B MCIaMCKOH ncropuorpaduu. B psne ncmamcknx
MCTOYHHMKOB 3THOHUM «Xa3ap» UCIIOJIB3YEeTCs B ONMMCAHUSIX COOBITHH, B KOTOPHIX HA CAMOM JIEJIe Y9acCTBOBAJIH
3amagHble TIOPKH, YTO MpHBeNo MapkBapTa K OTOXKIECTBICHHIO Ha3BaHuA «T‘etam» ¢ xa3zapamu. AHamm3
coObiTuii VI-VII BekoB B 3THUX HCTOYHHMKAX MO3BOJISIET MPEIINOJIOKHUTh, YTO 3allajIHble TIOPKU YacTo
u300pakaJluch depe3 CBOMX 3alaiHbIX MpeJcTaBuTeNed, a HMEHHO Xxa3ap. OTCYTCTBHE YeTKOro
pasrpaHMYEeHHS MEXIY 3alaJHBIMU TIOPKaMHU M Xa3apaMH BIIOJIHE OOBSICHUMO, YYUTHIBAS, YTO B 3TOT MEPUOT
o0e TpyImIsl BXOAWIN B COCTaB OJHOTO M TOTO )K€ KaraHaTa, OQHAKO B TpyJdax 0ojee MO3IHUX MCIAMCKUX
HCTOPUKOB, TAaKUX Kak anb-Tabapu, ainp- Macyau u MOH anb- ATnp, MOKHO HaOJIFOATh SIBHBIE HCKITIOYECHUS.
B cBoux onucanusx ocanel bananmxapa omeisanamu okoso 652 roja, 3T aBTOPBL YETKO pa3IUyaroT TIOPKOB
U Xa3ap U Ha3bIBAIOT BCIIOMOTAaTEIbHbIE BOWCKA, IPUILE/ININE HA TOMOIIb KUTeIsIM. bananmxapa, TIopkamH.
OTH CBUJIETENbCTBA B 3HAYMTENHHON CTENEHM COBMANAlOT ¢ pacckazoM Cebeoca, B KOTOPOM Te e
BCIIOMOTaTeJbHbIE BOHcka 0003HaueHbl nMeHeM «T’eram». B cBete aTux Habmoaenuit Teopust MapksapTa,
otoxnaecTBistonias «T’eranm» ¢ xazapamu, He Oosee yOenuTenbHA, YEM €ro CBA3b 3TOIO TEPMHHA C
redranmuramu. COOTBETCTBEHHO, Ha3BaHUe « T ‘eTai», NpoHucXosilee U3 BETX03aBETHOW TpaJUIINH, CIeITyeT
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HUCKIIOYUTh M3 CIIMCKAa THOPKCKHUX J3THOHHMOB M BMECTO JTOI0 IIOHMMATh KakK PICTOpI/IOFpa('I)I/I‘-IeCKOC
0603Ha‘{CHHC, TIIPUMEHSIONIEECS apMAHCKUMHA aBTOPaMH K 3aItaIHBIM TIOPKaM.

Karouesnle cnoBa: T eransl, redTanuTel, Xa3apsl, 3anafHble TIOPKH, apMIHCKas HCTOPHOTpadusL.

TRf=ra AR

3fAeM & 9 R TURI &1 T Wad WIH & U J 37, 630 7 I S1herd | gyt gt
WA & UYd & 3id & a5 & gl 39 fafd I ugal, WoR uftnft gt & srefi= 3 iR 351 It
gfgyedt e R U wfha yftret Ay

=Y, e, S, Rifvares, eRet 3R BRUT gaidl & U I18d adTd & 3 310 e R o
TR U g R IeHifad T4 3 1R 51 7@t 59 9l § SRl 9 Y6 qaid sRR Jied 9k
Bt 3T §, o o 1w fam iR fava-axg e fazawol 3 32 Afdeiie s & forg
3T Hega &1 fean g | Srfars i & IR B gl gl el ol Iabdl g, et HTSTS a1 uTey uRvied
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3R HIMferes Tl & SoReT THWRRG o1 5 ¢ | U U S8l odTa AT §, et SuanT saffarg
RGBT GRT TS & 1 AT bl =11 b fere fara mar o ofR a1g o S+ sifuefere HTéhd gRT suezey
3R TORT  SST 7| S Y= A 39 A1 B gUIT AT ¥ Fade! AT & HRUI FIYAREH T SISl
3R 91¢ T SXATH Wil & YR W Jg d fodn [ g TRl ¥ Y&fid o7 Igf s Wdd did Wy =4
T T A [H WG g HT I el BT 6, 33 & Jd H SRIATSE Tg! &1 IURUTY a8
WY FH1 § [P 3 U B 3RR I 1Y 71 SIST T gl

R 1, % faaRUr W &9 T Wk &3 I gH B dIcl Tg! & foll darel’ Reg BT SUIANT HRd
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T R U A & i WP YU & STaeg, 3P §id iy HINTS Jael el § | Smif~ars
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AN OR I8 QRIA ATH an] o o7 1 39 31 B, e d Ueh UTHTfIes S AT & oo ATRIcH 3R AgTes
Y &1 U faopd sriffars &g 31 Swifered W 39 M &1 W =0 o Aftra o1l o
BURITTTA 38T &) AT U@ WR faaR far ofrar 8, oY a8 Wy gian § fs siffars aRaeh! = 558 d
B FTRTTral & for ‘oarer &1 I foram | 591 A & aTe, Tornferd SR a1 T &, Araniedr, ufat
P! & UYE T o 7Y, o ddTer T gUITferd! & Tt FRaR SUaiT sriya gl 7T Ugiiie geArha
I UdT Iadl § [ 558 F 918 TS 3MeeRI 3 SHE Fold ddTa A1 &7 IUdT Uiy gl & forg
fora, S AR & T4 XY & T 3| AThe, HIaay WRART 3R AfGa gRT 39 Ueg & IuANT &
3R 1 UgaFH ¥ fawher g | St WA 3 ufdiet s ot g=iia & for dranferam A 1 SumeT {3,
J5! AN A 39 gaf S & & IR arL [6aT| $9db farar, WS A 558 & 971G BI geIsH & U
faRor & YU 3R Cedt AT & e WY U W 3fcR fhar 81 3y <1aT & UR F 31 aral Al & fo 39
UG BT 36T SUANT, 39 9 & 1Y s & a5 &7 558 & oIg ufedt gl & =0 & o1, Jred &t
RSAT DT SNBSS § 1

3 ST T o IR AThE 3 qdTel A7 &b oY § 304 dobi bl HYT B & faw +Rim fapa,
3 W 3T 3R Hifd fyyg-iadr arat 1 uRumRasy, 9 Had Hfars Jidl ot sRuyarsel 3 sfep
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g, ord \w1éh¢ g8 A1 JaTe Y WHIRT & SRISR A T
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S 9l & Sol 3R TTadl It &1 ge1sll Bt oiid I UdT gerd § b Ui g Bl SRR 3D
ofeydt wfafafray, o @eRt & mreom @ fafya oo mar unl oftedt gof oik weiRt & o Wy 3R &t
SUfRUF & TH S ThT &, T8 3@ gU 3 37 3@l & SR ! U4g T &1 WHd & 37ef 3
BT, 3fA-daRY, 3A-HI3! 3R 351 3d-31fR S a8 & FIATH 3fATISHRI Bt 13T H WY Sudre
W ST qHd § | THT 652 H TSR Pt SHAG TRIEC & 30 fAaRon &, 3 agd Wy ©0 I il 3R
WRI & S 3R HRd & SR TAGIR B! SIS BT FeTIdl & oY ST TeTIH §all Bl g & = H afofd
I 5| T8 Uad AT & gaid § BT B WMl &, FT9H 5761 Ggad G18fl B ced AW 4 Jafdd
f35aT T B 1 37 Sfacidl & TS B, ATHC BT ded Bl WRI & I UgdMH- &1 Rigid, 39 Ueg B
TRIRICH A Siie Bt It saredT fora & o T &1

TETAR, R 0 & RO Y s 919 EdTe B Jab! STt ATH 1 Gt I S1eR B faan o
TR 3R TP o7 3V U SfAeT-aa et Aad & =0 B JHg ST iR of S araen! R
gf$yedt gt TR v TR AT

BIaS: I, SR, TOIR, TS b, SIS SiaeT-oe |

Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Hazarlarin miistakil bir kaganlik olarak tarih sahnesine ¢ikis siireci, 630°da Bat1 Tiirk Kaganligi’nin
Kuzey Kafkasya’daki hakimiyetinin son bulmasiyla birlikte baslar. Hazarlarin bu tarihe degin Bati1 Tiirklerine
tabi oldugu ve onlarm bati simirinda faal bir rol istlendikleri biliniyor. Doneme iliskin bilgiler veren Cin,
Yunan, Giircii, Siiryani, Arap ve Fars kroniklerinden Hazarlarin erken donemlerinde Bati Tiirklerine bagl
olduguna yonelik bazi bilgiler edinebiliyoruz. Kroniklerdeki Hazarlara iliskin anlatilar, her ne kadar karmagik
ve gorliniirde tutarsiz bir mahiyet tasisa da, kaynaklar tizerine yapilan igerik ¢oziimlemeleri ve filolojik tahliller
bu metinleri bilimsel arastirmalar agisindan son derece kullanigli hale getirmistir. Ne yazik ki ayni hususlarin
Ermeni kaynaklari i¢in gegerli oldugunu sdylemek giictiir. Zira Ermeni kaynaklari, bu baglamda hem filolojik
hem de metinsel analiz bakimindan yeterince islenmemistir. Bu bakimdan Ermeni kroniklerindeki Tiirk
halklarina yonelik ad ve terimlerin izah1 son derece giicliik arz etmektedir. Ornegin kaynaklarinda Tetal olarak
zikredilen bolge veya halk, Alman Dogubilimci Marquart tarafindan 6nce Eftalitlere ve sonra Hazarlarla
iliskilendirilmistir. Marquart bu ad1 Eftal adiyla benzerlik tasimasindan &tiirii Eftalitlere uyarlamistir. Islam
kaynaklarindaki erken Hazarlarla iliskili oldugu yoniindeki verilerden hareketle bu adin daha sonra Hazarlara
isaret ettigini savunmustur. Tetal adini tagiyan biiyiik bir gogebe halktan diger kaynaklarda her ne kadar s6z
edilmemekteyse de, Iran’mn dogu komsulugunda yasayan gocebe topluluklar arasinda Eftalitler de
bulunmaktaydi. Bu nedenle Tetal ad1 belirgin bi¢imde Eftal adin1 hatirlatmaktadir. Bilimsel literatiirde genel
olarak kabul edilen goriis, Tetal adinin bir sekilde Eftalitlerle baglantili oldugu yoniindedir. Ancak bu yorum
kapsaminda dahi, Tetal adinin agik¢a Hazar yoresinden saldiran gogebeleri ifade ettigi birkag istisnai durum
vardir. Hazar cografyasi 6zelinde, séz konusu adin Iran’in dogusundaki Eftalitlere karsilik gelemeyecegi
agiktir,

Oncelikle Tetal ile Eftal adlar1 arasinda bir benzerlik olsa da, bu adlarm filolojik agidan birbiriyle
herhangi bir iligkisi yoktur. Ermeni kaynaklarinda Tetal olarak gegen adin, Eski Ahit’teki Naftali ile Yunan
kaynaklarindaki Thettaloi adlarina dayandigi ve Ermeni tarihgiler tarafindan dénemin arkaiklestirme
geleneginden hareketle Eftalitlere uygulandigi anlasilmaktadir. Bu durumda Tetalin, Naftali ile Thettaloi
adlarinin Ermeni kaynaklarindaki bozulmus formu oldugu goriilmektedir. Tetal adinin, Ermeni tarihgiler
tarafindan Eftalitlere uygulandigi donem sinirhidir. Eftalit tarihinin genel hatlar1 géz 6niine alindiginda, Ermeni
tarihgilerin Tetal adin1 558 yilina kadar Eftalitler i¢in kullandigini sdylemek miimkiindiir. Bu tarihten sonra
Eftalitler ve onlarin topraklar1 olan Toharistan, Bati Tirklerinin hakimiyetine girdigi i¢in Tetal adinin
Eftalitlere karsilik gelmesi imkan disidir. Zira tarihsel olaylar, Ermeni tarih¢ilerinin Tetal adin1 558 yilindan
sonra Toharistan topraklarinin yeni efendileri olan Bati Tiirkleri i¢in kullandigini kanitlamaktadir. Diger
yandan Marquart, Horenatsi ile Sebeos’un Tetal adina yo6nelik tanimlamalari arasindaki ayrima dikkat
etmemistir. Horenatsi Tetalia adiyla Armenia’nin batisini isaret ederken, Sebeos bu adi Iran’in dogusu icin
kullanmistir. Sebeos’un 558’den sonraki olaylarda Eftal ile Tetal adin1 ayirmasi da, Tetal adinin Eftalitler i¢in
kullanilamayacaginin bir bagka kanitin1 teskil etmektedir. Ayrica Sebeos’un bu adi, Amuderya’nin 6tesinden
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gelenler i¢in kullanmasi ve 558’den sonra bu bdlgenin Bat1 Tiirklerine ait oldugunun bilinmesi, Marquart’in
savundugu tezlerin kabul edilemeyeceginin ispatidir. Horenatsi’nin, Tetalia bdlgesini Armenia’nin batisinda
gostermesi ise Ermenilerin kendisine kutsiyet atfettikleri Aydinlatict Aziz Grigor Lusarovig¢’in, Partlarla olan
akrabalik iligkisine vurgu yapmaktan ka¢cinmasidir. Zira Part Arsakuni Hanedani’nin kurulus 6ykiistiyle ilgili
anlatilari, bu hanedanin Armenia kolunun kurulusuyla ilgili olaylara hamletmesi bunu kanitlamaktadir.

Marquart’in Tetal adiyla ilgili tezlerini giiglii bir hale getirmek icim kullandig1 Islam kaynaklar da
tutarsiz ve giivenilir olmaktan uzaktir. Bu nedenle sadece Ermeni kaynaklarinin degil, ayn1 zamanda Islam
kaynaklarmin celiskili anlatilar1 da onun hatali sonuglara ulasmasima yol agmustir. Islam kaynaklarinda, Bat1
Tiirklerinin anlatildig1 olaylarda Hazar etnoniminin kullanilmasi, Marquart’in Tetal adini Hazarlarla
eslestirmesine neden olmustur. Islam kaynaklarinin inceledigimiz 6. ve 7. yiizyillardaki olaylarda, Bati
Tiirklerini onlarin batidaki temsilcileri olan Hazarlar {izerinden tasvir ettikleri anlagilmaktadir. Kaynaklarin,
Bat1 Tiirkleri ile Hazarlar arasinda bir ayrim gdzetmemeleri, onlarin s6z konusu yiizyillarda tek bir kaganliga
tabi olmalar1 nedeniyle gayet dogaldir. Ancak buna karsin Taberi, Mes‘idi ve Tbnii’l-Esir gibi olaylarin ¢agdas
olmayan Islam tarihgilerinin eserlerinde, istisnai durumlar oldugu dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu tarihgilerin
eserlerinde Hazar ve Tiirk ayriminin yapildigi agiktir. Ornegin Taberi ve Tbnii’l-Esir, Emevi ordularinin 652
civarindaki Belencer kusatmasindaki olaylarda Hazar ve Tiirk adini birbirinden ayri kullanmaktadir. Bu
kusatmada Belencer halkina yardimci kuvvetler olarak gelenlerin Tiirk olarak adlandirilmasi bunun en agik
kanitlarindan biridir. Bu kayitlar Sebeos’un eserindeki verilerle uyumludur. Zira ayn1 hikaye Sebeos’un
eserinde de gegmekte ve yardimer kuvvetler burada Tetal adiyla anilmaktadir. bu agiklamalar dogrultusunda,
Marquart’in Tetal adini Hazarlarla eslestiren kurammin Eftalitlerle ilgili kurami gibi temelsiz oldugunu
sOylemek miimkiindiir. Dolayisiyla Ermeni tarihgilerinin Eski Ahit’e dayanarak kullandiklari Tetal adinin,
Tiirk kavim adlan listesinden c¢ikarilmasi gerekmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda Ermeni tarih¢ilerin Amu Derya
otesindeki Bat1 Tiirkleri i¢in kullandigi Tetal adini, tarihsel siiregte Hazaria’da hakimiyet tesis eden Bati
Tiirklerini nitelemek i¢in kullanmaya devam ettikleri goriilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tetaller, Eftalitler, Hazarlar, Bat1 Tiirkleri, Ermeni Tarih Yazimi.
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A Critical Examination of Armenian Sources on the Early Khazars

Introduction

The emergence of the Khazars as an independent khaganate on the stage of history began
with the collapse of the Western Turkic Khaganate’s authority in the North Caucasus in 630. It is
known that, until that date, the Khazars had been subject to the Western Turks and played an active
role along their western frontier. Chinese, Greek, Georgian, Syriac, Arabic, and Persian chronicles
that provide information about the period contain indications that the Khazars were affiliated with
the Western Turks during their early history. Although the narratives concerning the Khazars in these
chronicles are complex and seemingly inconsistent, content analyses and philological examinations
of these sources have rendered them highly valuable for scholarly research. Unfortunately, the same
cannot be said of the Armenian sources. In this context, Armenian sources have not been studied
sufficiently from either a philological or a textual perspective. For instance, the renowned French
Sinologist Pelliot drew attention to the importance of Armenian sources for Turkological studies, yet
emphasized that these texts had not been examined to the desired extent, stating: “There is no
systematic study of the Altaic words and names occurring in medieval Armenian texts” (Pelliot, 1944,
p. 158, n. 3). The French Sinologist was undoubtedly correct in this assessment. Although scholarly
research has continued to expand significantly, insufficient progress has been made in overcoming
this problem with regard to Armenian sources in particular. Despite making extensive use of
Armenian sources in his studies on the Khazars, the German Orientalist Marquart was frequently
subjected to criticism from scholars such as Barthold. Although Marquart recognized the importance
of the data contained in these sources early in his academic career, his premature death prevented
him from conducting a systematic examination of the sources relating to the Western Turks and the
early Khazars. Moreover, the fact that he did not have access to a large portion of the relevant source
material during his lifetime occasionally led him to erroneous interpretations (Czeglédy, 1985, p.
190). To provide an example, with regard to the events of 627, Marquart erroneously argued that
Jebu Xak‘an, who was allied with the Byzantine Emperor Heraclius (610-641) against the Sasanians,
was T ung Yabgu (618-630) (Marquart, 1901, p. 247). However, the Armenian chronicler Movses
Katankatuac‘i, who provides information concerning this alliance, states that Jebu Xak‘an held the
second-ranking position in the khaganate (np Ep tGpypnpn pugquuinpniptwbb tnpu) (Movses
Katankatuaci, 1983, p. 141i0.11). The Byzantine historian Theophanes likewise supports this
statement by noting that Jebu Xak‘an was the second man after the Khagan in rank (dgvtépm 6vtt
tod Xaydvov tfj 4&ig) (Theophanis, 1883, p. 3162.3). Elsewhere in his work, Katankatuac‘i refers to
the Turkic Khagan as the “King of the North” (puquinplt hhruhuny) (Movses Katankatuac‘i, 1983,
p. 1425). As can be seen, the Armenian chronicler distinguishes between Jebu Xak‘an and the “King
of the North.” Similarly, in the chronicle of the seventh-century Armenian author Sirakac’i, the
expression “King of the North” designates the Western Turkic Khagan (Saint-Martin, 1819, p. 356).
In Sirakac’i’s text, the land of the “King of the North” is identified as *7T ‘wrkastank

Turkish Studies — Language and Literature, 21(3)



A critical cxamination of Armenian sources on the early Khazars 4735

([dnippuumwibp, Turkestan), located east of the Volga (Marquart, 1903, p. 58). Consequently, it
becomes clear that the designation “King of the North” refers not to Jebu Xak‘an but to the Western
Turkic ruler T’ung Yabgu. Jebu Xak‘an, on the other hand, corresponds to Mo-ho Shad, the younger
brother of T’ung Yabgu, whose elder brothers were no longer alive at that time (Artamonov, 1962,
pp- 146-147; Gumilyov, 1967, p. 159).

Another problematic issue concerns the inconsistencies among the sources that provide
information on the emergence of the Khazars onto the historical stage. Christian and Islamic sources
of the period offer markedly different accounts on this matter. For example, in the earliest Georgian
and Armenian chronicles, the Khazars appear on the stage of history 2302 years after the creation of
the world. By contrast, the History of the Armenians attributed to Movses Khorenac*i is regarded as
a far more reliable and authoritative source. In this work, the Khazars, referred to in Armenian
sources as Hazir, make their appearance at the end of the second century. In 198, the Khazars and a
people called the Basils united under the leadership of their ruler Vnasep Surhap, crossed the pass of
Cor (Darband)', traversed the Kura River, and plundered and devastated Armenia. The Armenian
King Vatar§ confronted the invaders with a large army and drove them back beyond the pass of Cor,
but while pursuing the Khazars he was killed by skilled archers. His son Xosrov, seeking vengeance
for his father’s death, led his army into the lands of the northern foreigners. “With sword and spear
he defeated these mighty peoples; he took one hostage from every hundred men. Thereafter, as a sign
of his sovereignty, he erected an inscription written in Greek.” This inscription demonstrates that
Xosrov subjected these peoples to Roman authority (Movses Khorenac‘i, 1913, p. 200321;
Artamonov, 1936, p. 66).

According to Islamic historians, the emergence of the Khazars onto the historical stage dates
back to periods preceding the sixth century. However, the most authoritative scholars of Khazar
history, including Barthold, have almost entirely disregarded these early accounts and accepted 627
as the earliest date from which the history of the Khazars can be established on the basis of
unquestionably reliable sources. Indeed, during the campaign conducted by the Byzantine Emperor
Heraclius against the Sasanians in 627, Byzantine, Armenian, Georgian, Syriac, and Islamic sources
provide entirely independent yet mutually consistent testimony that his allies were the Khazars
(Czeglédy, 1985, p. 188). In this context, Barthold’s statement that “the Khazars were a people of
unknown origin” (Bartol’d, 1968, p. 597) serves, in a sense, as an explanation for why he placed the
beginning of Khazar history as late as 627. Yet, as noted above, the Khazars were at that time subject
to the Western Turks and had not yet emerged as an independent khaganate. Therefore, judging from
the designations employed in the chronicles of the period, it is difficult to argue that the Khazars
existed as a distinct political entity in the North Caucasus during the 620s (Zuckerman, 2007, p. 412).
Likewise, Dunlop made the same error by asserting that the allies of Heraclius were the Khazars
(Dunlop, 1954, p. 30). The most important evidence on this issue is found in the work of Sebeos, the
Armenian biographer of Emperor Heraclius. While narrating the events of 606 and the years that
followed, Sebeos repeatedly refers to the ruler of the Western Turks beyond the Amu Darya as the
“ruler of the northern regions.” Considering that Sebeos composed his work around 661, it becomes
evident that he was not only contemporary with the period of Western Turkic rule but also, in all

!'It is also known as the Fortress of Cor (wquhuwlj &npuy) or the Pass/Gate of Cor. This designation refers to the narrow
passage in present-day Darband, enclosed by long and powerful fortification walls along the coast of the Caspian Sea. In
Armenian sources, it is likewise referred to as the “Fortress of the Huns” or the “Gate of the Huns.” In Greek sources, it
appears as T¢ovp, Zovapov mipyos. According to Armenian sources, the territory north of this pass was regarded as the land
of the Huns, and the pass itself marked the boundary between the Albanians and the Huns (Hiibschmann, 1897, p. 218).
The same pass is known as a/-Bab in Arabic, Darband in Persian, Demir-kapi in Turkish, and Qahulgha in Mongolian.
The old Russian name of the Caspian Sea encountered in northern Russian documents, Khopuzhskoe more (Xomyxbckoe
Mope), derives from the older Turkic word kapugh (“gate”), that is, from Darband (Minorsky, 1958, p. 86, n. 3; Vasmer,
1955, pp. 28-29).
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probability, with the events of 627. For this reason, his testimony undoubtedly possesses a special
significance. Another factor enhancing the value of Sebeos’s account is that the other sources
concerning early Khazar history -including those that drew upon the Middle Persian Xwaday-namag
(Book of Lords)- were written at least a century and a half after Sebeos, that is, after the dissolution
of the Western Turkic Khaganate. Moreover, the Byzantine sources have survived only in a highly
fragmentary form and largely through later epitomes, particularly with regard to the seventh and
eighth centuries, which are of special importance for this subject (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 189).
Consequently, the problematic aspects of the Armenian sources relating to the early Khazars must
be examined analytically and in comparison with other available sources. Accordingly, the present
study aims to focus on the narratives concerning the early Khazars found in Armenian sources,
especially those of Sebeos, and to resolve the problems embedded within these accounts.

Problems Concerning the Early Khazars in Armenian Sources

The earliest traces of the Khazars in history appear in the North Caucasus following the
disappearance of the Sabirs from the historical record in 558. During the reign of the Sasanian king
Khosrow I Antishirvan (531-578), the Khazars fought against the Persians, and by 586 the name
“Khazar” had become known to the Byzantine Empire. One of the most important pieces of evidence
concerning the origin of the Khazars derives from a report transmitted by the Arab historian al-
Mas‘1dt and from the interpretation of the ethnonym Sabir. A portion of the Sabirs appears to have
migrated from their homeland around the Irtysh River to the regions north of the Caucasus, probably
in the early sixth or perhaps already in the fifth century. They disappeared from the historical record
in 558, and shortly thereafter the Khazar Khaganate began to take shape under the domination of the
Western Turks. Regarding the relationship between the Sabirs and the Khazars, al-Mas tdt reports
that the Khazars were called Sabir in Turkish and Khazar in Persian. On the basis of this information,
it may be concluded that the name Khazar was simply another designation for the Sabir people.
Tomaschek likewise supported this view, maintaining that the Sabirs later appeared in history under
the name Khazar. If it is accepted that the meaning of the name Sabir was indeed identical to that of
the name Khazar, the accuracy of al-Mas‘@idi’s statement becomes readily apparent. Under such
circumstances, the conclusion that the Sabirs and the Khazars were identical peoples emerges as a
highly plausible hypothesis. Accordingly, the Khazar Khaganate was essentially composed of the
Bulgars living in the North Caucasus and the Sabirs who had settled among them. Subsequently,
certain Turkic elements were incorporated into this population through the migrations and incursions
that took place during the period of Western Turkic rule (Németh, 1930, pp. 203-204).

However, Sebeos records an unusual detail in his description of the sixth century. While
classifying the events that he would later narrate in Chapter 7 of his work, the Armenian author
mentions the name *7 ‘etal ([dbwwy)) as the ruler of the northern regions (Sebeos, 1979, p. 6521). In
Chapter 10, he describes the ruler of T etal as the “Great Khagan” (fuwpwbuy ko) (Sebeos, 1979,
p. 731). In the same chapter, he writes that Vahram Merhevandak (Bahram Chobin, 590-591), the
lord of the eastern regions of the Persian realm, attacked the army of T*etal and seized Balkh together
with the entire territory of the Kushans up to a place called Kazbion (Kasbi, near Qarshi), beyond
the great river known as Vehrot (the Oxus/Amu Darya) (Sebeos, 1979, p. 7316.20). Accordingly, two
different conclusions may be drawn from these descriptions. In the first instance, the figure described
as the ruler of the northern regions named T ‘etal appears to refer to the Western Turkic Khagan,
whereas in the second account the name 7T ‘etal seems to designate the nomadic groups subject to the
Western Turks in the regions east of Iran. For by the time of Bahram’s campaigns, the Turkic
Khaganate had already been divided into its western and eastern branches. Furthermore, Chinese
sources contain accounts parallel to the narrative found in Sebeos’s work. According to these sources,
the Eastern Turkic Khagan Ch’u-lo-hou (587-588) was killed in 588 by an arrow shot by Bahram
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during a westward campaign (Chavannes, 1903, p. 242; Gumilyov, 1967, p. 131).% In this context,
complementary evidence to the Chinese sources may also be traced in Greek accounts. The Byzantine
historian Theophylact Simocatta, while referring to Bahram’s campaigns, writes that he gained
renown in his war against the Turks (nepido&oc toivov 0 Bapdp katda tov Tovpkikov yevopevog
woAepov). Elsewhere in the same narrative, Bahram’s enemies are described as the Huns dwelling in
the northeastern regions, yet it is explicitly stated that they were called Turks according to Persian
custom (t®v Obvvav totyapodv @V mpog t@ Poppd Tiig Em, ob¢ Tovprovg £Bog Iépoaic dmokaAeiv)
(Theophylacti Simocattae, 1887, pp. 121-122; Czeglédy, 1958, p. 24). Given that Sebeos clearly
distinguishes the Hephthalites from the T‘etals, attributing the name T‘etal to the Western Turks
constitutes a highly plausible interpretation. According to the account, Bahram defeated the army of
T‘etal in the lands of the Kushans. This detail is both interesting and significant; if the name T“etal
indeed refers to the Western Turks, it provides evidence for Western Turkic domination in
Tokharistan. At the same time, it helps explain how the Eastern Turkic Khagan Ch’u-lo-hou was able
to cross Western Turkic territory and reach the frontier of Tokharistan. Sebeos’s narrative indicates
that, during the period in question, the army of T etal was engaged in warfare against Bahram’s
Persian forces in Tokharistan. Under these circumstances, it becomes evident that Ch’u-lo-hou,
whether acting as an ally or as an enemy, was able to pass through Western Turkic territory without
encountering any obstacles (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 200). Therefore, considering the historical fact that
Tokharistan was under the domination of the Western Turks at the time these events took place
(Grousset, 1948, p. 130), it may confidently be concluded that Sebeos, while providing a remarkably
accurate account of the developments of the sixth century, employed the name T“etal to designate
the Western Turks.

Although no other sources mention a large nomadic people bearing the name 7 ‘etal, the
Hephthalites were among the nomadic groups inhabiting Iran’s eastern frontier. For this reason, the
name T‘etal clearly recalls the ethnonym Hephthal. The view generally accepted in the scholarly
literature is that the name T etal was in some way connected with the Hephthalites. However, even
within this interpretation, there are several exceptional cases in which the name T‘etal explicitly
refers to nomads attacking from the Khazar region. In the specific context of Khazar geography, it is
evident that this designation cannot refer to the Hephthalites of eastern Iran. Consequently, such
interpretations not only fail to resolve the problem posed by the initial ¢ in the name T*etal, but also
fall short of providing a satisfactory explanation for its apparent dual usage (Hephthal ~ Khazar)
(Czeglédy, 1985, p. 190). Marquart notes that this name appears in Byzantine chronicles as
* Ephthalitai (E@Baliton) or *A4bdelai (APoélar); in Armenian chronicles as *Hep ‘taf (<tithpwn) or

2 According to Czeglédy, reconstructing the events of Bahram Chobin’s wars against the Western and Eastern Turks is
exceedingly difficult, since Bahram’s campaigns took place in the region of the Amu Darya, an area that largely lay beyond
the field of vision of Byzantine, Armenian, and Chinese historians. At the same time, Czeglédy argues that although the
narratives of the Xwaday-namag concerning these events are extensive, they possess certain limitations when treated as
historical sources. In the Xwaday-namag, known through Arabic and Persian sources, the events of Bahram’s time were
merged with accounts concerning Bistam, the rebellious uncle of Khosrow I. As can be understood from the records of the
Armenian historian Sebeos, Bistam marched eastward around 597 and entered the land of the Hephthalites, where he
succeeded in bringing the Hephthalite princes Sawk and Pariovk under his authority. Marquart observed that the names
Sawk and Pariovk became confused with narratives relating to Bahram, noting that the Turkic Khagan who opposed
Bahram and his son were referred to in the sources as Sava (Arabic-Persian: Shava < *Shavag > Armenian: Savk) and
Parmada. According to Czeglédy, although it is difficult to disentangle the elements of the narratives concerning Bahram
and Bistam, this observation greatly facilitates the proper reconstruction of the two accounts. The Hungarian scholar further
maintains that, regardless of one’s interpretation of the details preserved in the Xwaday-namag, it is certain that Sawk, who
was still alive during Bistam’s rebellion in 597, cannot have been the same person as the Turkic Khagan allegedly killed
by Bahram in 588. He adds that the scattered evidence preserved in Byzantine, Armenian, and Chinese sources also sheds
light on this problem; although these data are brief and limited in themselves, they provide valuable information in addition
to the Xwaday-namag and thereby make it possible to reconstruct the most important events with a considerable degree of
accuracy (Czeglédy, 1958, p. 22).
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*Tetalk* ((3tunwp); in FirdawsT’s text as *Haytal (Ji»); in Arabic sources as *Haytal (Jk) or
*Hayatila (1k); and in Chinese sources as Ye-ta or Yep-tat, all of which he identifies as designations
for the Hephthalites (Marquart, 1901, p. 59). Furthermore, Marquart argues that polyandry existed
among the Khazars and, drawing upon Armenian chronicles, maintains that this custom emerged
under the influence of Hephthalite elements. He attempts to substantiate this view by asserting that
Sebeos referred to both the Khazars and the Hephthalites by the same name, namely 7 ‘efal (Marquart,
1898, p. 200; Ghirshman, 1948, p. 126). Marquart, who maintained that the name T ‘etal was formed
through the addition of a Caucasian-derived prefix ¢t (Marquart, 1901, p. 59, n. 1), further sought to
strengthen his argument by claiming that the Byzantine designation * Tourkoi (Tobpxor), used to
denote the Hungarians, had not been bestowed upon them by the Turks themselves. Rather, he argued
that it represented a form of the ethnonym */lyrkai (Topxar), known from Herodotus, which had
entered Byzantine usage through the mediation of the Caucasian Alans. Accordingly, he suggested
that the initial ¢ prefix derived from a Caucasian or Finno-Ugric language (Marquart, 1903, p. 56).
However, Marquart’s etymological explanation has been regarded as unnecessary and excessively
speculative (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 191).

In connection with the use of the name 7T ‘etal in Armenian sources, it is true, as noted above,
that this designation in certain cases refers to the Hephthalites of eastern Iran. For this reason, it is
important to provide a general outline of Hephthalite history. The principal components of the
Hephthalites consisted of two tribes known as the Chionites and the Uars. The former, the Chionites,
migrated around 350 from southwestern Siberia to Hyrcania (Armenian: Vrkana), that is, the
southeastern coast of the Caspian Sea. The Uars, on the other hand, migrated from the Altai region
around 450 and settled in northern Afghanistan. According to both Eastern and Western sources, the
Uar-Chionites established a powerful state under the leadership of the Hephthalite dynasty between
450 and 558, bringing under their control all the territories east of Iran as well as vast areas of Central
Asia. The eastern center of the Hephthalite state was located in Tokharistan, where the Uars settled
after defeating the Kushans. In 558, the Sasanians and the Western Turks, the new masters of Central
Asia, formed an alliance against the Hephthalites. Unable to withstand these attacks from east and
west, the Hephthalites were defeated. Some fled to Europe, where they became known in the West
as the Avars (Uarchonitae), while others remained in eastern Iran and came under Western Turkic
domination. Consequently, Hephthalite principalities continued to exist in the former Kushan
territories under the authority of the Western Turks. These principalities were mentioned by the
Chinese Buddhist pilgrim Hsiian-Tsang around 630, and several decades later various sources
recorded that the Arab armies entering Tokharistan were compelled to fight against the rulers of these
regions (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 191; Czeglédy, 1954, pp. 147-151). In light of these data, it becomes
clear that the Armenian sources’ application of the name T etal to the Hephthalites relates to their
history prior to 558, that is, before they came under the domination of the Western Turks. Indeed,
evidence supporting this interpretation may also be found in the sections of the works of the
Armenian historians Agatangetos and Movses Khorenac*i that contain the legendary life story of St.
Gregory the Illuminator, the cleric who was instrumental in the conversion of Armenia to
Christianity. In these passages, the family of St. Gregory is genealogically linked to the Tokharistan
branch of the Parthian Arsacid dynasty, located in Balkh, in the land of the Kushans (Agatangetos,
1914, p. 236; Movses Khorenac‘i, 1913, p. 2114). In a different version of the same legend preserved
in the work of another Armenian author, Zenob Glak, the name of the Hephthalites is explicitly
mentioned in connection with these events as *Hep ‘taf (htithppuun) (Hovhan Mamikonean, 1989, p.
333; Langlois, 1867, p. 343). When these data from Armenian sources are considered together with
Sebeos’s account of the foundation of the Parthian Arsacid dynasty, it becomes evident that the name
Tcetal was identified with the Hephthalites during this period. According to Sebeos, the Parthian
Arsacid dynasty gained its independence through a revolt against Macedonian rule, and Arsaces the
Great (247-217 BCE), son of the king of the T etals ({ppwly UL, npnh wppuyht (¢Emwpuging),
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ascended the throne in the land of the Kushans called Bahl Sahastan (Rwh) Guwhwuwmwh jplhph
£n1pwtug), where he founded the Tokharistan branch of the Parthian dynasty. Thereafter, he
succeeded in bringing all the peoples of the East and the North under his authority (Sebeos, 1979, p.
521322). In the continuation of Sebeos’s narrative, it is stated that this dynasty was organized into
four branches under the leadership of the Parthians descended from Arsaces. One of these branches
ruled in the land of T*etal, the second in Cilicia, the third over the Parthians, and the last in Armenia
(Sebeos, 1979, p. 5416:20). These accounts preserved in the early Armenian chronicles demonstrate
that Marquart’s thesis regarding the identity of the names T‘etal and Hephthal is not invariably
applicable, particularly in the context of Khazar geography. On the other hand, the fact that the
Armenian chronicles employ the name T‘etal not only as an ethnonym but also as a geographical
designation for the eastern regions of Iran lends considerable support to this interpretation.
Nevertheless, one may ask why the Hephthalites appear in the life story of St. Gregory the
[Mluminator. This problem is closely connected with the date of composition of the Armenian
chronicles in which the legend is preserved. The legend emerged long after the death of St. Gregory
the Illuminator, which occurred approximately in the first quarter of the fourth century, and has
survived through Armenian sources dating to the fifth century.? Given that the Armenian historians
of the fifth century were contemporaries of the Hephthalites, the question of why the rulers of
Tokharistan in this legend bear the name Hephthal ~ T ‘etal can be answered in a highly plausible
manner (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 192).

In order to provide a more satisfactory explanation for the use of the names Hephthal ~ T ‘etal
in Armenian sources, it is necessary to examine the narratives concerning the establishment of the
Armenian branch of the Parthian Arsacid dynasty. According to modern scholarship, the first
appearance of the Parthian Arsacid dynasty in Armenia began in 12 CE, when Vonones I (12-18), a
member of this dynasty bearing the title “King of Kings,” was exiled from Parthia to Armenia by
Artabanus II (12-41) because of his pro-Roman policies. Upon arriving in Armenia, Vonones I
succeeded in establishing himself as king among the local population. His reign, however, was short-
lived and was terminated by the Romans after approximately three years. Although the Romans
deposed Vonones I, they did not deprive him of the royal title until 18 CE. In that year, Germanicus,
the heir of the Roman Emperor Tiberius (14-37), installed Zeno, a Pontic prince, on the throne at
Artaxata. Assuming the name Artashes, which had been borne by earlier rulers accepted by the
population, Zeno maintained his reign without difficulty until 35 CE. Nevertheless, the Parthian king
Artabanus II believed that the Arsacids possessed a legitimate claim to Armenia and therefore
repeatedly attempted to place his sons upon the Armenian throne. Although several Iberian
candidates supported by Rome ascended the throne in 33 CE, they failed to achieve lasting success.
Subsequently, the Parthian king Vologases I (Armenian: ValarSak, 51-68) marched to install his
younger brother Tiridates I (52-58, 62-88) upon the Armenian throne, believing that Armenia, once
the possession of his ancestors, had been usurped by a foreign ruler. Tiridates I succeeded in
capturing the capitals Artaxata and Tigranocerta without encountering resistance from the local

3 The earliest Armenian chronicle containing the legendary life story of St. Gregory the Illuminator is the work of
Agatangetos. Agatangetos served as the secretary of the Armenian King Trdat III (298-330). However, his work was
compiled during the second half of the fifth century by copyists whose identities remain unknown. Naturally, numerous
additions were incorporated into the text during this process (Langlois, 1884, pp. 99-100). Consequently, the work
possesses the character of a compilation, a fact that has been confirmed by modern scholarship. While the life of St. Gregory
constitutes the core of the text, the martyrdom of the virgins and the doctrine of St. Gregory represent later additions. These
four texts, originating from different sources, were skillfully combined into a single composition. The account of St.
Gregory’s life itself is not internally consistent; although it rests upon a historical foundation, it is surrounded by legendary
embellishments and motifs characteristic of martyrological literature. While it is true that legendary elements and
miraculous episodes became common features of all martyr narratives, they are presented in this work in a particularly
exaggerated form. Amid this complex body of martyrological material, only a few pieces of information can be identified
as reliable and of genuine historical value (Adontz, 1928, p. 233).
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population. Undoubtedly, the preference of the inhabitants for the Parthians rather than the Romans
played a significant role in this outcome (Grousset, 1973, pp. 105-107; Garsoian, 1997, p. 64). In
Movses Khorenac‘i’s chronicle, however, a different account is presented concerning the
establishment of the Armenian branch of the Parthian Arsacid dynasty. In this narrative, the events
relating to the foundation of the Parthian Arsacid dynasty are directly transferred to the establishment
of its Armenian branch. Khorenac‘i first states that the lineage of Arsaces the Great was originally
Parthian and that he was king of both the Parthians and the Persians. He further relates that, after
gaining independence through a revolt against the Macedonians, Arsaces ruled over the lands of the
East and Assyria. Thereafter, in order to secure his authority, he appointed his brother Vatarsak as
king over Armenia. According to Khorenac‘i, Arsaces granted Nisibis to his brother as a capital and
defined the territories under his administration. These included part of Western Assyria, Palestine,
Asia, the whole of Asia Minor, and T etalia. The Armenian chronicle states that the borders of the
territories subject to him extended from the Pontic Sea to the place where the Caucasus met the
Western Sea (the Caspian Sea). Azerbaijan is likewise mentioned among the regions bestowed by
Arsaces upon his brother (Movses Khorenac‘i, 1913, pp. 2813-29s). It is noteworthy that the
Armenian historian employs the name T“etal in a different sense in this context. Although Khorenac‘i
associates the origin of the Armenian Arsacid dynasty with the Parthians, he refers to a geographical
setting quite different from that indicated by Sebeos with regard to the use of the name T‘etal.
Moreover, Khorenac‘i appears reluctant to connect the origin of the Parthian Arsacid dynasty with
the “land of the Kushans called Bahl Sahastan,” which in Sebeos’s account corresponds to
Tokharistan. In this respect, the same observation may be extended to the Armenian branch of the
dynasty. For when Khorenac‘i enumerates the territories belonging to VatarSak, whom he identifies
as the brother of Arsaces the Great, he places the region he calls T*etalia not in Tokharistan but to
the west of Armenia. Although Khorenac‘i does not explicitly explain why he employs the name
T‘etalia differently from Sebeos, it is almost certain that he consciously avoided associating the name
T‘etal with the Parthian Arsacids. According to the legend, the Parthian Arsacids were relatives of
St. Gregory the Illuminator. Consequently, an Arsacid-T etal kinship would simultaneously imply a
relationship between St. Gregory and a foreign people. On the other hand, the factor that most
seriously undermines the historical reliability of the information preserved in the legend is the
etymological association drawn between the Pahlav dynasty of Balkh and the Armenian name of the
city of Balkh (Pahlav ~ Bahl). Furthermore, when the general outlines of Hephthalite history are
taken into consideration, the inclusion of the Hephthalites in narratives concerning the foundation of
the Arsacids constitutes a clear anachronism (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 193). For this reason, the accounts
preserved in the Armenian chronicles concerning this period must be approached with caution.

Another aspect of the name 7 ‘etal that deserves attention concerns the alliance formed
between Byzantium and the Western Turkic Khaganate against the Sasanians during the reign of
Heraclius. In the chronicle of the Byzantine historian Theophanes, it is recorded that Heraclius
invited the Turks from the East, who are referred to as the Khazars, to enter into an alliance (Tobg
Tovprovg €k Tig €pag, obg Xalapelg dvoudlovoty, gic cvupayiov Tpocekariésoto) (Theophanis,
1883, p. 31515.16; Baynes, 1912, p. 120). The Armenian historian Movses Katankatvac‘i likewise
provides testimony confirming this account, relating that the Khazars, in great numbers, invaded his
country at the command of Heraclius (Uwuwmhl] wdpnjuht Gjhtt Fuwughpp' wugyunwlyti) juphuwphu
dtip hpwdwbwe <tpulyh) (Movses Katankatuac©i, 1983, p. 13316.17; Gerland, 1894, p. 364). This
alliance, formed in connection with the events that took place in the Caucasus in 627, is likewise
confirmed by other Greek, Syriac, Georgian, and Armenian sources that provide information about
the period (Nikephoros, 1990, pp. 541930, 5631.40; Michel le Syrien, 1901, p. 409; Gregory Ab{’l-
Faraj, 1976, p. 89; Kartlis Tskhovreba, 2008, pp. 1063,-10712; Kirakos Gandzakec‘i, 1961, p. 52 g.).
Within the framework of this alliance, there can be little doubt, as noted above, that the Khazars
mentioned in the sources as the allies of Heraclius in fact refer to the Western Turks. Consequently,
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rather than entering into the details of this issue, the point of interest here concerns the fact that those
identified in contemporary sources as the allies of Heraclius bear the ethnonym Khazar. This
observation, in turn, brings us back to Sebeos’s treatment of the names Khazar and T“etal. Sebeos’s
text contains several clues regarding the use of these two designations in connection with the alliance
in question. While classifying the subjects that he intended to discuss, the Armenian author employs
the following expression: “Herakti’s [Heraclius] journey toward the northern regions, to the ruler
of the T ‘etals.”* From these statements, it is clear that Sebeos, unlike the other sources, employs the
name T‘etal rather than Khazar. What is particularly noteworthy in the Armenian chronicle is the
phrase that immediately follows this passage: “The mobilization of countless nations.” This second
statement supports the accounts found in other sources concerning the military assistance that
Heraclius received from the Khazars in his campaign against the Sasanians. According to Sebeos’s
text, therefore, the ruler of the T*etals provided military support to Heraclius. Yet in the later sections
of Sebeos’s work, no narrative corresponding to these events is preserved. This circumstance is
closely related to the manner in which Sebeos’s chronicle has been transmitted to the present day.
Modern studies of the chronicle have emphasized that the author of the work may not in fact have
been Sebeos and that the title History of Heraclius cannot properly be attributed to it. This conclusion
is based on the limited information available about Sebeos himself and on the fact that the work is
not devoted exclusively to Heraclius. In the most recent recension prepared by later copyists, the title
History of Bishop Sebeos was assigned to the work, and the name of Heraclius was removed from
the title. The Armenian scholar Malkhasean commented on this issue as follows: “The name
Heraclius is not appropriate to the contents of the book. The early history of the Armenians, the
Parthians and Arsacids, the marzpans, Khosrow Aniishirvan, the Arab campaigns, Armenian
religious texts, and similar subjects have no connection with Heraclius. The author mentions
Heraclius in only ten chapters of the book, whereas the remaining forty chapters do not concern
Heraclius at all” (Abgarean, 1965, p. 16). It may therefore be assumed either that Sebeos never
recorded the relevant sections or that these portions have been lost. In either case, it is evident that
the work has come down to us in an incomplete form.

Despite these difficulties, it is still possible to trace indications in Sebeos’s work of the
military assistance provided by the ruler of the T etals to Heraclius. To do so, it is necessary to briefly
examine the relations between the Sasanians and the Armenian naxarars (nobles). The closing
decades of the sixth century marked a period in which the Armenian dynasties were particularly
vulnerable to Sasanian intervention because of disputes among the naxarars themselves. Khosrow 11
(598-628) played a direct role in resolving such conflicts. For example, when Step ‘annos of Syunik
became embroiled in a dispute with his uncle Sahak over a princely domain, he appealed to Khosrow
I, who had Sahak arrested and executed (596-597). Another naxarar, Kotit Amatuni, likewise
provoked dissatisfaction. Khosrow II assigned him to a mission in the region of Nisibis and arranged
for him to be ambushed and killed along the way. News of this treachery led to a revolt among the
naxarars serving in the Persian royal army stationed in the region of Isfahan. Some of the rebels
were killed, while the survivors joined the Persian satraps who had risen against Khosrow II in the
regions of Gilan or Daylam south of the Caspian Sea (Grousset, 1973, p. 261). Khosrow II entrusted
the suppression of these revolts to the Armenian noble Smbat Bagratuni. According to Sebeos, he
appointed him marzpan (governor) of Hyrcania, located on the southeastern coast of the Caspian Sea
(Sebeos, 1979, p. 9615-20; Pourshariati, 2008, p. 138). After receiving the title of marzpan, Smbat
subdued the rebels who had risen against the Persian king in the regions of Amul, Ray, Mugan, and
Tabaristan. During the course of this mission, he encountered Armenians who had previously been
exiled by the Persians to the regions of T‘urkastank® (Turkistan) and Delhastan (Dehistan). These

4 “qnhityl <tpwynh h Ynniwbu hhruhuny wn wppuwyf @bnwpuging” (Sebeos, 1979, p. 6520-21).
5 “@ninupyniit withn b puqinptwbb wgqug” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 6521.22).
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Armenians, who had been settled in the southeastern part of the Turkman steppes, most likely in the
vicinity of the Atrek River, had, according to Sebeos, forgotten their language and script, been
deprived of clergy, and adopted a way of life resembling that of the nomads of the steppe. Upon
meeting them, Smbat appointed a cleric named Abel to help them recover their lost identity. As a
result, they once again learned to write and speak in their own language (Sebeos, 1979, pp. 9626-9710;
Czeglédy, 1985, p. 194; Grousset, 1973, pp. 261-262).

Smbat Bagratuni’s services to Khosrow II were not limited to these achievements. During
his tenure as marzpan, which lasted approximately eight years (598-605), he repeatedly engaged in
combat against Vstam (Bistam), the governor of Khurasan who had rebelled against the Persian king,
as well as against rebellious Armenian nobles (Sebeos, 1979, pp. 9715-9812, 100:.4; Goubert, 1951,
pp- 283-287). In addition, with a large army that included Armenian frontier guards of Hyrcanian
origin, he attacked the Kushans, who had been raiding eastern Iran, and compelled them to retreat.
In response, the Kushan rulers appealed for assistance to the Great Khagan, the ruler of the North.
The Khagan dispatched a force of 30,000 men to aid them. This army crossed the Vehrot River and
advanced against Smbat. Faced with this threat, Smbat withdrew before the nomads and took refuge
in the fortress of Khroht in Khurasan with a detachment of 300 men. Datoyean, the other commander
of the Persian forces, ignored Smbat’s instructions and engaged the Khagan’s troops in battle. The
nomads emerged victorious, routed Datoyean’s army, and, after plundering and devastating the
countryside, advanced westward as far as Isfahan and Ray. Following the success of this campaign,
the Khagan sent orders to Cembukh, the commander of the expeditionary force, instructing him to
withdraw, and the nomads consequently abandoned Persian territory. Smbat subsequently
reassembled his army and launched a campaign against the Kushan people and the Hephthalite ruler
(h ytipwy wgghtt Ln1pwitiug b wippuyht <tthpunbtwy). Advancing victoriously into Tokharistan,
he attacked the Kushan territories under Hephthalite or Western Turkic domination and, after a series
of successful raids, established military camps at Marw and Marw-i Rud (Sebeos, 1979, pp. 1014-
10313; Czeglédy, 1985, pp. 194-195; Ghirshman, 1948, p. 97; Grousset, 1973, pp. 262-263;
Pourshariati, 2008, p. 139). Following the successful completion of this campaign, Smbat set out for
the court of Khosrow II. The Persian king congratulated him for his achievements. According to
Sebeos, Smbat died in the twenty-eighth year of Khosrow II’s reign. His body was transported to
Armenia, to the burial place of his ancestors, and interred in the village of Darivn in the district of
Gogovit (Sebeos, 1979, pp. 10325-1049). After relating these events, Sebeos turns to the revolt of
certain military units. According to the Armenian text, these rebel forces entered the service of the
Great Khagan of the northern regions under the authority of *Cenastan Cepetkh (Gkliuuwmwil
Atytinfu). They then traversed the northern regions from east to west and, by order of the Khagan,
joined the army of Cepeth. With a large force, they passed through the Gate of Cor and came to the
aid of the Greek king (Sebeos, 1979, p. 10411.16; Artamonov, 1962, p. 147).

When interpreting Sebeos’s narratives, which are of great importance in many respects, it is
necessary to proceed on the basis of information that is also attested in other sources and can therefore
be interpreted with a high degree of certainty. One such datum is the expression “the Kushan people
and the Hephthalite ruler.” According to Sebeos’s account, this expression accurately reflects the
political conditions of Tokharistan in the sixth century. As noted above, the Kushans had been under
Hephthalite rule in Tokharistan since approximately 450. The Turkic incursions of 558 are likewise
clearly reflected in Sebeos’s narrative. There can be little doubt that the “Ruler of the North,”
described as the Great Khagan and appealed to by the Kushans for assistance following their defeat
at the hands of Smbat, was the Western Turkic Khagan. This conclusion follows not only from the
observations already made concerning the “Ruler of the North,” but also from the geographical
circumstances described in Sebeos’s account. According to Sebeos, the “Ruler of the North,” known
as the Great Khagan, came from beyond the Vehrot River, that is, the Amu Darya, in order to aid the
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Kushan people and the Hephthalites. Moreover, according to all available sources, the territories
beyond the Amu Darya had been under the domination of the Western Turks since 558 (Czeglédy,
1985, p. 195). In light of these data, and taking into account the expressions employed by Sebeos in
his thematic classification, it becomes clear that the figure he identifies as the ruler of the T ‘etals
corresponds to the Western Turkic Khagan. Likewise, the statement that the troops under the
command of Cenastan Cepetkh came to the aid of the Greek king constitutes evidence that the ruler
of the T‘etals provided military support to Heraclius. For Sebeos’s reference to the Greek king
undoubtedly denotes Heraclius, as confirmed by the testimony of other sources. This, in turn,
demonstrates that the alliance concluded between the ruler of the T etals and Heraclius is reflected
in Sebeos’s work. Additional confirmation of this interpretation may be found in Greek and
Armenian sources that describe these events in greater detail. When the accounts of Theophanes and
Movses Katankatvac‘i are considered together with the evidence provided by Sebeos, it becomes
evident that the troops who came to the assistance of the Greek king under the leadership of Cenastan
Cepetkh were the forces of the Western Turkic Khagan who joined Heraclius before Tbilisi in 627
during the campaign against Khosrow II. In the chronicle of Theophanes, the leader of these forces
is recorded under the name *Ziebel (Z1£fn)). Theophanes states that Jebu Xak‘an was the second
highest-ranking figure after the Khagan (dgvtépm dvti tod Xaydvov tij 4&ig) (Theophanis, 1883, p.
3162.3). In the work of Katankatvac‘i, the same individual appears under the name *Jebu Xak ‘an
(QtipnL fuwpwb) and is described as the second ruler of the North (Jugnpr wppwy hhruhuny)
(Movses Katankatuac‘i, 1983, p. 1411¢.11), thereby confirming the testimony of Theophanes. Under
these circumstances, there can be little doubt that the figure identified in Sebeos’s text as Cenastan
Cepetkh corresponds to the Ziebel of Theophanes and the Jebu Xak‘an of Katankatvac‘i. The terms
Ziebel and Jebu represent the Greek and Armenian equivalents of the title yabgu, borne by the rulers
of the Western Turks (Moravcsik, 1958, p. 130; Rasonyi, 2007, p. 321; Chavannes, 1903, p. 256).
Similarly, the terms Cepetkh and Cembukh constitute alternative forms of the title yabgu as attested
in Armenian sources (Marquart, 1901, pp. 246-247). However, as explained above, the title yabgu
in this context refers not to T’ung Yabgu, who appears in Armenian sources as the “Ruler of the
North,” but rather to his younger brother Mo-ho Shad. At this point, it is necessary to pay close
attention to the clear distinction made in the accounts of both Theophanes and Katankatvac‘i. One
may nevertheless ask why Sebeos places the qualifier Cenastan before the name Cepetkh. The term
Cenastan, associated with China, carries the meaning “coming from the land of China.” Since the
eastern regions of the Western Turkic Khaganate frequently fell under Chinese domination
throughout history, and since the Turks often acknowledged Chinese suzerainty while maintaining
close ties between their ruling houses and the Chinese imperial family, the use of the adjective
Cenastan by Sebeos in the sense of “Western Turkic” is entirely plausible. Chavannes had already
pointed to the possibility of such an explanation in connection with Sebeos’s narrative, although the
most important piece of evidence was not yet known at the time. This evidence is the fact, also
attested in Islamic sources relating to Khazar history, that the name “China” could be employed in
the sense of “Western Turkic.” Moreover, it is well known that the term China was frequently used
to designate the peoples of Turan. In this regard, Firdaws1’s practice of using “Khagan of China” and
“Khagan of the Turks” interchangeably strongly supports this interpretation (Czeglédy, 1985, pp.
197-198; Chavannes, 1903, p. 255, n. 3). It thus becomes apparent that Sebeos treated the subject of

¢ In the form Cembulkh, the element -mb represents the sound b or §8, a usage reminiscent of the Byzantine convention in
which the cluster -mb was employed in a similar manner. The ending -u4 constitutes the nominative suffix. If Marquart’s
assumption that these forms belong to a Western Armenian linguistic tradition is correct, and if this hypothesis also accounts
for the devoicing at the beginning of the word, then these forms may perhaps be regarded as the earliest known examples
of Western Armenian. Nevertheless, it has been argued that the form Cepetukh contains an obvious scribal error. Although
Marquart’s proposed emendation (* Cemprkhoy/6tiupfuny) is thought to resolve this problem to some extent, it has been
emphasized that no definitive judgment on these issues can be reached at the present stage of research (Czeglédy, 1985, p.
197, n. 24).
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Heraclius’s allies, albeit incompletely, within a very different conceptual framework. At the same
time, all of these observations once again demonstrate the erroneous nature of Marquart’s
identification of the names Hephthal and T‘etal. Since there can be no doubt that the ruler of the
T etals was identical with the Western Turkic Khagan, and since it is a well-established historical
fact that the Hephthalites came under Western Turkic domination after 558, it may readily be
concluded that by the expression “ruler of the T etals” Sebeos intended to designate the Khagan of
the Western Turks, the new masters of Tokharistan, the former land of the Hephthalites. In this
context, Marquart’s assertion that Sebeos referred to both the Khazars and the Hephthalites by the
same name, namely T*etal, cannot be accepted. These conclusions also invalidate Marquart’s theory
advanced in another study (Markwart, 1929, pp. 100-101), in which he identified the “Ruler of the
North” with the Chinese Emperor T ai-tsung (627-649).

Within the framework of these events, a multifaceted analysis of the narratives preserved in
Sebeos’s work may be undertaken through comparison with Islamic sources that provide information
about the period. Such an analysis is possible because the Armenian author offers important evidence
concerning the relations between the Western Turks and the Sasanians during the reign of Istemi
Yabgu (552-576). In this context, Sebeos refers to kinship ties between the Persians and the Turks.
According to the Armenian author, the mother of Hormizd IV (552-576), that is, the wife of Khosrow
I Andshirvan, was the daughter of the T‘etal ruler known as the Great Khagan.” Likewise, these
kinship ties are also reflected, albeit indirectly, in the work of Movses Kalankatvac‘i (Movses
Katankatuac‘i, 1983, p. 14314.10). In several passages of al-Tabar1’s work, reference is made to the
alliance between the Persians and the Western Turks through the daughter of the Turkic Khagan,
who appears under the name Sinjibii Khaqan: “Kisra had several handsomely educated sons. From
out of those, he appointed as his successor to the throne Hurmuz, whose mother was the daughter of
Khatiin and Khagan” (al-Tabar1, 1999, s. 265). Islamic historians such as Ibn al-Balkhi and al-
Ya‘qubi likewise state that Hormizd’s mother was the daughter of the Khagan, thereby confirming
the testimony of both the Armenian sources and al-Tabart (Ibn al-Balkht, 1921, p. 96; al-Ya‘qubri,
2018(a), p. 462). The names recorded as *Sinjibii (s2w) in Islamic sources; *Silziboulos
(ZWLiPovrog), *Dilziboulos (AWLiBovrog), *Dizaboulos (AéPovirog), and *Stembis-Chagan
(Zteppro-yayav) in Greek sources; and Shih-tien-mi or Sé-ti-mi in Chinese sources all correspond to
Istemi Yabgu (Marquart, 1901, pp. 216-217; Moravcsik, 1958, pp. 275-276).% There is little doubt
that this marriage possessed a political character. Istemi Yabgu, the ruler of the Western Turks in the
Talas region, had come into conflict with the Hephthalites. In order to strike them from the rear, he
reached an agreement with the Persians, the traditional enemies of the Hephthalites, who at that time
were ruled by Khosrow I, regarded as the greatest sovereign of the Sasanian dynasty. He reinforced
this alliance by giving one of his daughters in marriage to Khosrow 1. As a result, the Hephthalites,
attacked from the north by the Turks and from the southwest by the Sasanians, were defeated and
disappeared from history (Grousset, 1948, p. 127; Sinor, 1997, p. 301). Following this war, the
Western Turks took possession of the territories north of the Amu Darya, while the Sasanians
occupied those to the south (Frye, 1998, p. 179). These events are described by al-Tabart as follows:

“The Khaqan Sinjibii was the most implacable, the most courageous, the most
powerful, and the most plentifully endowed with troops of all the Turks. It was he who
attacked W.r.z (?) the king of the Hephthalites, showing no fear of the numerousness or
the fierce fighting qualities of the Hepththalites, and then killed their king W.r.z and the
greater part of his troops, seizing their possessions as plunder and occupying their lands,

7«

npny Wuyn hip pniunp bp fowpwbuy dEdh wppuyhtt Gtunwpuging, Yht funupnguy” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 7229-731).

8 The title rendered as hdqan in Arabic texts corresponds to the Turkic title kzaghan. In Byzantine sources, this title appears
as *chaganos (yoydvog); in Latin texts as *cagan or *caganus; in Chinese annals as *ko-han; and in Syriac chronicles as
*khdgan (Moravcsik, 1958, pp. 332-334). Moreover, the title *khaghan is frequently attested in the Orkhon Inscriptions as
well (Drevnetyurkskiy slovar’, 1969, p. 405).
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with the excep tion of the part of them that Kisra had conquered” (al-Tabart, 1999, s.
152).

As can be seen from al-Tabari’s account, this alliance resulted in the lands of the Western
Turks becoming directly contiguous with Sasanian territory. As a consequence, the Turks came to
control a substantial portion of the trade routes extending westward and, encouraged by their Sogdian
subjects, sought to benefit from the lucrative silk trade that had previously been monopolized by the
Hephthalites. After their attempts to secure a commercial position within the Persian realm proved
unsuccessful, they aimed to bypass Persia altogether and establish direct connections with
Byzantium, the principal consumer of silk (Sinor, 1996, p. 327). Accordingly, as the chronicles
relating to the period clearly demonstrate, Sebeos employed the name T etal for Istemi Yabgu in
connection with these events, while also indicating that the Western Turks acquired Tokharistan after
defeating the Hephthalites. These developments undoubtedly constitute further evidence that Sebeos
used the name T etal to designate the Western Turks, who became the masters of the former
Hephthalite territories after 558. Support for this interpretation may also be derived from the narrative
of al-Dinawart. His work preserves important information concerning Sasanian-Hephthalite relations
prior to 558 and provides valuable geographical as well as historical data. For example, in the context
of the struggle for power between P&roz I (459-489) and Hormizd III (457-459), al-Dinawari
identifies the Hephthalites (Hayadtila) as the allies of Perdoz 1. He describes the regions under
Hephthalite domination as “Tokharistan, Saghaniyan, Kabulistan, and the territories beyond the
great river as far as the lands of Balkh” (al-Dinawari, 2017, p. 112). These references are of
particular significance because they demonstrate that the region in question was in Hephthalite hands
before it came under Western Turkic rule. Consequently, this evidence directly reinforces our
interpretation that the Western Turks, who dominated Tokharistan after 558, were designated by
Sebeos not by the name Hephthal but by the name T*etal.

Although Islamic sources generally present accounts that correspond closely to those found
in Armenian sources, there are also works within this corpus that preserve divergent traditions
concerning the issue under consideration. One such example is al-Mas ‘0d1’s Murij al-Dhahab, one
of the most important sources for Khazar history. In this work, unlike the other sources discussed
above, al-Masud1 provides the following statement regarding the mother of Hormizd IV: “He
[Khosrow 1] was succeeded by his son Hormizd b. Anushirvan b. Qubadh. His mother, Fakim, was
the daughter of the Khagan of the Turks, or, according to some sources, the daughter of one of the
Khazar rulers dwelling in the vicinity of Bab al-Abwab [Darband]” (Magoudi, 1862, p. 211). As is
evident from these statements, al-Mastid1 does not explicitly identify the mother of Hormizd IV as
the daughter of a Khazar ruler. Rather, in the relevant passage he clearly distinguishes between the
Khagan of the Turks and the Khazar rulers. Marquart, however, overlooked this distinction when
comparing the accounts of Sebeos and al-Mas tid1 concerning the mother of Hormizd IV, arguing
that the name Khazar in al-Mas‘1id1’s passage corresponded to the ruler of the T*etals mentioned by
Sebeos. It appears that Sebeos’s statement identifying the mother of Hormizd IV as the daughter of
the ruler of the T*etals played a significant role in shaping Marquart’s interpretation. On the basis of
these two chronicles, Marquart maintained that Sebeos was not referring to the Western Turks, whom
he clearly distinguished from the Hephthalites and the Kushans, but rather to the Khazar Khagan
himself (Marquart, 1898, pp. 199-200). It is difficult to accept this conclusion. Had the report
preserved by al-Mas‘udi been genuinely reliable, it would have been of primary importance for
illuminating early Khazar history, since Khosrow I and the Turkic ruler concluded a marriage alliance
before 558. Yet it may be said that virtually no reliable Khazar sources survive for so early a period.
For this reason, both the report itself and Marquart’s interpretation of it must be treated with caution.
Furthermore, it is debatable to what extent historical significance should be attributed to the linguistic
usage found in al-Mas ‘Gid1’s narrative, since the earliest examples of [slamic historiography date only
from the ninth century, a time when the Turkic khaganates of Central Asia had long since
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disintegrated. By that period, the distinction between Turks and Khazars had largely lost its original
significance; consequently, it is not surprising that the name Khazar appears in place of the expected
designation Turk in such a late tradition (Czeglédy, 1985, pp. 198-199). Indeed, the fact that authors
such as Theophanes, who composed their works in the early ninth century, likewise employed the
name Khazar when referring to the Western Turks of an earlier age demonstrates that this tendency
was not confined to Islamic historians. Had Marquart undertaken a broader and more comprehensive
analysis of the available sources rather than relying on a limited corpus, and had he evaluated the
relations between the Western Turks and the Sasanians within this wider framework, he would likely
have arrived at a more consistent interpretation of the proposed Khazar ~ T ‘etal identification.
Moreover, the practice of interpreting events of the early period through chronicles composed much
later resulted in a clear anachronism within Marquart’s argumentation. Undoubtedly, his reliance on
al-Baladhurt as supporting evidence contributed to the persistence of this view (Marquart, 1898, p.
200). Yet, within the context of the observations presented here, one encounters in al-Baladhuri’s
work the same tendency toward the preservation of traditions in a confused and historically unreliable
form that characterizes much of Islamic historiography. The portion of al-Baladhuri’s account
concerning the Turkic ruler and Khosrow I Aniishirvan that is relevant to our discussion reads as
follows:

“Antshirvan then wrote to the king of the Turks asking for reconciliation and
peace and for action in unison. In order to assure him of his friendliness, Antishirvan
sought his daughter’s hand and expressed a desire to be his son-in-law. Meanwhile, he
sent him a maid of his, who was adopted by one of his wives, and said she was his
daughter. Consequently, the Turk presented his daugh ter to Antshirvan and came to see
him. The two met at al-Barshaliyah where they caroused together for some days, and each
felt the other was friendly to him and expressed his loyalty. Antishirvan ordered some of
his friends in whom he confided to wait for nightfall and set fire to a part of the Turkish
camp, which they did. In the morning, the Turkish king complained to Aniishirvan; but
the latter denied having ordered it or known that his men had done it. After a few nights,
Antshirvan gave his orders to repeat the act, and his men did. The Turk grumbled so
much at the act that Aniishirvan had to show sympathy for him and apologized to him,
upon which he was appeased. By order of Antishirvan, fire was set in a corner of his own
camp where nothing but cottages of straw and twigs stood. In the morning, Aniishirvan
grumbled to the Turk, saying, ‘Thy men were on the point of destroying my camp; and
thou rewardest me by throwing suspicion upon me!” The Turk swore that he knew no
reason for the act, upon which Aniishirvan addressed him, saying, ‘Brother, thy troops
and mine look with disfavor on the peace we made, because they have thereby lost the
booty depending on razzias and wars that might be carried out between us. I fear they
undertake things to corrupt our hearts after our mutual agree ment of sincerity, so that we
may once more have recourse to enmity after our new blood relationship and our
friendship. I deem it wise, therefore, that thou allowest me to build a wall between thee
and me with one gate through which none from us will go to you and from you to us,
except the ones thou wishest and we wish.” The Turk accepted the proposal and left for
his own land. An@ishirvan commenced building the wall. He built the side of it that faced
the sea with rock and lead. Its width he made 300 dhira’s, and its height reached the
mountain heights. He ordered that stones be carried in boats and dropped into the sea, so
that when they appeared above the surface, he could build on them. The wall extended
over a distance of three miles in the sea. When the construction was completed, he fixed
on its entrance iron gates and en trusted it to one hundred horsemen to guard it. Before
this, it took 50,000 troops to guard the place. On this wall he also set a mantelet. The
Khakan 1 was later told, ‘Antshirvan has deceived thee and given thee for wife one who
is not his daughter and fortified himself against thee’; but Khakan was no match for such
wiles” (al-Baladhuri, 2002, p. 307-308).
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The account concerning the false princess preserved in al-Baladhuri’s work bears no direct
connection either to the Khazars or to the Western Turks. Rather, the story appears to represent a
variant of a narrative found in the work of the Byzantine historian Priscus Rhetor (Rébert, 1958, p.
75). In Priscus’s account, the following narrative concerning the relations between the Sasanians and
the Hephthalites during the reign of Peroz I is particularly noteworthy:

“The Persian monarch then received into his land the ambassador Constantius,
who had remained in Edesa for a time, as I said about his embassy. He ordered him to
come while he was occupied not in the cities, but on the border between his cities and the
Kedarite’ Huns. He was engaged in <a war> caused by the Huns’ refusal to take the
tribute that past Persian and Parthian kings had agreed upon. His father, having refused
to pay the tribute, took up the war and then bequeathed it and the kingdom to his son.
Because they kept suffering defeat in battle, the Persians wished to solve the Hunnic
problem by deception. And so, it was said, Peirozes (this was the Persian king’s name at
the time) sent messages to Kounchas, the Hunnic leader, stating that, hoping for peace
with them, he wanted to agree to an alliance and to offer his sister in marriage; for he
happened to be very young and not yet the father of children. Kounchas, it was said,
accepted the proposal, but married not Peirozes’s sister, but another woman decked out
in royal fashion, whom the Persian monarch sent off after informing her that if she
revealed nothing of the deception, she would share in kingship and happiness, but if she
revealed the theatrics, she would suffer death as a penalty since the Kedarite ruler would
not endure a servile wife in place of a well-born woman. The treaty thus negotiated,
Peirozes did not enjoy his deception against the Hunnic leader very long. Because the
woman was concerned that the nation’s ruler would learn of her situation from others and
would cruelly subject her to death, she revealed what had been perpetrated. Kounchas
praised the woman for her truthfulness and kept her as his wife. He wished to punish
Peirozes for his trickery, and so he pretended that he was having a war against
neighboring peoples, and that he needed men, not men fit for war (for there were
thousands available to him) but men who would be his generals. Peirozes sent him three
hundred elite men. The Kidarite ruler killed some, and others he maimed and sent back
to Peirozes to report that he had paid this penalty for his deceit. Thus the war was
rekindled and they fought violently. Peirozes accordingly received Constantius in Gorga
(this was the name of the place where the Persians were encamped). After treating him
kindly for several days, he sent him away with no auspicious response to his embassy”
(Priscus, 2014, p. 144-146; Robert, 1958, p. 75).

An earlier version of this story preserved in Priscus’s work may be found in the writings of
Herodotus. The account recorded by Herodotus is as follows:

“This man Amasis, then, was the one against whom Cambyses the son of Cyrus
led an army consisting of contingents from all over his empire, including some Ionian
and Aecolian Greeks. The reason for the attack arose out of the fact that Cambyses had
sent a message to Egypt to ask Amasis for his daughter. It was an Egyptian man who
suggested that he make this request; he was motivated by a grudge against Amasis,
because Amasis had chosen him out of all the doctors in Egypt, forced him to leave his
wife and children, and dispatched him to Persia, when Cyrus had sent a messenger to
Amasis requesting the best eye doctor in Egypt. Because he resented this treatment, then,
the Egyptian persuaded Cambyses to ask Amasis for his daughter, so that Amasis would
either grant the request and suffer or refuse and make an enemy of Cambyses. Now,
Amasis was troubled and anxious about the might of Persia, and was incapable either of
handing his daughter over or withholding her. He knew full well that Cambyses was not
about to make her his wife, but his concubine. He weighed the matter up and this is what
he did. The previous king, Apries, had a daughter called Nitetis, who was very tall and
beautiful, and was the only member of Apries’ house left alive. Amasis dressed this girl
up in fine clothes and gold jewellery and sent her to Persia as if she were his own daughter.
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After some time, however, when Cambyses used the girl’s patronymic in addressing her,
she said to him, ‘My lord, you don’t realize how Amasis has deceived you. He has dressed
me up and sent me to you, as if it were his own daughter he was giving, when in fact I am
the daughter of Apries, who was Amasis’ master when Amasis and the Egyptians rebelled
against him and murdered him.” This news made Cambyses the son of Cyrus furious and
gave him his reason for attacking Egypt. At any rate, that is what the Persians say”
(Herodotus, 1998, p. 169).

It is evident that these two passages from Priscus and Herodotus were employed by al-
BaladhurT in the context of Khosrow I Aniishirvan’s marriage to the daughter of a Turkic ruler.
Behind the narrative patterns found in Byzantine historiography there generally lies a genuine
historical event; the author presents reality embellished with an antique literary veneer, yet without
fundamentally distorting it. The same observation applies to the episode recorded by Priscus, as
demonstrated by the fact that its eastern variant rests upon a concrete historical foundation. Al-
Baladhuri connects the story with the marriage between Khosrow I and the daughter of a Turkic
ruler, a historical event that took place around 560. Dynastic marriages between different peoples
were by no means uncommon, as has already been noted with reference to the testimony of Movses
Katankatvac‘i. Until 630, the Western Turks and the Khazars formed part of a single khaganate; its
western regions were governed by the Khazars, and the Persians became acquainted with this polity
through them. After 630 the two peoples became separated, yet Islamic historiography continued to
refer to both simply as Turks. At the same time, Perdz I and his successors also contracted a number
of dynastic marriages with the Hephthalites, a fact that clearly illustrates how the story concerning
the marriage of P&roz I could later be adapted to that of Khosrow 1. The narrative pattern therefore
emerged through the adaptation of a widely known story motif to a different event and a different set
of historical actors (Robert, 1958, pp. 75-76).° Al-Baladhuri’s decision to include this story may be
explained by his familiarity with Greek culture and historiography. Traces of this familiarity can be
detected in his Futith al-Buldan. Throughout that work, significant observations concerning cultural
and social history are interwoven with the historical narrative. For instance, al-BaladhurT discusses
the transition of official administrative languages from Greek and Persian to Arabic, the dispute with
Byzantium caused by the inclusion of Islamic religious formulas at the beginning of letters sent from
Egypt, issues relating to taxation, the use of signet rings, matters connected with the monetary
system, and the history of the Arabic script (Rosenthal, 1986, p. 972). In light of these considerations,
it is evident that Marquart’s interpretation, which sought to support the identification of the names
Khazar and T‘etal through a combined reading of the accounts preserved by al-Masdi and al-
Baladhur together with the text of Sebeos, cannot be accepted.

The next occurrence of the name 7 ‘efal in Sebeos’s work provides further evidence, from a
different perspective, of the inconsistency of Marquart’s interpretation. Sebeos again refers to the
T etals in the section devoted to the death of the Sasanian king Yazdegerd III (632-651). According

® Although Priscus attributes the deterioration of relations between the Hephthalites and the Sasanians to Péroz I’s deception
in sending another woman instead of his sister to Kounchas, other sources provide different explanations. For example, the
Armenian historian Lazar P‘arpec‘i records a statement made by the Sasanian commander Hazaravuxt concerning the
Persian king after the death of P&rdz I. According to Hazaravuxt, the breakdown in P&rdz’s relations with the Hephthalites
was caused by his own arbitrary conduct and obstinate disposition (Lazar P‘arpec‘i, 1904, p. 15720.30). The statements
preserved in the chronicle of Agathias are likewise consistent with the testimony of P ‘arpec‘i. Agathias writes as follows:
“The next reign was that of Peroz an exceedingly daring and warlike man. His mind was filled with grandiose ambitions,
but his judgement was far from sound and he possessed a great deal more valour than discretion. Consequently he lost his
life in an expedition against the Ephthalites not so much, I imagine, through the strength of his opponents as through his
own recklessness. Though he should have taken all the necessary precautions and reconnais sance measures to safeguard
his advance into enemy territory against ambush he fell straight into a trap, a series of carefullly camouflaged pits and
trenches that stretched over the plain for a very great distance. He perished there together with his army in the twenty-
fourth year of his reign” (Agathias, 1975, p. 130).
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to the Armenian text, in the twentieth year of Yazdegerd III’s reign, the Arab armies stationed in
Persia and Khuzistan advanced eastward into the Parthian lands, referred to as Pahlav, in pursuit of
the Persian king. Although Yazdegerd III fled before them, the Arabs killed his soldiers near the
borders of the Kushan territories. Thereupon, the Persian king sought refuge among the T*“etal troops
who had come from those regions to assist him (6L thwpunigtiu wbljur h quipu (Fhnwug, np
Eht h Ynndwibgh Ghtu tiw juirqbwlubniphih) (Sebeos, 1979, pp. 16336-1641). Subsequently,
the T etal troops killed Yazdegerd III, who had ruled the kingdom for twenty years (bul] quuipwugh
[Ftmuqug Juitiug q8wqitipm vwyubthb, np jupur qeuquirnpniphiid wdu b) (Sebeos, 1979, p.
1644.5). As is evident from Sebeos’s geographical descriptions, the lands of the Kushans are once
again located to the east of Iran in this narrative. Likewise, the T etal troops who came to assist
Yazdegerd III are said to have advanced from the same direction. These data are entirely consistent
with the political situation that emerged after the alliance concluded between the Western Turks and
Khosrow I Antishirvan, whereby the territories of the two powers came to share a common frontier.
Consequently, the forces designated here as T etals were Western Turks who had crossed beyond
the Amu Darya into the Kushan territories (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 201). Sebeos’s account of Persian-
Arab relations in connection with the name T*etal is remarkably accurate. In 636, the Sasanian army
under Rustam suffered defeat at the Battle of al-Qadisiyyah, and the capital Ctesiphon subsequently
fell. The Muslim Arabs entered the city without encountering significant resistance, while the
nobility and members of the royal court fled into the interior of Iran. Under the leadership of the
Caliph ‘Umar (634-644), Khuzistan was conquered in 642, and in the same year the Battle of
Nihavand brought Media under Arab control. These developments left the heartland of Iran exposed
to occupation without any substantial resistance. The Sasanian state could no longer assemble a major
army against the Arabs, since most of its soldiers had either perished during the prolonged wars with
Byzantium or could not be mobilized because of internal unrest. For this reason, Yazdegerd III fled
to Persis; when the Arabs conquered that region as well in 650, he was compelled to seek refuge
farther east (Daryaee, 2009, p. 37; Chavannes, 1903, pp. 256-257). In this context, the statements of
al-Dinawari, which complement Sebeos’s narrative, are of particular importance. Al-Dinawari
describes the flight and death of Yazdegerd III as follows:

“Then the people of Istakhr revolted. King Yazdegerd led a group of Iranians
against them. ‘Uthman b. Abi al-‘As and ‘Abd Allah b. ‘Amir marched against the region.
Victory belonged to the Muslims. Yazdegerd fled toward Khurasan and arrived in Marw.
He requested money from the governor of the city, whose name was Mahtiyah. Mahiiyah
was the son-in-law of the Khaqan, the ruler of the Turks. When Yazdegerd increased his
demands, the governor informed the Khagan. The Khagan then set out with his troops.
He crossed the river in the direction of Amilya and, after traversing the desert, arrived at
Marw. Mahiiyah opened the gates of the city to him. Yazdegerd, meanwhile, fled alone
on foot. After walking two farsakhs, he reached a mill at dawn, where a lamp was burning.
Entering the mill, he said to the miller: ‘Hide me here for one night.” The miller, however,
asked him for money, saying: ‘Give me four dirhams so that I may pay the owner of the
mill.” Thereupon Yazdegerd gave him his sword and belt, saying: ‘These shall be yours.’
The miller spread out a garment for him to sleep on. Because Yazdegerd was utterly
exhausted, he immediately fell asleep. Once he had sunk into a deep sleep, the miller rose
and killed him with the pickaxe of the mill. He took Yazdegerd’s personal possessions
and cast his body into the river” (al-DinawarT, 2017, p. 202).

From al-DinawarT’s description, it is quite clear that Sebeos, by the designation T ‘etal,
intended the Western Turks who came from beyond the Amu Darya. Nevertheless, the Islamic
sources that recount these events preserve differing traditions. Al-TabarT makes no mention of the
Turks in connection with the death of Yazdegerd III (al-Tabar1, 1999, pp. 409-410). Al-Baladhuri,
on the other hand, relates that when Yazdegerd 11l reached the frontiers of Marw, he was respectfully
received by Mahawayh (Mahiiyah in al-DinawarT), the marzuban of the region. Al-Baladhuri further
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records that Nizak Tarkhan, one of the rulers of the Turks of Tokharistan, came to meet him.
However, when Nizak Tarkhan requested the hand of Yazdegerd’s daughter, the Persian king treated
him with contempt and humiliation. As a result, and under the influence of Mahawayh’s incitement,
Nizak Tarkhan departed with the Turks under his command and marched toward al-Junabidh. Driven
back there by Nizak Tarkhan, Yazdegerd Il was compelled to seek refuge in Marw and was
ultimately killed in the house of a miller situated on the banks of the river al-Mirghab (al-Baladhurf,
2002, pp. 491-492).1° Likewise, in Tarikh Sini Mulitk al-Ard wa’l-Anbiya’, Hamza al-Isfahani states
that “the ruler of the Hephthalites decided to wage war against Yazdegerd and thus incited Mahiiyeh
to fight him” (Hamza al-Isfahani, 1844, p. 63). It is noteworthy that al-Isfahant employs the
designation *al-Hayatila (Abbgl), that is, the Hephthalites, rather than the name Turk used by al-
Dinawart and al-Baladhuri. However, his account appears to contain ambiguities both in
geographical and political terms. In this respect, the narratives of Sebeos and al-Dinawari are
considerably clearer and more reliable. In the chronicles of both authors, the statements indicating
that the T“etals or the Turks came from beyond the Amu Darya correspond not only to established
historical facts but also to the geographical realities of the period. Moreover, although it is true that
Arab and Persian historians generally failed to distinguish among the various peoples living in
Khurasan during the Arab conquests and tended to refer to them collectively as Turks, it is known
that they occasionally retained the designation Hephthalite as well (Ghirshman, 1948, p. 98). It may
therefore be argued that al-Isfahant adopted the tradition of dual usage and consequently employed
the name Hephthalite in place of Turk. In this respect, Sebeos’s clear distinction between the names
T‘etal and Hephthal, together with the fact that other sources employ the designation Turk in a
manner consistent with the course of historical events, considerably weakens the reliability of al-
Isfahant’s reference to the Hephthalites. Indeed, Nizek Tarkhan is known to have been present in
Balkh during the rebellion suppressed by Rabi‘ b. Ziyad in 671/672, and he is again described as
commanding Turkic forces (Markwart, 1938, p. 42; Ghirshman, 1948, p. 99). Furthermore, the fact
that Nizak Tarkhan was subordinate to the Yabgu of Tokharistan (Christensen, 1936, p. 501)
demonstrates that the forces acting against Yazdegerd Il were Western Turks. Equally significant is
the information preserved in the Chinese annals that, following the death of Yazdegerd IlI, his son
Peroz 111 (d. 679) sought refuge among the Turkic groups of Tokharistan and continued to claim his
father’s throne. These data clearly indicate that Tokharistan was under Western Turkic control during
this period. According to the 7 ang-shu, Peroz I1I appealed to the Chinese Emperor Kao-tsung (649-
683) for assistance, but the emperor declined to provide the support he requested. The ruler of
Tokharistan, however, proved more willing to assist him and, taking advantage of a temporary
weakening of Arab control in the region, restored Peroz IlII to his former position. In 661, after its
victories over the Western Turks in 658, China reorganized the western territories that had come
under its protection and appointed Peroz III as the head of the Persian administration, establishing
its center in the city of Tsi-ling. In reality, China merely ratified an already existing situation and
granted official recognition to Peroz I1I, who was residing in Tsi-ling. The exact location of Tsi-ling
remains uncertain, and Peroz III never succeeded in re-entering the actual territories of Persia. If the
ruler of Tokharistan restored him to a position of authority, this could only have been achieved by
installing him in one of the eastern regions that had formerly been subject to Persian influence. For
this reason, Tsi-ling is generally thought to have been Zrang (Zaranj), the principal city of Sijistan,
that is, Sistan during the Sasanian period (Chavannes, 1903, p. 257).

10 As early as 638, Yazdegerd 111 had appealed to the Chinese emperor for assistance. He moved from Nishapur to Tis, but
the kanarang (governor) was unwilling to grant him asylum. Instead, he presented the king with rich gifts and explained
that the fortress was not large enough to accommodate all of his followers and military equipment. Rejected wherever he
went, Yazdegerd III ultimately turned to Marw as his last refuge (Christensen, 1936, p. 501).
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The next occurrence of the name 7 ‘etal in Sebeos’s work appears in Chapter 51. This chapter,
entitled “The Revolt of the Medes against the Ishmaelites, the Defeat of the Ishmaelites in the Region
of the Gate of Cor, and the Flight of the Survivors into the Rugged Mountains of the Caucasus,”""
describes the advance of the Arab armies in the direction of Darband. In this chapter, attention is
drawn to the role of the T etals, that is, most probably the Western Turks, in the first clashes between
the Arabs and the Khazars in the vicinity of Darband. Although Sebeos does not provide an exact
date for these events, the chronology established in the preceding chapters indicates that they should
be dated to around 652 and the years immediately thereafter (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 202). Indeed, despite
the fact that the Arabs had not achieved any decisive success, it is known that between 642 and 652
they were largely occupied with consolidating their position in Armenia and Azerbaijan (Dunlop,
1954, p. 54). It was most likely only after these campaigns that they advanced toward Darband.
According to Sebeos, when the large Arab armies were unable to cross the rugged regions of the
Median Mountains, they turned northward toward the peoples living near the Caspian Gates. They
then passed through the Gate of Cor and embarked upon a campaign of plunder. At that time, a small
army emerged from the place known as the Gate of the Huns and marched against them. This force,
which served as the guardian of the pass, defeated the Arabs (Sebeos, 1979, pp. 17234-1739). During
the same engagement, another army arrived from the land of the T‘etals. The two sides fought with
great ferocity, and the army of the Ishmaelites was defeated by the forces of the T‘etals (Gl wy
quip h Unniwbgh (Fhnuqug, L punputight qdpitwbu quupnipbudp vwunmply, W h
wupunniphth dwnbbgur quup buduwytih winweh quupugh (Fhwnwpug). The fighting,
conducted with swords and spears, inflicted heavy casualties. Those who survived were unable to
escape, for another Arab contingent had arrived from the rear. Further combat then took place in the
great and rugged mountains of the Caucasus. In the difficult mountain terrain, only a small number
managed to survive and flee; most were left hungry, destitute, wounded, and incapable of continuing
the struggle. The survivors eventually reached Ctesiphon and returned to their own settlements
(Sebeos, 1979, pp. 17310.17).

For the resolution of the 7 ‘etal problem in this narrative, particular attention must be paid to
Sebeos’s geographical descriptions. In this context, the region that the Armenian author designates
as the Gate of the Huns is especially noteworthy. This designation appears frequently in Armenian
sources. For example, when describing the Asiatic Sarmatians living between the Don and the Volga,
Sirakac'i also provides an account of the lands of the Caucasian Huns. According to Sirakac'i,
beginning from Darband, that is, north of the territory of the Massagetae, the land of the Huns
stretches along the seacoast, while Vara¢‘an is identified as the capital of the Huns on the side of the
Caucasus. It is difficult to regard the name Hun here as a generic designation. Sirakac'i refers to
numerous nomadic peoples inhabiting Sarmatia and Scythia, yet he does not apply the name Hun to
any of them. In his usage, the term Hun refers exclusively to the population living in the coastal
plains corresponding to present-day Dagestan (Yeremyan, 1963, p. 1037.12; Czeglédy, 1955, p. 125).
The terminology employed by Sirakac‘i and the geographical picture it conveys are likewise found
in the work of Lewond. In his chronicle, the Caucasian Huns are also designated as Hun (plural:
Honk ) and are located north of Darband. Lewond does not apply the name Hun to any other people.
According to him, the Huns appear in connection with the Arab-Khazar wars of the eighth century.
For instance, in his account of the campaign of Maslama b. ‘Abd al-Malik in 716, the Arabs crossed
Darband into the land of the Huns and advanced northward as far as Targu (modern Tarki or Tarku,
near Makhachkala on the Caspian coast), whose inhabitants subsequently appealed to the Khazar
Khagan for assistance. This geographical situation remained unchanged during the wars between the
Arabs and the Khazars under the caliph Hisham (724-743). During their southern campaigns, the

1 “Qupumnuipniphi Uwpug jhudwytjuging: Atnudh quupniptiwb budwybjuging juy@iynju Snpuy Mwhwlhb b
thwhuniuwn Whwgkngh plin ndniwpu (tphtth Unyjuunt” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 17216.15).
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Khazars passed through the land of the Huns on their way to Darband and from there proceeded
through the territory of the Massagetae into Persian Armenia. The Arabs, conversely, advanced from
the lands of the Massagetae to Darband and from there entered the country of the Huns, situated
south of the Khazars. At this time, the territory of the Huns still extended northward as far as Targu
and westward to the mountains (Lewond, 1887, p. 419.15; Czeglédy, 1955, pp. 125-126). These data
confirm that the T‘etal army mentioned by Sebeos advanced from the north. According to his
account, the Arabs encountered a force emerging from the Gate of the Huns after they had crossed
the Gate of Cor. The arrival of the T etal troops at precisely this moment to engage the Arabs
demonstrates that they too approached from the north. Consequently, the interpretation that Sebeos
used the name T‘etal to designate the Western Turks is well founded. This conclusion is further
supported by the testimony of Katankatvac‘i. According to the panegyric of Juansher (636-669)
preserved in his work, the term “invaders” is applied to the Western Turks, the former allies of
Heraclius, and it appears that more than forty years after the Persian war they had lost their distinct
identity (Zuckerman, 2007, p. 412). Indeed, during the third quarter of the seventh century, the
kingdom of Albania extended westward to Iberia, northward to Darband, and southward to the
Araxes River; at that time its ruler was Juansher. He had participated in the Persian struggle against
the Arabs, but once he realized that Sasanian resistance could no longer be sustained, he returned to
his own country and secured a brief period of independence by eliminating the Persian garrison at
Partaw (Artamonov, 1962, p. 181). Accordingly, Sebeos’s narrative is consistent with these data and
indicates that Western Turkic domination in the Khazar region continued into the middle of the
seventh century.

Islamic sources contain information that is partially parallel to the narratives preserved by
Sebeos. In al-Tabar1’s work, two contradictory traditions are recorded concerning the capture of al-
Bab (Darband) by the Arabs. According to the first account, transmitted by Sayf, al-TabarT dates the
fall of al-Bab to the year 22 AH (642/643 CE) (al-Tabar1, 1994, p. 34-43). Although the campaign
against Balanjar is described in considerable detail, the account itself is far from reliable (Golden,
1980, p. 59). Even if the Arabs had indeed reached Azerbaijan and subsequently Darband during the
640s, it is more plausible that the unsuccessful expedition against Balanjar, associated with the death
of either Salman b. Rabi‘a or ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Rabi‘a, constituted their first serious attempt to
strike at the Khazars. It appears that in 644, al-Walid, the half-brother of the Caliph ‘Uthman (644-
656), launched a campaign into Azerbaijan and Armenia, while the vanguard forces that succeeded
in advancing as far as Darband were commanded by Salman b. Rabi‘a. Shortly thereafter, however,
Salman was dispatched to assist Habib b. Maslama in operations against Byzantium. It is highly
probable that ‘Abd al-Rahman remained at Darband and that Salman later rejoined him there. During
the years they spent in Darband, the two brothers may have engaged in several clashes with the
surrounding local tribes, yet it is impossible to speak of a complete conquest in the strict sense of the
term. On the other hand, the death of one of the brothers during the attempt to penetrate Balanjar
gave rise to numerous legends claiming that the Khazars had believed the Arabs to be immortal
(Artamonov, 1962, p. 177; Novoseltsev, 1990, p. 174).

Al-Tabar1’s second account, however, is dated to 32 AH (652/653 CE) and corresponds much
more closely to the narrative preserved by Sebeos. According to al-Tabar1, ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Rabi‘a
acted without the authorization of the Caliph ‘Uthman and launched an attack against al-Bab. Having
reached Balanjar, the Arab army laid siege to the city with siege engines. At this point, however, the
Turks arrived to assist the inhabitants of Balanjar and began fighting against the Arab forces. Owing
to this Turkish support, the Arab army suffered a decisive defeat, and ‘Abd al-Rahman was killed in
the battle (al-Tabar1, 1990, pp. 95-96; Dunlop, 1954, pp. 55-56; Novoseltsev, 1990, pp. 174-175).12

12 Among the Islamic sources, there is disagreement regarding the identity of the commander of the Arab forces who was
killed in this battle. Al-Tabarl maintains that the fallen commander was ‘Abd al-Rahman b. Rabi‘a, whereas al-Baladhuri
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As can be seen, al-TabarT clearly distinguishes between the Khazars and the Turks in his description
of the conflict. In this respect, his reference to the auxiliary forces at Balanjar as Turks recalls the
T‘etal army in Sebeos’s account, which advanced to engage the Arab forces after they had crossed
the Gate of Cor. According to both authors, the Arab army was defeated. Moreover, the narratives
of the two writers display a considerable degree of correspondence. Likewise, Ibn al-Athir explicitly
distinguishes between Turks and Khazars when he states that “the Turks joined the Khazars and
formed a united front against the Muslims, engaging them in a fierce battle” (Ibn al-Athir, 1991, p.
136)."3 In light of this evidence, it is possible to conclude that the groups referred to as Turks in al-
TabarT and Ibn al-Athir, and as T‘etals in Sebeos, were in fact the Western Turks. Particularly
important in this regard are al-Mas1id1’s remarks concerning the city of Balanjar during this period.
His statement reads as follows: “The Khazar River flows through the city of Atil, the present capital
of the Khazar realm, whereas the former capital of the Khazars was the city of Balanjar. The Burtas
River flows into the Khazar River. The Burtas are a numerous Turkic people living between the lands
of Khwarazm and the country of the Khazars, although they were regarded as subjects of the
Khazars” (al-Mas‘adi, 1894, p. 62i5.13). A noteworthy aspect of al-Mas‘Gdr’s statement is his
assertion that the capital of the Khazars prior to Atil, that is, prior to their settlement on the Volga,
was the city of Balanjar. In making this observation, al-Mas 0dt appears to be referring to an earlier
period, before the full emergence of the Khazar Khaganate. These data undoubtedly relate to the era
when the Khazars remained subordinate to the Western Turks. Indeed, the history of the Western
Turks may be divided into two nearly equal phases: from the mid-sixth century to the mid-seventh
century they maintained an independent existence, whereas from the mid-seventh century until the
middle of the eighth century they were engaged in continuous struggles against the Chinese,
Tibetans, Arabs, and various Turkic peoples. At the same time, when viewed within the broader
framework of Asian history, the role played by the Western Turks was of considerable significance.
Through their military successes, these formidable warriors of the steppe exerted a profound
influence over a vast region. For approximately a century they united under their authority tribes
dispersed from the Altai in the east to the Volga in the west, and from Tarbagatai in the north to the
Indus in the south. As a result, they established a degree of order and stability in territories that had
previously been characterized chiefly by disorder and raiding (Chavannes, 1903, pp. 299-300).
Consequently, al-Mas ‘0d1’s testimony indicates that Western Turkic domination in the Volga region
continued into the middle of the seventh century and that, during this period, the center of the Khazars
who were subject to them was the city of Balanjar. This interpretation further demonstrates that the
narratives preserved in Sebeos’s chronicle are not only consistent with other sources relating to the
period but also possess a substantial degree of reliability. Accordingly, when the evidence of the

states that it was Salman b. Rabi‘a who was martyred at Balanjar (al-Baladhuri, 2002, p. 415). Likewise, Ibn A ‘tham and
al-Ya“qubi preserve the same tradition as al-Baladhurt (Ibn A ‘tham, 2020, p. 374; al-Ya'qubi, 2018(b), p. 807).

13 These events are reflected in considerable detail in the Darband-nama. However, the date of the episode is erroneously
given as 41 AH rather than 32 AH, as indicated by al-Tabari. According to the Darband-nama, during the reign of the first
caliph of the Banii Umayya, namely Caliph ‘Uthman, news arrived that the Khazars had captured Darband and entered
Azerbaijan. The caliph consequently ordered Ibrahtm and Salman al-Bahili to proceed to Darband with four thousand brave
and experienced soldiers. The commanders raised the banner of campaign and marched toward Darband. Upon reaching
the frontiers of Azerbaijan, they compelled all the populations encountered along their route to accept Islam by force of
arms. Eventually they arrived at Darband. Learning of the approach of the Muslim army, the Khazars who held the fortress
abandoned it and withdrew to the fortress of KhumrT, known today as Kiyekend. At that very moment, the Khagan of China
advanced from another direction with an army of one hundred thousand men against the Muslim forces stationed at Darband
(Derbend-nameh, 1851, pp. 39-40). Two aspects of this account are particularly noteworthy. First, the commander of the
Arab forces is identified as Salman b. Rabi‘a. Second, the forces that came to assist the Khazars are described as the troops
of the “Khagan of China.” As noted earlier in connection with the designation Cenastan Cepetkh, Islamic sources
occasionally refer to the Western Turkic Khagan as the Khagan or ruler of China. Consequently, the expression “Khagan
of China” in the Darband-nama may be regarded as another instructive example of a designation applied to the Western
Turkic Khagan.
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chronicles is considered as a whole, it may be argued that the Khazars consisted of three principal
groups. The first comprised the genuine Khazars of Sabir origin, whose capital was the city of
Balanjar, situated south of the Kuma River. The second consisted of the Caucasian Huns, who lived
south of the Khazars and north of Darband along the Caspian coast. In the Arabic sources, the ruler
of'this group is referred to as the Sahibii Balanjar. The third group was formed by the Western Turks,
who exercised supremacy over the genuine Khazars. Their capital was located on the Volga, where
the camp of the Western Turkic Khagan was situated. Consequently, the designation “Ruler of the
Khazars” properly referred only to the Western Turkic Khagan established on the Volga. Around
766, following the collapse of the Western Turkic Khaganate, Turkish domination over the Khazar
realm came to an end (Golden, 1980, p. 53).

The question that arises at this point concerns the origin of the Western Turkic, that is, the
Tcetal, army that came to support the Khazars at Balanjar. In this regard, the most important
information is provided by the relevant Arabic sources. As indicated by the Darband-nama, the
auxiliary forces were led by the Khagan himself. Since the Arabic sources describing the Arab-
Khazar conflicts indicate that the capital of the Western Turkic Khagan, who was related to the
Khazars, was situated on the Atil (Volga) River, it may be inferred that the Western Turkic capital
in Khazaria was identified in some Arabic sources as al-Bayda’ (“the White City”), while al-Jayhani
records its name as Sarighshin, a Turkic term meaning “yellowish.” The Western Turkic capital in
Khazaria was most probably located there in 652/653 and perhaps even as early as 627. Indeed,
Theophanes and other sources describing the golden age of Khazaria explicitly state that Jebu
Xak*‘an, the Western Turkic ruler who assisted Heraclius in 627, resided in the region of Khazaria,
west of the Volga, which subsequently developed independently of the Western Turkic polity. For
this reason, Jebu Xak‘an was directly designated as the Khagan of the Khazars (Czeglédy, 1985, p.
204).

The final occurrence of the name 7 ‘etal in Sebeos’s work appears in the concluding section
of the chronicle. In this passage, the Armenian author mentions the T*etals in connection with the
internal conflicts among the Arabs. The relevant passage may be translated as follows:

“Then God brought confusion upon the armies of the Ishmaelites, and their unity
was broken. They turned against one another and divided into four factions. One faction
moved toward India; another held Asorestan and the northern regions; another was in
Egypt and in the lands of the T*etals; and yet another was in the country of the Tajiks and
in the place called Askaravn. They began to wage war against one another and destroyed
each other in a fierce slaughter. Those who were in Egypt and in the lands of the Tajiks
joined forces, killed their own king, plundered many treasures, and elevated another king
to the throne. Thereafter, each returned to his own region.”'*

The continuation of the text states that upon learning of these developments, Mu‘awiya b.
Ab1 Sufyan (661-680) set out from Asorestan with the forces under his command and marched
toward the land of the Tajiks. After defeating the troops stationed there and killing their ruler, he
returned triumphantly to Asorestan. Sebeos further relates that, following these events, the conflicts
among the Arabs intensified and that Mu‘awiya ultimately brought these disputes to an end and
established his authority over the Arabs as king (Sebeos, 1979, p. 1767.21). The Armenian text clearly

14 “Upn" wnwptiug Qunmwd funmyniphid h dky pubwlugh nppingd buduytih, b wjumuntgun Shwpwiiniphih
tngw, b pounttigub pon dhdtwbu, b pudwbtgut h ynpu Ywunciu: Uwud th wyt® np h <onlug Ynndwdkt. dwub
uh wyl’ np nLbhtt qUunpiunwtt bk qynniwibiu hhrupuny. dwual bh wy@® np j6ghwyunu b h Ynniwbu bunwuging.
dwul vh h §nniwbu Swajug b jUujupurbh hnskgtiug mtining: G ujuwb Yenik) ptin hptwpu, L wthnib Ynunnpuony
quhdtiwbu vwnwytht: Upy dhwpwitw) wyd np j6ghywmnu L np h Ynndwbu Swjug uyubht gpugquinpb
hiptiwbg, b wiiwp hwphtt gpuaquiniphil qubdnigh, b wy puquiinp Gunnighti: 61 hiptwbp qiwghtt jhipupwbtiship
wmbtinhu:” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 17532-1766).
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refers to the succession crisis among the Arabs that began with the assassination of Caliph “Uthman.
As can be inferred from the text, Sebeos is describing Mu‘awiya’s seizure of the caliphate following
the death of Caliph ‘Ali (656-661), together with the separatist movements that emerged in Syria and
Egypt. At first glance, the Armenian author’s reference to the T etals in connection with these events
may appear puzzling. However, as is evident from the cited passage, Sebeos does not use the name
T*etal here to designate the regions beyond the Amu Darya. This is demonstrated by his inclusion of
the Arabs living in the lands of the T*etals and those residing in Egypt within the same faction. Under
these circumstances, it is clear that by the name T etal Sebeos intended the Western Turks who
exercised control over the Khazar region. As noted earlier, the fact that the Western Turks and their
Khazar vassals fought as allied forces against the Arabs at Darband during the reign of Caliph
‘Uthman strongly supports this interpretation. Particular attention should also be paid to Sebeos’s
statement that the Arabs in Egypt and those in the lands of the T*etals belonged to the same group.
In this respect, the Armenian author’s testimony appears entirely accurate. It is therefore important
to consider the military activities of ‘Amr b. al-‘As, the conqueror of Egypt. Having opposed ‘Al1’s
caliphate from the outset, ‘Amr joined Mu'awiya’s camp after the Battle of the Camel in order to
avenge the death of Caliph ‘Uthman. When the dispute between Mu'awiya and ‘All remained
unresolved, he played a leading role in dispatching the Syrian army against ‘Alt and commanded the
Syrian cavalry during the Battle of Siffin. Subsequently, during the Arbitration (Hakam) affair, he
supported Mu‘awiya against ‘AlT and contributed significantly to Mu‘awiya’s accession to the
caliphate. In addition, ‘Amr b. al-‘As marched into Egypt with his troops, killed Muhammad b. Abi
Bakr, the governor appointed by “Ali, and secured the governorship of Egypt, a position he retained
until his death (Wensinck, 1986, p. 451). When these facts are considered together with the evidence
preserved by Sebeos, they confirm that the Arabs living in the Khazar region under the domination
of the T*etals, that is, the Western Turks, and those residing in Egypt represented the pro-Umayyad
faction. It therefore follows that Sebeos provides an accurate depiction of the factional divisions that
emerged among the Arabs during this period.

Thus far, we have seen that the name 7 ‘etal employed by Sebeos corresponds primarily to
the Western Turks and, in a few exceptional cases, to the Hephthalites. The question that must now
be addressed is why Sebeos chose to use this designation. A second and equally important question
is whether this term originated with Sebeos himself. The answers to these questions lie in the
distinctive characteristics of medieval Armenian literature and historiography. The products of
Armenian written culture were, for the most part, composed by members of the clergy. Owing to the
ecclesiastical background of their authors, these works contain numerous Christian motifs. Such
motifs were integrated into narrative structures and frequently associated with historical events. In
this context, extensive quotations from the Old Testament were often incorporated without explicit
citation. It should also be emphasized that translation activity occupied a central place within
medieval Armenian literary culture. For understanding the problem of the name T‘etal, particular
importance attaches to the work known as the Chronicon or Liber Generationis of Hippolytus, which
is said to have been translated into Armenian in 685. The Armenian version bears the title Anonymous
Chronicle (twtnLh dudwbwugnniphih). Although the translation is designated as anonymous,
comparison of the Armenian text with the Latin translation of Hippolytus’s work, whose Greek
original has been lost, has demonstrated substantial similarities between the two versions.
Philological research has conclusively established that, despite certain differences, both the
Armenian and Latin texts derive from the same Greek original (Matevosyan, 2022, pp. 338-339). In
the Armenian translation, a list is provided of the descendants of Japheth, the third son of Noah. This
list clearly draws upon the Old Testament (Genesis 10:2). As the names of Japheth’s sons are
presented, the names of the peoples later believed to have descended from them are added alongside
each entry. Within this framework, the name T‘etal appears in the ethnographic list as the people
associated with Tubal (Armenian: (npky/*T‘obel), one of Japheth’s sons, and is recorded in the
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plural form *Tetatk ((dtmuwunp) (Ananun Jamanakagrut‘iwn, 1904, p. 510). A noteworthy feature of
the Armenian text is that the name Tetalk appears in a sequence alongside the Ionians, Thracians,
and Macedonians. On the basis of this geographical arrangement, it may be suggested that the name
Tetatk recalls the designation *Thettaloi (®ettaorol), used by Strabo to refer to the Thessalians
(Strabo, 2001, p. 413). Indeed, in the Armenian translation of Eusebius’s Chronicle, this name occurs
together with the Macedonians and the Thessalians. In the Armenian text, the term clearly
corresponds to the Thessalians and appears in the singular form 7‘eta ([3tnwn) (Yevsebi
Pampileay, 1818, p. 820). A different variant of the name T°‘etal appears in the work of the Armenian
chronicler Step ‘annos Orbelean, completed in the thirteenth century. Referring to the prophecy of
Ezekiel, Orbelean states that in the last days, when the end of the world draws near, Gog and Magog
will advance into the land of Israel, the northern gates will be opened, and the twenty-two peoples
whom Alexander the Great had once confined at the boundaries of the North -including the Huns
and the Sarmatians- will emerge once again. He then proceeds to enumerate these peoples, among
whom are the T‘etals. The Armenian author records their name in a plural and distinctive form as
Tetteac ik ({3hpntwughp). According to the prophecy cited by Orbelean, “Those who behold them
will be seized with fear and flee, hiding themselves in the mountains, in the clefts of rocks, and among
the tombs. Many will be slain, and there will be no one left to bury them, for these peoples who come
forth from the north will eat the flesh of animals and drink their blood” (Step‘annos Orbelean, 1911,
pp. 153 27-15413). Orbelean states that these peoples were confined behind a gate constructed by
Alexander. By these remarks, the Armenian author is clearly referring to the Wall of Alexander. A
different version of this narrative is also found in the Qur’an (al-Kahf 18:83-98). Among both
Muslim exegetes and modern Western scholars, the generally accepted view is that Dhu al-Qarnayn,
whose name means “the Two-Horned One,” should be identified with Alexander the Great. The story
is usually presented as an answer to a question posed by a group commonly identified as Jews. Dhi
al-Qarnayn is described as a ruler endowed with power over the earth, who journeyed to the farthest
west and east and, at the request of oppressed peoples, constructed a wall or barrier of iron and copper
to protect them from the incursions of Gog and Magog. The origin of the name and its precise
meaning in this context have long been subjects of scholarly debate (Watt, 1997, p. 127). Elmalil
Muhammed Hamdi, by compiling the traditions preserved in Islamic sources, attempted to determine
the location of Alexander’s Wall. Various opinions are recorded on this issue. According to al-
ZamakhsharT and Abu al-Su‘td, the site of the barrier was located in the region of Transoxiana or
corresponded to the Great Wall of China. Qadt al-Baydawi, on the other hand, associated it with the
Caucasus Mountains and the area known as bayna al-saddayn (‘“between the two barriers”), that is,
the vicinity of the Iron Gate. Historians such as Ibn Khaldin and Abi al-Fida’ maintained that
Khosrow I Aniishirvan had constructed a fortification there. According to Abii Rayhan, however, the
location should primarily be sought in the northwestern regions. Referring to the Book of Ezekiel,
Elmalili mentions two great mountains, which he records as Akhir al-Cirbiya. He suggests that the
name Cirbiya recalls Siberia. On this basis, he argues that Alexander’s Wall may have been situated
either between the Ural Mountains and the Bering Strait or between the Ural and Caucasus
Mountains. In addition, he includes Turkestan among the possible regions in which the barrier may
have been located (Yazir, 2022, pp. 69-70).

For the resolution of this problem, it is essential to examine the tradition upon which the
Greek chroniclers relied. In this context, the name and historical role of the Thessalians attracted the
attention of the Hellenistic world for a long period. In the heroic epics of ancient Greece, frequent
references are made to the southern and eastern shores of the Pontus Euxinus, particularly to the
regions of Pontus and Colchis. During Alexander the Great’s eastern campaigns, the Greeks gained
a much closer familiarity with the geographical features of Asia Minor, Iran, and the surrounding
territories. As aresult, a variety of interpretations emerged concerning the connections between these
regions and the heroic traditions that, according to the epics, were associated with Asia Minor and
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Transcaucasia. Most of these interpretations were based on etymological considerations. The
available evidence suggests that such views were also widespread among the peoples of
Transcaucasia. In this regard, the statements preserved in the work of Tacitus are particularly
noteworthy (Czeglédy, 1985, p. 208). Tacitus writes as follows: “For the Iberians and Albanians,
dwelling as they do in wooded and rugged regions, are more accustomed to hardship and endurance.
1t is said that they are descended from the Thessalians. At that time, Jason returned to the abandoned
palace of Aeetes and to the desolate land of Colchis, shortly after the departure of Medea and the
children born to her.”"> Parallel accounts are also found in the work of Strabo. Concerning the
Thessalian origin of the Armenians, Strabo makes the following remarks:

“It is related that during Jason’s expedition to the land of Colchis, accompanied
by Armenos the Thessalian, the latter separated from the expedition and advanced as far
as the Caspian Sea. He is said to have visited not only Iberia and Albania but also many
regions of Armenia and Media. This tradition is attested both by sanctuaries associated
with Jason and by various monuments. According to the same account, Armenos was a
native of the city of Armenion, situated on the shore of Lake Boebeis, between Pherae
and Larisa. He and his followers settled in the regions of Acilisene and Syspiritis and
occupied the country from Calachene to Adiabene. It is even said that the name Armenia
itself was derived from him” (Strabo, 1961, p. 23014-24).

The tradition linking the origins of the Caucasian peoples to Thessaly can also be traced in
the works of other Greek authors. Particularly significant are the accounts concerning the early
history of the Armenians preserved by the Thessalian historians Alexander, Cyrsilus of Pharsalus,
and Medeius of Larissa, who were active at the court of Seleucus Nicator (305-281 BC) in Antioch
around 300 BC. According to these historians, the homeland of Armenius, the ancestor of the
Armenians, and thus the original homeland of the Armenian people, was the city of Armenion,
situated between Pherae and Larissa on the shores of Lake Boebeis in Thessaly. From there, the
Armenians are said to have departed together with Jason and the Argonauts and subsequently settled
in Armenia. Consequently, it was believed that this people had originally inhabited the region of
Pelasgiotis, that is, the ancient homeland of the Pelasgians in Thessaly. Naturally, such legends are
generally regarded as inventions based solely upon similarities of names, a phenomenon frequently
encountered in Greek mythology when explaining the origins of peoples (Markwart, 1928, p. 213).
In light of the evidence provided by the Greek sources, it may be suggested that the name T“etalia,
employed by Movses Khorenac‘i for the southern or eastern shores of Pontus, referred to the
southeastern coast of the Black Sea and perhaps even to the region of Colchis (Czeglédy, 1985, p.
208). In this context, it is important to recall that Khorenac ‘i, unlike Sebeos, located the region he
called Tetalia not in the “land of the Kushans called Bahl Sahastan,” which corresponded to
Tokharistan, but rather to the west of Armenia (Movses Khorenac‘i, 1913, p. 29,.4). Likewise, in
Orbelean’s work, the appearance of the Tetteac'ik among the northern peoples in the legend of
Alexander the Great, together with the Islamic traditions concerning the location of Alexander’s
Wall, makes such an interpretation plausible. It must be emphasized, however, that this explanation
applies only to the work of Khorenac‘i. As noted earlier, Khorenac‘i deliberately avoided associating
the ancestry of St. Gregory the Illuminator with the Parthians and therefore used the name T ‘etalia
to designate a different geographical region.

The question that must therefore be asked is this: if the name T‘etal bears no etymological
connection whatsoever to the name of the Hephthalites of Inner Asia, why was it applied by the

15 “Nam Hiberi Albanique saltuosos locos incolentes duritiae patientiaeque magis insueuere. Feruntque se Thessalis ortos,
qua tempestate laso post auectam Medeam genitosque ex ea liberos inanem mox regiam Aeetae uacuosque Colchos
repetiuit” (Tacitus, 2017, s. 3626.30).
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Armenians first to the Hephthalites and subsequently to the Western Turks? The explanation of this
problem is facilitated by the striking phonetic resemblance between the names Hephthal and T“etal.
What we encounter here is evidently a process of name transference, similar to the case of
Nephthalitai (NepBaAitor) found in the works of Maurice and Agathias. In that instance, it is clear
that the Old Testament name *Naphtalt ("72n51), rendered in the Greek Septuagint as Nephthaleim
(NepBoAeip), was applied to the Hephthalites (Czeglédy, 1985, pp. 208-209). In the Old Testament,
Naphtali is presented as the second son of the patriarch Jacob by Bilhah, and his name means “My
Struggle” (Genesis 30:7). According to the biblical account, the territory allotted to Naphtali
comprised a mountainous region, much of it lying north of the Sea of Galilee and bordered to the
west by the territories of Asher and Zebulun. Its southernmost point was located at the southern
extremity of the Sea of Galilee (Joshua 19:32). These geographical data indicate that the land of
Naphtali was associated with the north. It is therefore plausible that Armenian historians, drawing
upon this tradition, employed the name T‘etal, a modified form of Naphtali, to designate the territory
of the Western Turkic Khagan whom they described as the “Ruler of the North.” In doing so, they
may also have been influenced by the Greek designation Thettaloi, referring to the Thessalians. Such
an interpretation becomes possible when one considers that the name, recorded by Orbelean as
Tetteac ik, appears among a list of northern peoples in his chronicle. Consequently, Marquart’s
theory identifying the name T‘etal in Armenian sources with either the Hephthalites or the Khazars
proves untenable from a philological perspective as well. The preference of Armenian chroniclers
for such terminology is undoubtedly connected with the historiographical practice of archaising
ethnonyms. The fact that Armenian writers, following the same tradition, referred to various Turkic
peoples as Scythians, Huns, or Tajiks lends further support to this interpretation. It should also be
emphasized that this convention was not confined to medieval Armenian historians but was likewise
adopted by Greek, Syriac, Georgian, Latin, and other chroniclers, thereby constituting a characteristic
feature of the historiography of the period. For this reason, when employing such sources in scholarly
research, the importance of philological analysis and the comparative method cannot be overlooked.

Conclusion

The narratives concerning the early Khazars preserved in medieval Armenian chronicles
differ considerably from the evidence found in Islamic sources. Consequently, studies of early
Khazar history have pointed to different periods for the emergence of the Khazars depending on the
sources selected by individual scholars. For example, researchers such as Barthold, relying primarily
on Islamic sources, place the appearance of the Khazars as late as 627, a time when the Western
Turkic Khaganate had not yet disintegrated. Marquart, although he does not propose a specific date,
places the beginnings of Khazar history in an earlier period by associating the early Khazars with the
Hephthalites on the basis of anachronistic records found in Armenian sources. However, the views
advanced by both scholars are difficult to accept. Since the Khazar Khaganate emerged only after
the end of Western Turkic domination in the North Caucasus in 630, and because the Khazars
remained subordinate to the Western Turks until at least the middle of the seventh century, Barthold’s
conclusions must be approached with caution. Marquart’s theories are even more problematic. The
German Orientalist first identified the name 7 ‘etal, which appears in the works of Armenian
historians such as Movses Khorenac‘i and Sebeos, with the Hephthalites. He then compared events
in al-Mas'd1 and al-Baladhuri involving the ethnonym Khazar with the Armenian evidence and
argued that the name T ‘etal referred to the Khazars. Yet both of these propositions are erroneous.
Although the names 7 ‘etal and Hephthal display a superficial similarity, they are not philologically
related. The evidence suggests that the name recorded as 7 ‘etal in Armenian sources derives from
the Old Testament name Naphtali and the Greek ethnonym Thettaloi, and that Armenian historians,
following the archaizing conventions of medieval historiography, applied it to the Hephthalites. In
this sense, T‘etal appears to represent a corrupted Armenian form of the names Naphtali and
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Thettaloi. Moreover, the application of the name 7 ‘etal to the Hephthalites was limited to a specific
historical period. When the general course of Hephthalite history is taken into consideration, it
becomes clear that Armenian historians used the designation 7 ‘efal for the Hephthalites only until
558. After that date, the Hephthalites and their territory of Tokharistan came under Western Turkic
control, making it impossible for the name 7 ‘eta/ to continue referring to the Hephthalites. Historical
events clearly demonstrate that, after 558, Armenian historians employed the name 7 ‘efal to
designate the Western Turks, the new masters of Tokharistan. Furthermore, Marquart failed to
recognize the distinction between the definitions of 7T‘etal offered by Khorenac‘i and Sebeos.
Whereas Khorenac‘i used the term T ‘etalia to refer to a region west of Armenia, Sebeos applied the
name to the eastern regions of Iran. Sebeos’s explicit distinction between Hephthal and T ‘etal in
narratives relating to the period after 558 provides additional proof that the name 7 ‘etal could no
longer denote the Hephthalites. Likewise, Sebeos’s use of the term for peoples arriving from beyond
the Amu Darya, together with the well-established fact that this region belonged to the Western Turks
after 558, conclusively demonstrates the untenability of Marquart’s thesis. Khorenac‘i’s placement
of T etalia in western Armenia, on the other hand, appears to reflect his reluctance to emphasize the
kinship between the Parthians and St. Gregory the Illuminator, whom the Armenians regarded as a
sacred figure. This is confirmed by the manner in which he adapted the traditions concerning the
foundation of the Parthian Arsacid dynasty to the circumstances surrounding the establishment of its
Armenian branch.

The Islamic sources upon which Marquart relied in order to strengthen his arguments
concerning the name 7 ‘etal are themselves inconsistent and far from reliable. Consequently, not only
the Armenian sources but also the contradictory narratives preserved in Islamic historiography
contributed to his erroneous conclusions. The use of the ethnonym Khazar in Islamic accounts
describing the activities of the Western Turks led Marquart to identify the name T ‘etal with the
Khazars. A close examination of the events of the sixth and seventh centuries suggests that Islamic
authors often depicted the Western Turks through their western representatives, namely the Khazars.
A similar tradition can be observed in the works of Byzantine historians such as Theophanes. The
failure of these sources to distinguish clearly between the Western Turks and the Khazars is entirely
understandable, given that both groups were subject to the same khaganate during the period in
question. Nevertheless, certain exceptions are noticeable in the works of non-contemporary Islamic
historians such as al-TabarT, al-Mastid1, and Ibn al-Athir. In their writings, a distinction between the
Khazars and the Turks is clearly maintained. For example, both al-TabarT and Ibn al-Athir employ
the names Khazar and Turk separately in their accounts of the Umayyad siege of Balanjar around
652. The most explicit evidence is their description of the reinforcements that came to assist the
inhabitants of Balanjar, whom they identify as Turks. These reports correspond closely to the
evidence preserved in the chronicle of Sebeos. The same episode appears in Sebeos’s narrative,
where the auxiliary forces are designated by the name 7 ‘etal. A similar distinction is found in al-
Mas 1udt’s account of the marriage between Khosrow I Aniishirvan and the daughter of Istemi Yabgu.
While recounting this tradition, al-Mas 0dr clearly differentiates between the Khagan of the Turks
and the Khazar rulers. The same marriage is mentioned in Sebeos’s work, where the Armenian author
describes Khosrow I’s wife as the daughter of the T etal ruler known as the Great Khagan. Sebeos’s
terminology provides unmistakable evidence that he used the name 7 ‘etal not for the Khazars but for
the Western Turks. The reason Islamic historians were able to make such a distinction lies in the fact
that, by the time they composed their works, the political significance of the earlier identification
between the Turks and the Khazars had largely disappeared. Since the principal Islamic sources
concerning the Khazars were written in the ninth century, after the dissolution of the Western Turkic
Khaganate, the separation of these two political entities had already become an established reality.
In light of these observations, it may be concluded that Marquart’s theory identifying 7 ‘etal with the
Khazars is no more convincing than his theory connecting the term with the Hephthalites. The name
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T‘etal, employed by Armenian historians under the influence of Old Testament traditions, should
therefore be excluded from lists of genuine Turkic ethnonyms. At the same time, it is evident that
Armenian historians continued to use the designation 7 ‘etal, originally applied to the Western Turks
beyond the Amu Darya, for the Western Turks who later exercised political dominance in Khazaria.
For this reason, Sebeos’s narratives must be interpreted within the historical context of a period when
the Khazars remained subordinate to the Western Turks. A comprehensive analysis of the available
sources demonstrates that Sebeos’s chronicle constitutes an exceptionally important source for the
history of both the Western Turks and the early Khazars. As a near-contemporary observer of the
events of the seventh century, Sebeos preserved remarkably accurate information concerning
developments in both the Caucasus and Transcaucasia, making his work indispensable for the
reconstruction of the political history of the region.
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Erken Hazarlara Dair Ermeni Kaynaklarina Elestirel Bir Bakis

Giris

Hazarlarin miistakil bir kaganlik olarak tarih sahnesine ¢ikis siireci, 630°da Bat1 Tiirk
Kaganligi’nin Kuzey Kafkasya’daki hakimiyetinin son bulmasiyla birlikte baglar. Hazarlarin bu
tarihe degin Bat1 Tiirklerine tabi oldugu ve onlarin bati sinirinda faal bir rol iistlendikleri biliniyor.
Doneme iliskin bilgiler veren Cin, Yunan, Giircii, Siiryani, Arap ve Fars kroniklerinden Hazarlarin
erken donemlerinde Bati Tiirklerine bagli olduguna yonelik bazi bilgiler edinebiliyoruz.
Kroniklerdeki Hazarlara iligkin anlatilar, her ne kadar karmasik ve goriiniirde tutarsiz bir mahiyet
tasisa da, kaynaklar tizerine yapilan icerik ¢oziimlemeleri ve filolojik tahliller bu metinleri bilimsel
arastirmalar acisindan son derece kullanigli hale getirmistir. Ne yazik ki ayni hususlarin Ermeni
kaynaklar i¢in gegerli oldugunu sdylemek giictlir. Zira Ermeni kaynaklari, bu baglamda hem
filolojik hem de metinsel analiz bakimindan yeterince islenmemistir. Ornegin meshur Fransiz
Sinolog Pelliot, Ermeni kaynaklariin Tiirkliik aragtirmalari bakimindan 6nemine dikkat ¢ekmis
fakat bu metinlerin heniiz arzu edilen seviyede incelenmedigini vurgulayarak su sézleri sdylemistir:
“Orta Cag Ermeni harfli metinlerde gecen Altay dillerine ait sozciikler ve adlar iizerine sistematik
bir ¢alisma mevcut degildir” (Pelliot, 1944, s. 158, n. 3.). Fransiz Sinolog, bu konuda hi¢ kuskusuz
haklidir. Her ne kadar bilimsel aragtirmalar yogun bir sekilde artarak devam etse de, Ermeni
kaynaklar1 6zelinde bu sorunun asilmasi anlaminda yeterince ilerleme kaydedilmemistir. Alman
Dogubilimci Marquart, Hazarlara yonelik ¢alismalarinda Ermeni kaynaklarindan bir hayli istifade
etmesine karsin, birgok kez Barthold gibi arastiricilarin elestiri oklarini lizerine ¢ekmistir. Zira
Marquart, bu kaynaklardaki verilerin 6nemini kariyerinin basinda fark etmis olmasina karsin, erken
Olimii nedeniyle Bati Tirkleri ve erken Hazarlara iliskin kaynaklar1 sistematik olarak inceleme
olanagi bulamamistir. Yasadig1 déonemde kaynaklarim biiyiik bir boliimiiniin elinde olmayisi, kimi
zaman hatalt yorumlar yapmasina neden olmustur (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 190). Bir 6rnek vermek
gerekirse, 627 yilindaki olaylarla ilgili olarak Ermeni kaynaklarinda Bizans Imparatoru
Herakleios’un (610-641) Sasanilere karsit miittefiki olan Cebu Hakan’in hatali bir bi¢imde T’ung
Yabgu (618-630) oldugunu ileri stirmiistiir (Marquart, 1901, s. 247). Oysa bu ittifaka iligkin bilgi
veren Ermeni kronik yazar1 Movses Kagankatvatsi, Cebu Hakan’in kaganlikta ikinci derece bir
mevki sahibi (np Ep tpypnpn puquinpniptwbdb Gnpu) oldugunu sdylemektedir (Movses
Kagankatuatsi, 1983, s. 14110.11). Bizansh tarih yazari Theophanes de bu ifadeyi destekleyici
mahiyette Cebu Hakan’in, riitbe bakimindan Hakan’dan sonraki ikinci adam (devtépg dvti t0d
Xaydvov 11} a&ig) oldugunu kaydetmektedir (Theophanis, 1883, s. 316,.3). Kagankatvatsi, eserinin
farkli bir yerinde Tirk kaganindan “Kuzey Hilkkiimdar” (pwquinpi hhiuhuny) olarak
bahsetmektedir (Movses Kagankatuatsi, 1983, s. 142g). Goriildiigii lizere Ermeni kronik yazari, Cebu
Hakan ile “Kuzey Hilkiimdar1”m1 birbirinden ayirmaktadir. Benzer sekilde 7. yiizyill Ermeni
yazarlarindan Sirakatsi’nin kroniginde, “Kuzey Hiikiimdar1” ifadesi Bati Tiirk kaganim
nitelemektedir (Saint-Martin, 1819, s. 356). Sirakatsi’nin metninde, “Kuzey Hiikkiimdari”nin iilkesi,
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Itil’in dogusundaki * Turkastank (dnippuumwbp, Tirkistan) olarak adlandirilmaktadir (Marquart,
1903, s. 58). Dolayistyla bu durumda “Kuzey Hiikiimdar1” ifadesinin Cebu Hakan’a degil, Bat1 Tiirk
hiikiimdar1 T’ung Yabgu’ya isaret ettigi anlasilmaktadir. Cebu Hakan ise o donemde agabeyleri
hayatta olmayan T’ung Yabgu’nun kiigiik kardesi Mo-ho Sad’a karsilik gelmektedir (Artamonov,
1962, s. 146-147; Gumilyov, 1967, s. 159).

Bir bagka sorunsal teskil eden mesele ise, Hazarlarin tarih sahnesine ¢ikisiyla ilgili bilgi
veren kaynaklar arasindaki tutarsizliklardir. Dénemin Hristiyan ve Islam kaynaklar1 bu konuda ¢ok
farkl1 anlatilar sunmaktadir. Ornegin Hazarlar, en erken déneme ait Giircii ve Ermeni kroniklerinde
diinyanin yaratiligindan 2302 yil sonra tarih sahnesinde yer almislardir. Buna karsin, Movses
Horenatsi’ye atfedilen Ermenilerin Tarihi cok daha giivenilir ve itibarli bir kaynak olarak
degerlendirilir. Ermeni kaynaklarinda Hazir olarak adlandirilan Hazarlar, bu eserde 2. yiizyilin
sonlarinda sahneye ¢ikarlar. 198 yilinda Hazarlar ile Basil adli halk birleserek hiikiimdarlar1 Vnasep
Surhap’in 6nderliginde Cor (Derbend)'® gecidinden gegmis, Kura nehrini asmis ve Armenia’y1
yagmalayip tahrip etmislerdir. Ermeni Krali Vagars, biiyiik bir orduyla yabancilarin karsisina ¢gikarak
onlar1 Cor gecidinin 6tesine kadar geri piiskiirtmiis, ancak Hazarlan takip ederken maharetli okgular
tarafindan 6ldiirilmiistiir. Onun oglu Hosrov, babasinin 6liimiiniin intikamini almak i¢in ordusunu
kuzeydeki yabancilarin topraklarina sevk etmistir. “Kili¢ ve mizrakla bu giiglii kavimleri bozguna
ugratmistiv, her yiiz kisiden birini rehin almistir. Ardindan kendi egemenliginin bir nisanesi olarak,
Yunanca yazilmis bir yazit dikmistir.” Bu yazit, Hosrov’un bu halklar1 Roma’nin otoritesine tabi
kildigimi gostermektedir (Movses Horenatsi, 1913, s. 2003.21; Artamonov, 1936, s. 66).

Islam tarihgilerine gore ise Hazarlarin tarih sahnesine cikisi, 6. yiizy1ldan nceki dénemlere
dayandirilmaktadir. Ancak Hazar tarihinin en yetkin arastiricilari, aralarinda Barthold da olmak
tizere, bu erken verileri neredeyse tamamen goz ardi ederek, Hazar tarihinin tartismasiz bigimde
giivenilir kaynaklardan saptanabilen baslangici olarak 627 yilin1 kabul ederler. Gergekten de Bizans
Imparatoru Herakleios un 627 yilinda Sasanilere kars: yiiriittiigii sefer sirasinda, Bizans, Ermeni,
Giircii, Siiryani ve Islam kaynaklarinin birbiriyle tamamen bagimsiz fakat uyumlu tanikliklarina
gore, onun baglasiklar1 Hazarlardi (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 188). Bu baglamda Barthold’un “Hazarlar,
kokeni bilinmeyen bir halktir” seklindeki ifadesi (Bartol’d, 1968, s. 597), Hazarlarin tarihinin
baslangicini nigin 627 gibi daha bir ge¢ doneme yerlestirdiginin bir nevi agiklamasidir. Oysa s6z
konusu tarihte daha 6nce ifade edildigi gibi Hazarlar Bat1 Tiirklerine tabiydi ve heniiz bagimsiz bir
kaganlik olarak ortaya c¢ikmamislardi. Dolayisiyla doneme iligkin bilgi veren kroniklerdeki
adlandirmadan hareketle, Hazarlarin 620°1i yillarda siyasi bir tesekkiil olarak Kuzey Kafkasya’da
fiilen varlik gosterdiklerini sdylemek giictiir (Zuckerman, 2007, s. 412). Benzer sekilde Dunlop da
aynt hatay1 yaparak, Herakleios’un baglasiklarinin Hazarlar oldugunu ileri stirmiistiir (Dunlop, 1954,
s. 30). Bu konudaki en énemli veri ise, imparator Herakleios’un Ermeni biyografi yazar1 Sebeos’ta
yer almaktadir. Sebeos, 606 yil1 ve bunu izleyen yillarin olaylarini anlatirken, Amu Derya 6tesindeki
Bati1 Tirklerinin hiikiimdarin1 tekrar tekrar “Kuzey bdlgelerinin hiikiimdar1” {invaniyla anar.
Sebeos’un eserini 661 yil1 dolaylarinda yazdig1 géz oniinde bulundurulursa, onun yalnizca Bati
Tiirklerinin varligi donemine degil, muhtemelen 627 yili olaylarina da ¢agdas oldugu anlasilir. Bu
nedenle sozlerinin burada 6zel bir mahiyet tasidigi kuskusuzdur. Sebeos’un anlatilarinin dnemini
artiran bir baska unsur da, erken Hazar tarihine iliskin diger kaynaklarn - hatta Orta Farsca Hoday-
name’den (Hiikiimdarlar Kitab1) yararlananlar dahi - en azindan Sebeos’tan bir buguk yiizyil sonra,

16 Cor Karakolu (ywhuwl Snpuwy) veya Cora Gegidi/Kapisi olarak da bilinir. Burasi giiniimiiz Derbend’inde, Hazar Denizi
kiyisindaki uzun ve giiglii surlarla ¢evrili dar gecidi ifade eder. Burasi Ermeni kaynaklarinda “Hun Karakolu” veya “Hun
Kapis1” adiyla da anilir. Yunan kaynaklarinda ise T¢odp, Zovdpov mopyog bigiminde gecer. Bu gecidin kuzeyi Ermeni
kaynaklarina gére Hunlarin diyari olarak gosterilmekte ve Albanlar ile Hunlar arasindaki smiri belirlemektedir
(Hiibschmann, 1897, s. 218). Aym gecit Arapcada el-Bdb, Fars¢ada Derbend, Tiirkcede Demir-kapi, Mogolcada da
Kahulga olarak geger. Kuzey Rus belgelerinde rastlanan Hazar Denizi’nin eski Rus¢a ad1 Hopuzhskoe more (Xomyxbsckoe
Mope), daha eski Tiirk¢e kapug (kap1), yani Derbend’den tiiremistir (Minorsky, 1958, s. 86, n. 3; Vasmer, 1955, s. 28-29).
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yani Bat1 Tiirk Kaganligi’nin ¢6zlilmesinden sonraki donemlerde kaleme alinmis olmalaridir. Ayrica
Bizans kaynaklar1 da, 6zellikle iizerinde durulmasi gereken 7. ve 8. yiizyillar bakimindan, yalnizca
son derece parcal1 bicimde ve daha sonraki 6zetler araciligiyla giiniimiize ulagsmistir (Czeglédy, 1985,
s. 189). Su halde erken Hazarlara iliskin Ermeni kaynaklarindaki sorunsallarin, diger kaynaklarla
mukayese edilerek analitik bir bicimde incelenmesi gerekir. Dolayisiyla bu ¢alisma, 6zellikle Sebeos
basta olmak iizere Ermeni kaynaklarinin erken Hazarlara yonelik anlatilar tizerinde durmay1 ve bu
anlatilardaki sorunlar1 ¢éziime kavusturmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Ermeni Kaynaklarinda Erken Hazarlara Dair Sorunsallar

Hazarlarin tarihteki ilk izlerine Sabirlerin 558’de tarih sahnesinden ¢ekilmesinden sonraki
donemde, Kafkasya’nin kuzey bolgelerinde rastlanmaktadir. Sasani Krali I. Hiisrev Andsirvan (531-
578) doneminde Hazarlar Perslerle savasmis ve 586 yilina gelindiginde Hazar adi Bizans
Imparatorlugu tarafindan bilinir hale gelmistir. Hazarlarin kékeni konusunda en énemli bilgilerden
biri, Arap tarih¢i Mes‘tdi’nin aktardigi bir rivayetten ve Sabir adinin anlaminin ¢6éziimiinden elde
edilmistir. Sabirlerin bir boliimii, muhtemelen 6. yiizyilin baslarinda ya da 5. yiizyilda, Irtis nehri
cevresindeki yurtlarindan ayrilarak Kafkasya’nin kuzeyindeki bolgelere go¢ etmistir. 558 yilinda
tarih sahnesinden ¢ekilmisler ve kisa siire sonra Bat1 Tiirklerinin egemenligi altinda Hazar Kaganligi
sekillenmeye baglamistir. Sabirler ile Hazarlar arasindaki iliski hakkinda Mes“0di, Hazarlarin
Tiirkcede Sabir, Fars¢ada ise Hazar olarak adlandirildigini bildirir. Bu bilgilere dayanarak, Hazar
adinin Sabir halkinin bir bagka adi oldugu sonucuna varilabilir. Tomaschek de ayni goriisii savunur
ve Sabirlerin daha sonra Hazar adiyla tarih sahnesinde goriindiiklerini belirtir. Sabir adinin anlaminin
gercekten Hazar adinin anlamiyla ayni oldugundan yola ¢ikilirsa, Mes‘Gdi’nin verdigi bilginin
dogrulugu agikga ortaya ¢ikar. Bu durumda Sabirler ile Hazarlarin 6zdes oldugu sonucuna varmak
oldukga gii¢lii bir olasiliktir. Buna gére Hazar Kaganligi, esasen Kafkasya’nin kuzeyinde yasayan
Bulgarlar ile onlarin arasina yerlesen Sabirlerden olusmustur. Daha sonra, Bat1 Tiirkleri donemindeki
akinlarla bu topluluga baz1 Tiirk unsurlar da katilmigtir (Németh, 1930, s. 203-204).

Ancak Sebeos, 6. yiizyila iliskin tasvirlerinde sira dig1 bir kayit digsmektedir. Ermeni yazar,
eserinin 7. bolimiinde anlatacagi olaylari tasnif ederken, kuzey bolgelerinin hiikiimdar olarak * Tetal
((3bwnwy) adimt zikretmektedir (Sebeos, 1979, s. 6521). Eserin 10. boliimiinde ise Tetal hiikiimdari
icin “Biiyiik Hakan” (fuwpwliuy dtd) tanimlamasini yapmaktadir (Sebeos, 1979, s. 731). Aynm
boliimde Pers iilkesinin dogu bolgelerinin beyi olan Vahram Merhevandak’in (Behram Cobin, 590-
591), Tetal ordusuna saldirip Belh ile Kusanlarin tiim topraklarin1 Vehrot (Amu Derya) adli biiytik
irmagin Gtesine, Kazbion (Kars1 civarindaki Kasbi) olarak adlandirilan yere kadar ele gegirdigini
yazmaktadir (Sebeos, 1979, s. 7316.20). Dolayisiyla yazarin bu tanimlarindan iki farkli ¢ikarim
yapmak miimkiindiir. ilk tammda Tetal adli kuzey bodlgelerinin hiikiimdar1 olarak ifade edilen kisi
Bat1 Tiirk kaganina isaret ederken, ikinci tanimdaki olaylarda Tetal adiyla Iran’in dogusundaki Bati
Tiirklerine tabi olan gogebelerin kastedildigi anlasilmaktadir. Zira Behram’in etkinlikleri sirasinda,
Tiirk Kaganlhigi coktan Bati ve Dogu olmak iizere ikiye bdoliinmiisti. Bununla beraber Cin
kaynaklarinda da Sebeos’un eserindeki bu anlatiya kosut ifadeler yer almaktadir. Cin kaynaklarina
gore Dogu Tiirk Kagan1 Ch’u-lo-hou (587-588), 588’de batiya dogru diizenledigi akin sirasinda
Behram tarafindan atilan bir okla dldiiriilmiistiir (Chavannes, 1903, s. 242; Gumilyov, 1967, s. 131)."7

17 Czeglédy’e gore Behrdm Cobin’in Bati ve Dogu Tiirklerine karg1 yiirittiigii savaglarin olaylarini yeniden kurgulamak
oldukga giictiir; ¢linkli Behrdm’in seferleri Amu Derya bolgesinde gergeklesmis, bu bolge ise biiyiik dl¢iide Bizans, Ermeni
ve Cin tarihgilerinin goriis alam diginda kalmistir. Ote yandan Czeglédy, Hoday-ndme’nin bu olaylara dair anlatilarmin her
ne kadar uzun olsa da tarihsel kaynak olarak ele alindiginda bazi sinirliliklar tasidigini sdylemektedir. Zira Arapga ve Farsca
kaynaklardan bilinen Hoday-ndme’de, Behram donemindeki olaylar I. Hiisrev’in asi amcasi Bistdm’a dair anlatilarla
birlestirilmistir. Ermeni tarih¢i Sebeos’un kayitlarindan anlasildigina gore Bistam, 597 yili dolaylarinda doguya dogru
yiriiyerek Eftalitlerin iilkesine gitmis ve burada Eftalit prensleri Savk ve Pariovk’u hakimiyeti altina almay1 bagarmistir.
Marquart, Savk ve Pariovk isimlerinin Behram’la ilgili anlatilarla karistigini, Behrdm’in karsisindaki Tiirk kagani ve
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Bu baglamda Cin kaynaklarmi tamamlayict ifadeler Yunan kaynaklarindan da takip
edilebilmektedir. Bizansh tarih yazar1 Theophylaktos Simokattes, Behram’in seferlerine deginirken
Tiirklerle yaptig1 savasta iin kazandigini (mepioo&og toivov 6 Bapdp kotd tov Tovpkikov yevopevog
noAepov) yazmaktadir. Ayni anlatinin farkli bir yerinde Behrdm’in diismanlar1 kuzeydoguda yasayan
Hunlar olarak gosterilmekte ancak onlarin Perslerin adeti geregi Tiirk olarak adlandirildiklar (tév
Ovvvov totyapodv @V TTpog 1@ Poppd Thg €m, odg Tovpkovg €0og TIépoaig dmokaieiv) ifade
edilmektedir (Theophylacti Simocattae, 1887, s. 121-122; Czeglédy, 1958, s. 24). Sebeos’un
Eftalitleri agik bir bicimde Tetallerden ayirmasi goz oniine alindiginda, Tetal adin1 Bat1 Tiirklerine
atfetmek son derece makul bir yorumdur. Zira rivayete gére Behram, Tetal ordusunu Kusan
topraklarinda yenmistir. Bu durum ilging ve dnemlidir; eger Tetal ad1 gercekten Bat1 Tiirklerini ifade
ediyorsa, bu veri Bat1 Tiirklerinin Toharistan’daki egemenligini kanitlar. Ayn1 zamanda Dogu Tiirk
Kagan1 Ch’u-lo-hou’nun Bat1 Tiirk topraklarini gegerek Toharistan sinirina ulasmasin da agikliga
kavusturur. Sebeos’un anlatisindan, s6z konusu dénemde Tetal/ ordusunun Toharistan’da Behram’in
Pers ordusuyla savas halinde oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu durumda Ch’u-lo-hou’nun, ister baglasik
ister diigman olarak hareket etsin, Bati Tiirk topraklarim herhangi bir engelle karsilasmadan
gecebildigi anlagilmaktadir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 200). Dolayisiyla tarihsel olgular temelinde bu
olaylarin gergeklestigi sirada Toharistan’in Bati Tiirklerinin hakimiyeti altinda oldugu gerceginden
yola ¢ikildiginda (Grousset, 1948, s. 130), Sebeos’un 6. yiizyildaki gelismeleri cok dogru bir bicimde
yansitmakla birlikte Tefal adin1 Bati Tiirkleri i¢in kullandigi rahatlikla ifade edilebilir.

Tetal adim tasiyan biiyiikk bir gocebe halktan diger kaynaklarda her ne kadar soz
edilmemekteyse de, Iran’m dogu komsulugunda yasayan gocebe topluluklar arasinda Eftalitler de
bulunmaktaydi. Bu nedenle Tetal adi belirgin bi¢imde Effal adini hatirlatmaktadir. Bilimsel
literatiirde genel olarak kabul edilen goriis, Tetal adinin bir sekilde Eftalitlerle baglantili oldugu
yoniindedir. Ancak bu yorum kapsaminda dahi, Tetal adinin acikga Hazar yoresinden saldiran
gocebeleri ifade ettigi birkac istisnai durum vardir. Hazar cografyasi 6zelinde, s6z konusu adin
[ran’in dogusundaki Eftalitlere karsilik gelemeyecegi agiktir. Dolayistyla bu yorumlar, Tetal adinin
basindaki ¢ harfi sorununu ¢ézmek bir yana, adin s6z konusu ¢ifte kullanimini (Effal ~ Hazar) da
tatmin edici bigcimde agiklamaktan uzaktir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 190). Marquart, bu adin Bizans
kroniklerinde *Ephthalitai (EpBolitan) veya *Abdelai (APdérar); Ermeni kroniklerinde *Heptag
({tithpwn) veya *Tetalk ([Ftwmwyp); Firdevsi’nin metninde *Heyral (J4iw); Arapga metinlerde
*Heytdl (Jid) veya *Heyanle (“li); Cin kaynaklarinda ise Ye-ta veya Yep-tat bigimlerinde
gectigini ve Eftalitlere karsilik geldigini soylemektedir (Marquart, 1901, s. 59). Bununla beraber
Hazarlar arasinda ¢ok kocaliligin (poliandri) oldugunu ve Ermeni kroniklerine dayanarak bu adetin
Eftalit unsurlarmin etkisiyle olustugunu ileri stirmektedir. Bu diislincesini, Sebeos’un Hazarlar ve
Eftalitleri aym1 adla yani Tetal olarak andigimi soyleyerek dogrulamaya caligmaktadir (Marquart,
1898, s. 200; Ghirshman, 1948, s. 126). Tetal adinin Kafkas kokenli ¢ 6nekiyle olusturuldugunu ifade
eden Marquart (Marquart, 1901, s. 59, n. 1), tezini kuvvetlendirmek i¢in Bizans kaynaklarinda Macar
anlamima gelen *7ourkoi (Tobpxor) admin Tiirkler tarafindan Macarlara verilmedigini, aksine
Herodotos’taki *yrkai (Topkat) halk adinin Bizans’a Kafkas kokenli Alanlar aracilifiyla gegen
bigimi oldugunu savunmaktadir. Bu nedenle bastaki ¢ dnekinin, bir Kafkas ya da Fin-Ugor dilinden
geldigini one siirmektedir (Marquart, 1903, s. 56). Ancak Marguart’in bu etimolojik ¢éziimlemesi

oglunun kaynaklarda Sdva (Arapga-Farsca: Sdva < *Sdvag > Ermenice: Savk) ve Parmada olarak anildigini belirtmistir.
Czeglédy’e gore Behram ve Bistam’la ilgili anlatilarin i¢indeki &geleri birbirinden ayirmak zor olsa da, bu tespit iki
anlatinin dogru bigimde yeniden kurgulanmasina biiyiik dlgiide yardimer olmaktadir. Macar bilgin bu noktada Hoday-
ndme’deki anlatilarin ayrintilartyla ilgili goriisler her ne olursa olsun, 597 yilinda Bistdim’in isyan: sirasinda hala hayatta
olan Savk’m 588’de Behram tarafindan oldiiriilen Tiirk kaganiyla ayn1 kisi olamayacagmnin kesin oldugunu belirtir. Bu
soruna iliskin Bizans, Ermeni ve Cin kaynaklarindaki dagmik verilerin de 151k tuttugunu ekler; zira bu veriler basli basma
kisa ve sinirli olsa da Hoday-ndme’ye ek olarak degerli bilgiler sunmakta ve bdylece en 6nemli olaylarin dogru bir sekilde
yeniden kurgulanmasina imkan saglamaktadir (Czeglédy, 1958, s. 22).

Turkish Studies — Language and Literature, 21(3)



A critical cxamination of Armenian sources on the early Khazars 4765

gereksiz ve asir1 bir zorlama olarak degerlendirilmistir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 191).

Ermeni kaynaklarindaki 7efal adinin kullanimiyla baglantili olarak, daha 6nce de ifade
ettigimiz gibi bu adm bazi durumlarda iran’m dogusunda bulunan Eftalitlere karsihik geldigi
dogrudur. Bu nedenle Eftalitlerin tarihinin genel bir taslagini vermek 6nemlidir. Eftalitlerin temel
bilesenlerini, Hyon ve Uar adinda iki kabile olusturuyordu. Bunlardan ilki olan Hyonlar, yaklagik
350 yilinda Giineybati Sibirya’dan Hyrkania’ya (Ermenice Vrkana) yani Hazar Denizi’nin
giineydogu kiyisina go¢ etmislerdi. Uarlar ise yaklasik 450 yilinda Altay bolgesinden gocerek Kuzey
Afganistan’a yerlesmislerdi. Dogu ve Bati1 kaynaklarinin tanikliginda Uar-Hyonlar, 450-558 yillar
arasinda Eftalit siilalesinin 6nderliginde biiyiik bir devlet kurdular ve Iran’in dogusundaki tim
bolgeleri ve Orta Asya’nin biiyiik alanlarini denetim altina aldilar. Eftalit Devleti’nin dogu merkezi
Toharistan’daydi; Uarlar, Kusanlari yendikten sonra buraya yerlestiler. 558 yilinda Sasaniler ile Orta
Asya’nin yeni hakimleri olan Bat1 Ttirkleri, Eftalitlere kars1 ittifak yaptilar. Dogudan ve batidan gelen
bu saldirilara Eftalitler direnemediler. Bazilari, batida Avar (Uarchonita) adiyla bilinen bir grup
olarak Avrupa’ya kagarken, digerleri Iran’m dogusunda kalarak Bat1 Tiirklerinin hakimiyeti altina
girdiler. Boylece, Eftalit prenslikleri Bati Tiirklerinin yonetimi altindaki eski Kugan bolgelerinde
varligim siirdiirdiiler; bu prensliklerden, Cinli Buddhist Haci1 Hsiian-Tsang yaklasik 630 civarinda
s0z etmis ve birkac on yil sonra, Toharistan’a giren Arap ordularinin bu boélgelerin sahipleriyle
savasmak zorunda kaldig cesitli kaynaklarca kaydedilmistir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 191; Czeglédy,
1954, s. 147-151). Dolayisiyla bu veriler 1s1g8inda Ermeni kaynaklarmin Tetal adim Eftalitlere
uyarlamasiyla ilgili anlatilarin, onlarin Bati1 Tirklerine tabi olmadan yani 558 yilindan Onceki
tarihleriyle ilgili oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Nitekim bu yorumu destekleyen verilere, Ermeni tarihgiler
Agatangegos ile Movses Horenatsi’nin eserlerinde Armenia’da Hristiyanligin kabuliinii saglayan din
adam1 Aydinlatic1 Aziz Grigor Lusarovi¢’in efsanevi yagsam Gykdisiiniin yer aldigi boliimlerden de
ulagsmak miimkiindiir. Bu boéliimlerde Aziz Grigor’un ailesi, soy bakimindan Part Arsakuni
Hanedani’nin Belh’te, Kusan iilkesindeki Toharistan koluyla iligkilendirilmektedir (Agatangegay,
1914, s. 236; Movses Horenatsi, 1913, s. 211). Bir bagka Ermeni yazar Zenob Glak’in eserinde yer
alan ayn1 efsanenin farkli bir varyantinda ise bu olaylarla baglantili olarak Eftalitlerin ad1 acgik¢a
*Heptag (hlnfyawn) seklinde zikredilmektedir (Hovhan Mamikonyan, 1989, s. 333; Langlois, 1867,
s. 343). Ermeni kaynaklarindaki bu veriler, Sebeos’un Part Argsakuni Hanedan1i’nin kurulusuna iligkin
anlatilartyla birlikte degerlendirildiginde, Tetal/ adinin s6z konusu dénemde Eftalit adiyla 6zdes
oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Zira Sebeos’a gore Part Arsakuni Hanedani, Makedon egemenligine karst
ayaklanarak bagimsizligini kazanmis ve Tetal kralinmn oglu Biiyiik Arsak (MO 247-217) (Uppwl
Utd, npnh wppuyht (¢bnwuging), Bahl Sahastan adli Kusan iilkesinde (Pwh] Guhwuwmwbh
Jjtnyhptt Ln1pwibiwg) tahta ¢ikarak Toharistan Part Hanedani’ni kurmustur. Béylece dogunun ve
kuzeyin tiim halklarin1 kendisine tabi kilmay1 basarmistir (Sebeos, 1979, s. 52i5.22). Sebeos’un
anlatisinin devaminda, bu hanedanin Arsak’in soyundan gelen Partlar 6nderliginde dort kol halinde
orgiitlendigi yazilidir. Bunlardan biri 7etal iilkesinde, ikincisi Kilikia’da, {igiinciisii Partlar iizerinde
ve sonuncusu Armenia’da hiikiim siirmiistiir (Sebeos, 1979, s. 5416.20). Erken doneme ait Ermeni
kroniklerindeki bu anlatilar, Marquart’in ileri siirdiigii Teta/ ile Eftal adlarinin ayniligi konusundaki
tezlerinin Hazar cografyasi 6zelinde her zaman igin gegerli olmadigini kanitlamaktadir. Diger
yandan, Ermeni kroniklerindeki anlatilarin 7etal adin1 sadece bir kavim olarak degil ayn1 zamanda
fran’in dogusunu nitelemek amaciyla cografi bir tanim olarak da kullanmas1 bu yorumu giiglii hale
getirmektedir. Ancak Eftalitlerin Aziz Grigor Lusarovi¢’in yasam Oykiisiinde nigin yer aldiklari
sorgulanabilir. Bu sorunsal, efsanenin yer aldig1 Ermeni kroniklerinin yazilis tarihiyle ilgilidir. Zira
s0z konusu efsane, Aziz Grigor Lusarovi¢’in yaklasik 4. ylizyilin ilk ¢eyregindeki 6liimiinden ¢ok
sonra ortaya ¢ikmis ve 5. yiizyila tarihlendirilen Ermeni kaynaklari iizerinden giiniimiize ulasmistir.'®

18 Aydilatici Aziz Grigor Lusarovi¢’in efsanevi yasam Oykiisiin yer aldigi en erken doéneme tarihli Ermeni kronigi
Agatangegos’un eseridir. Agatangegos, Ermeni Krali III. Trdat’in (298-330) katibiydi. Ancak eseri, 5. yiizyilin ikinci
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5. ylizyll Ermeni tarihgilerinin Eftalitlerle cagdas oldugu gerceginden hareket edilirse, bu efsanede
Toharistan yoneticilerinin ni¢in Eftal ~ Tetal adim tasidigi sorusu son derece makul bir sekilde
cevaplandirilabilir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 192).

Ermeni kaynaklarindaki Eftal ~ Tetal adinin kullanimina dair daha tatmin edici bir agiklama
yapmak icin Part Arsakuni Hanedani’nin Armenia’daki kolunun kurulusuyla ilgili anlatilar {izerinde
durmak gerekir. Modern arastirmalara gore Part Arsakuni Henedani’nin Armenia’daki ilk goriiniisi,
iinvan1 “Krallarin Krali” olan bu hanedanin iiyesi I. Vonones’in (12-18) 12 yilinda Roma yanlisi
tutumlan yiiziinden II. Artabanus (12-41) tarafindan Partia’dan Armenia’ya siirgiin edilmesiyle
baslamaktadir. I. Vonones, Armenia’ya gelince burada kendini yerel halka kral olarak benimsetmeyi
basarmistir. Ancak bu saltanat ¢ok uzun siirmemis ve yaklasik {i¢ yil gibi kisa bir siire sonra
Romalilar tarafindan sonlandirilmistir. Romalilar I. Vonones’i her kadar tahttan indirseler de 18
yilma degin kral {invanim1 ondan geri almamglardir. 18 yilma gelindiginde Roma Imparatoru
Tiberius’un (14-37) varisi Germanicus, Artasat’ta bir Pontus prensi olan Zenon’u tahta ¢ikarmustir.
Zenon, halk tarafindan kabul gérmiis eski krallarin kullandig1 Artes adini alarak 35 yilina degin
herhangi bir sorun yasamadan saltanatini devam ettirmistir. Ancak Part Krali II. Artabanus,
Arsakunilerin Armenia {izerinde hak sahibi oldugunu diigiiniiyordu. Bu nedenle ogullarini tahta
cikarmak icin birgok kez girisimde bulundu. 33 yilinda Roma destekli bazi Iberiali adaylar
Armenia’da tahta ¢iksalar da, uzun vadede kalici bir basar1 elde edemediler. Daha sonra Part Krali 1.
Vologesus (Ermenice Vagarsak, 51-68), kiigiik kardesi 1. Trdat’1 (52-58, 62-88) Armenia tahtina
yerlestirmek {izere yola ¢ikti. Zira vaktiyle atalarinin miilkii olduguna inandig1 Armenia’nin yabanci
bir kral tarafindan gasp edilmis oldugunu diisiinliyordu. 1. Trdat, Artasat ve Tigranakert adli
baskentleri yerel halkin direnisiyle karsilasmadan ele gecirmeyi basarmisti. Kuskusuz bunda, halkin
Romalilardan ziyade Partlari tercih etmesinin énemli bir rolii vardi (Grousset, 1973, s. 105-107;
Garsoian, 1997, s. 64). Ancak Movses Horenatsi’nin kroniginde Part Arsakuni Hanedani’nin kurulus
Oykiisii anlatilirken, bu hanedanin Armenia koluyla ilgili farkli bir anlat1 yer almaktadir. Bu anlatida
Part Arsakuni Hanedani’min kurulusuyla ilgili olaylar, dogrudan hanedanin Armenia kolunun
kurulusuna hamledilmistir. Horenatsi, ilkin Biiyiik Arsak’in soyunun aslen Partlara dayandigini ve
onun Partlar ile Perslerin krali oldugunu sdyler. Arsak’in Makedonlara karsi ayaklanarak
bagimsizligini kazandiktan sonra Dogu ve Asur diyarinda hiikiim siirdiigiinii belirtir. Ardindan kendi
egemenligini glivenceye almak icin kardesi Vagarsak’t Armenia diyart {izerine kral olarak atadigini
nakleder. Horenatsi’ye gore Arsak, kardesine Nisibis’i bagkent olarak vermis ve onun idaresinden
sorumlu bolgeleri belirlemistir. Bu bolgeler Bati Asur’un bir kismi, Filistin, Asya, tiim Kiiciik Asya
ve Tetalia idi. Ermenice kronikte, ona tabi olan bolgelere ait sinirlarin Pontus Denizi’nden basladigi
ve Kafkaslarin Bati Denizi’yle (Hazar Denizi) birlestigi yere kadar uzandig1 yazilidir. Ayrica
Azerbaycan da Arsak tarafindan kardesine verilen bolgeler arasinda zikredilir (Movses Horenatsi,
1913, s. 283-29s). Burada Ermeni tarihginin kayitlarinda Tetal adinin kullanimiyla ilgili farkli bir
tanimlama yapildig1 dikkat ¢cekmektedir. Horenatsi, her ne kadar Armenia Arsakuni Hanedani’nin
kokenini Partlarla iliskilendirse de, Tetal adinin kullanimina dair Sebeos’un isaret ettiginden daha
farkli bir yere atif yapmaktadir. Ayrica Horenatsi’nin Part Arsakuni Hanedani’nin kokenini,
Sebeos’un zikrettigi Toharistan’a karsilik gelen “Bahl Sahastan adli Kusan iilkesi’yle

yarisinda adlari tespit edilemeyen miistensihler vasitasiyla olusturulmustur. Dogal olarak metne ¢ok sayida ilaveler
yapilmistir (Langlois, 1884, s. 99-100). Dolayisiyla bu eser, bir derleme mahiyeti tasimaktadir. Modern arastirmalar bunu
kanitlamistir. Bu eserde Aziz Grigor’un yasam Oykiisii metnin ana boliimiinii olustururken, bakirelerin sehadeti ve Aziz
Grigor’un 6gretisi sonradan eklenmis kisimlardir. Farkli kaynaklardan gelen bu dort metin, ustaca birlestirilerek tek bir
metin haline getirilmistir. Aziz Grigor’un yasami da kendi iginde tutarli degildir; tarihsel bir temele dayanmakla birlikte,
etrafinda efsanevi ve sehitlik anlatilarina 6zgii siislemeler yer almaktadir. Efsanevi dgelerin ve hayali mucizelerin tim
sehitlik dykiilerinin olagan unsurlari haline geldigi dogru olsa da, bunlara eserde abartili bir bigimde yer verilmistir. Tiim
bu karisik sehitlik anlatilari arasinda ancak birkag giivenilir ve tarihsel degeri olan bilgi saptanabilmektedir (Adontz, 1928,
s. 233).
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iligkilendirmekten uzak durdugu gozlemlenmektedir. Bununla baglantili olarak, ayni yorumun bu
hanedanin Armenia kolu i¢in de gegerli oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir. Zira Horenatsi, Biiyiik
Arsak’in kardesi olarak zikrettigi Vagarsak’in sahip oldugu bolgeleri siralarken, Tetalia adiyla andigi
bolgeyi Toharistan’a degil Armenia’nin batisina yerlestirmektedir. Bu durumda Horenatsi, Tetalia
adin1 Sebeos’tan farkli sekilde kullanmasinin gerekgesini agikga belirtmese de, onun 7Tetal adini Part
Arsakunilerle iliskilendirmekten bilingli olarak kagindig1 neredeyse kesindir. Zira efsaneye gore, Part
Arsakuniler Aydinlatict Aziz Grigor Lusarovi¢’in akrabalartydi. Dolayisiyla Arsakuni-Tetal
akrabaligl, ayn1 zamanda Aziz Grigor ile yabancilar arasinda bir akrabalik iliskisini de ifade
edecekti. Diger yandan efsanede yer alan bilgilerin tarihsel agidan giivenilirligini biiyiik Sl¢tide
zayiflatan en 6nemli husus, Belh Pahlav Hanedani ile Belh sehrinin Ermenice adinin (Pahlav ~ Bahl)
etimolojik olarak iliskilendirilmesidir. Buna ilave olarak, Eftalit tarihinin genel hatlaria
bakildiginda, Arsakunilerin kurulusuyla ilgili olaylarda Eftalitlere yer verilmesi ¢ok belirgin bir
anakronizme isaret etmektedir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 193). Bu nedenle s6z konusu doneme iligkin
Ermeni kroniklerindeki anlatilara kars1 ihtiyath olmak gerekir.

Tetal adryla ilgili lizerinde durulmasi gereken farkli bir nokta ise Herakleios doneminde
Bizans ile Bat1 Tiirk Kaganlig1 arasinda Sasanilere yonelik gerg¢eklesen ittifaktir. Bizansl tarih yazari
Theophanes’in kroniginde Herakleios’un dogudan Hazarlar olarak zikredilen Tiirkleri ittifaka
cagirdigi (tovg Tovpkovg ék TG £pag, obg Xalapelg oOvopudlovoty, €ig cuppayioy TPOGEKAAECATO)
yazilidir (Theophanis, 1883, s. 315is5.16; Baynes, 1912, s. 120). Ermeni tarih yazar1 Movses
Kagankatvatsi de bu kaydi onaylayici ifadelerde bulunur; Hazarlarin biiyiik bir kalabalik halinde
Herakleios’un emriyle kendi iilkesine saldirdiklarini nakleder (Umumhl undipnjpuht tjht fomghnpp'
wuyunwll) juphiwuphu dbp hpudwtue <tpulyh) (Movses Kagankatuatsi, 1983, s. 13316.17;
Gerland, 1894, s. 364). 627 yilinda Kafkasya’da meydana gelen olaylarla ilgili bu ittifaki, doneme
iligkin bilgiler veren diger Yunan, Siiryani, Giircli ve Ermeni kaynaklar da teyit eder (Nikephoros,
1990, s. 541930, 563140; Michel le Syrien, 1901, s. 409; Gregory Ab{’l-Faraj, 1976, s. 89; Kartlis
Tskhovreba, 2008, 1063,-10712; Kirakos Gandzaketsi, 1961, s. 5259). Bu ittifak ¢er¢evesinde, daha
once de deginildigi iizere kaynaklarda Herakleios’un baglasiklar1 olarak zikredilen Hazarlarin Bati
Tiirklerine isaret ettigine kusku yoktur. Dolayisiyla bu konunun ayrintilarina girmekten ziyade,
burada bizi ilgilendiren husus doénemin kaynaklarinda Herakleios’un baglagiklar1 olarak
gosterilenlerin Hazar kavim adini tasimasiyla iliskilidir. Bu da bizi Hazar ile Tetal adinin
kullanimiyla ilgili olarak Sebeos’un metnine gotiirmektedir. Sebeos’un metninde, bahsedilen ittifaka
yonelik Hazar ile Tetal adinin kullanimina dair bazi ipuglari bulunmaktadir. Ermeni yazar, bu
baglamda bahsedecegi konularin tasnifini yaparken sOyle bir ifade kullanir: “Herakgi’'nin
[Herakleios] kuzey taraflarina, Tetallerin hiikiimdarina yonelmesi.”'® Bu ifadelerden yola
cikildiginda, Sebeos’un diger kaynaklardan farkli olarak Hazar yerine 7etal/ adin1 kullandig1 agiktir.
Ermenice kronikte dikkat ¢eken nokta, bu alintinin hemen pesinden gelen su ifadelerdir: “Sayusiz
ulusun sevki.”®® Bu ikinci ifade ise diger kaynaklarda Herakleios’un Sasanilere karsi Hazarlardan
aldig1 askeri destege yonelik anlatilar1 desteklemektedir. Bu durumda Sebeos’un metnine gore Tetal
hiikkiimdarimin Herakleios’a askerl bir yardimda bulundugu anlagilmaktadir. Ancak Sebeos’un
eserinin ilerleyen sayfalarinda, bu boliimlere iliskin anlatilar yer almamaktadir. Bu durum, Sebeos’un
eserinin hangi kosullardan gecerek giiniimiize intikal ettigiyle yakindan iliskilidir. Sebeos’un kronigi
hakkinda yapilan arastirmalarda, bu eseri yazan kisinin aslinda Sebeos olmadigi ve eserin adinin da
Herakleios Tarihi olamayacagi lizerinde durulmaktadir. Bunun nedeni olarak, Sebeos hakkinda ¢ok
az bilgi sahibi olunmasi ve eserin bashi basina Herakleios’a hasredilmemesi gosterilmektedir.
Miistensihler tarafindan son yapilan baskida esere Yepiskopos Sebeos’un Tarihi adi verilmis ve
Herakleios’un ad1 metinden ¢ikarilmistir. Ermeni bilgin Malhasyan bu konuda sunlar1 séylemektedir:

19 “qnitd <tpuynh h Ynniwbu hhruhuny wn wppuyh (Fbnuquging” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 6520-21).
20 “qniqupyniih wihn & puqiniptwih wgqug” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 6521.22).
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“Herakleios adi, kitabin icerigine uygun degildir. Ermenilerin erken tarihi, Partlar ve Arsakuniler,
marzpanlar, Hiisrev Anigsirvan, Arap seferleri, Ermeni dinsel metinleri ve benzeri konularin
Herakleios 'la ilgisi yoktur. Yazar yalnizca kitabinin on boliimiinde Herakleios 'tan bahseder,; kalan
kirk boliim ise Herakleios 'a ait degildir” (Abgaryan, 1965, s. 16). Su halde Sebeos’un ilgili boliimleri
kayda gecirmedigi veya bunlarin kayboldugu diisiiniilebilir. Her iki durumda da eserin giiniimiize
eksik bir bi¢imde ulastigi agiktir.

Ancak bu sorunlara karsin, Sebeos’un eserinde 7Teta/ hiikiimdarinin Herakleios’a verdigi
askeri destegin izlerini stirmek miimkiindiir. Bunun icin Sasaniler ile Ermeni nahararlar1 (soylu)
arasindaki iligkiler lizerinde kisaca durmak gerekir. 6. ylizyilin sonlar1, Ermeni nahararlarinin kendi
aralarindaki anlagmazliklari nedeniyle Ermeni hanedanlarinin Sasani miidahalesine acik oldugu bir
donemi isaret etmektedir. Sasani Krali II. Hiisrev (598-628), bu anlagsmazliklarin ¢oziimiinde
dogrudan etkili olmustur. Ornegin Syunikli Stepannos, amcas1 Sahak’a ait bir prenslik i¢in onunla
anlagmazliga diisiince, II. Hiisrev’e bagvurmus ve Stepannos’u tutuklatip idam ettirmistir (596-597).
Baska bir naharar olan Kotit Amatuni de benzer sekilde hosnutsuzluk yaratmistir. II. Hiisrev onu
Nisibis tarafina bir géreve gondermis ve yolda pusu kurdurup katlettirmistir. Bu hainligin duyulmasi,
Isfahan bolgesindeki Pers kraliyet ordusunda yer alan nahararlar arasinda bir isyana yol agmustir.
Bunlarin bir kismi 6ldiiriilmiis, sag kalanlar ise Hazar Denizi’nin giineyindeki Gilan veya Deylem
bolgesinde II. Hiisrev’e isyan eden Pers satraplarina katilmiglardir (Grousset, 1973, s. 261). 1L
Hiisrev, bu isyanlar1 bastirma goérevini Ermeni kokenli Smbat Bagratuni’ye vermistir. Sebeos’un
anlatisina gore onu Hyrkania marzpan (vali) olarak Hazar Denizi’nin giineydogu kiyisina atamistir
(Sebeos, 1979, s. 9615.20; Pourshariati, 2008, s. 138). Smbat marzpan {invanini aldiktan sonra Amul,
Rey, Mugan ve Taberistan bolgelerinde Pers kralina baskaldiran asilere boyun egdirmistir. Smbat,
bu gorevi sirasinda Tiirkistan (Turkastank) ve Dehistan (Delhastan) bolgelerine vaktiyle Persler
tarafindan siirglin edilmis Ermenilerle karsilasmistir. Tiirkmen bozkirlarinin giineydogusuna,
muhtemelen Atrek civarini igsaret eden bolgeye yerlestirilmis bu Ermeniler, Sebeos’un ifadesiyle
kendi dillerini ve yazilarini unutmus, din adamlarindan yoksun kalmis ve yasam bigimleri bozkirdaki
gdcebelere benzemistir. Smbat, onlar1 goriince yiten kimliklerini tekrar kazanmalar1 i¢in Abel adinda
bir din adamin1 gorevlendirmistir. Boylece onlar kendi dillerinde yazmay1 ve konusmay1 tekrar
ogrenmislerdir (Sebeos, 1979, s. 9626-9710; Czeglédy, 1985, s. 194; Grousset, 1973, s. 261-262).

Smbat Bagratuni’nin II. Hiisrev’e hizmetleri yalnizca bununla sinirli kalmadi, yaklasik sekiz
yil (598-605) siirdiirdligli marzpanlik gérevi boyunca Pers kralina isyan eden Horasan Valisi Vstam’a
(Bistam) ve asi Ermenilere karst birgok kez ¢arpismaya giristi (Sebeos, 1979, s. 9715-9812, 100;.4;
Goubert, 1951, s. 283-287). Bununla birlikte Hyrkania kokenli Ermeni sinir muhafizlarini da igeren
biiyiik bir orduyla Dogu iran’da yagma yapan Kusanlara saldirip onlar geri ¢ekilmeye zorladi.
Bunun iizerine Kusan hiikiimdarlari, kuzey hiikiimdar1 Biiyiilk Hakan’dan yardim istedi. Hakan,
onlara yardim etmek iizere 30 bin kisiden olusan birlik gonderdi. Bu birlik Vehrot nehrini gegerek
Smbat’in tizerine yliriidii. Bunun iizerine Smbat gdcebelerin dniinden geri cekildi ve 300 kisilik
birligiyle Horasan’daki Hroht kalesine sigindi. Pers birliklerinin diger komutant Datoyean ise
Smbat’in talimatlarini1 dikkate almayarak Hakan’in birlikleriyle garpisti. Bu ¢arpismanin galibi olan
gdcebeler, Datoyean’in ordusunu dagittiktan sonra yagma ve talan yaparak batiya, isfahan ve Rey’e
kadar ilerledi. Hakan, bu basarili seferin ardindan birliklere komuta eden Cembuh’a geri ¢ekilmesi
yoniinde haber gonderdi ve boylece gogebeler Pers sinirini terk ettiler. Smbat daha sonra ordusunu
tekrar toplayip Kusan halkina ve Eftalit hitkiimdarina kars1 (h ytpwy wmqghtt £n1pwbiiug b wppwyhtt
<tthpwntuwy) harekete gecti. Zaferle Toharistan’a ilerleyip Kusanlarin Eftalit veya Bati Tiirk
hakimiyetindeki bolgelerine saldirdi, basarili akinlar sonrasinda Merv ve Merv-i Rid’da ordugah
kurdu (Sebeos, 1979, s. 1017-103,3; Czeglédy, 1985, s. 194-195; Ghirshman, 1948, s. 97; Grousset,
1973, s. 262-263; Pourshariati, 2008, s. 139). Smbat basar1 elde ettigi bu seferinin ardindan II.
Hiisrev’in sarayina dogru yola ¢ikti. Pers krali gosterdigi basarilardan 6tiirli onu tebrik etti. Sebeos’a
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gore Smbat, II. Hiisrev’in saltanatinin 28. yilinda 6ldii. Naast Armenia topraklarina, atalarinin
mezarina getirildi ve Gogovit bolgesindeki Darivn kdylinde defnedildi (Sebeos 1979, s. 103,5-104).
Sebeos bu bilgileri naklettikten sonra bazi birliklerin isyanindan bahsetmektedir. Ermenice metne
gore bu asi birlikler, *Cenastan Cepeth’in (Gtbwuwmwbd &Shuytinpu) yonetimindeki kuzey
bolgelerinin Biiyiikk Hakani’nmin hizmetine girmislerdir. Sonra dogudan batiya kuzey bolgelerini
gecerck, Hakan’in emriyle Cepeth’in ordusuna katilmiglardir. Cok sayida birlikle Cor gecidinden
gecip, Yunan kralina yardim etmiglerdir (Sebeos, 1979, s. 10411.16; Artamonov, 1962, s. 147).

Sebeos’un bir¢ok acidan biiylik 6neme sahip anlatilarini yorumlarken, diger kaynaklardan
da bilinen ve bu nedenle kesin olarak yorumlanabilecek verilerden hareket etmek gerekir. Bunlardan
ilki, “Kusan halki ve Eftalit hiikiimdari” ifadesidir. Sebeos’un anlatisina gore bu ifade, 6. yiizyil
Toharistan iligkilerini dogru bir bigimde yansitmaktadir. Daha 6nce de deginildigi tizere Kusanlar
Toharistan’da 450°den itibaren Eftalitlerin yonetimi altindaydi. 558’de gergeklesen Tiirk akinlart
olgusu da Sebeos’un anlatisinda agik¢a ifade edilmektedir. Kuskusuz, Kusanlarin Smbat’tan aldigi
yenilginin ardindan yardim i¢in bagvurdugu, Biiyiik Hakan olarak anilan “Kuzey Hiikiimdar1”, Bati
Tiirk kaganidir. Bu durum, yalnizca “Kuzey Hiikiimdar1” hakkinda daha 6nce soylenenlerden degil,
ayni zamanda Sebeos’un anlatisindaki cografi kosullardan da agik¢a anlagilmaktadir. Soyle ki,
Sebeos’a gore Biiylik Hakan olarak bilinen “Kuzey Hiikiimdar1”, Kusan halkina ve Eftalitlere yardim
etmek iizere Vehrot nehrinin yani Amu Derya’nin 6tesinden gelmektedir; iistelik kaynaklarin
tamamina gore, Amu Derya’nin oOtesindeki bdolgeler 558 yilindan itibaren Bati Tiirklerinin
egemenligi altindadir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 195). Bu veriler 1s18inda Sebeos’un konu tasnifindeki
ifadeleri goz oniinde bulundurulursa, Tetal hiikiimdari olarak zikrettigi kisinin Bat1 Tiirk kaganina
karsilik geldigi agiktir. Benzer sekilde Cenastan Cepeth’in emri altindaki birliklerin Yunan kralina
yardim ettigine yonelik ifade de, Tetal hikkiimdarinin Herakleios’a askeri destek verdiginin kanitidir.
Zira Sebeos’un Yunan krali ifadesi, diger kaynaklarin tanikliginda kuskusuz Herakleios’a isaret
etmektedir. Bu da Tefal hiikiimdar ile Herakleios arasinda yapilan ittifakin Sebeos’un eserindeki
yansimalari oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu yoruma, s6z konusu olaylara ayrintili bir bigimde yer veren
Yunan ve Ermeni kaynaklarindan ulasmak miimkiindiir. Theophannes ve Movses Kagankatvatsi’nin
bu baglamdaki tasvirleri Sebeos’un verileriyle birlikte degerlendirildiginde, Cenastan Cepeth
onderliginde Yunan kralina yardim eden birliklerin 627°de II. Hiisrev’e karsi Tiflis Onlerinde
Heraklieos’la bir araya gelen Bati1 Tiirk kaganinin askerleri oldugu anlasilmaktadir. Theophanes’in
kroniginde bu birliklerin basinda olan kisinin ad1 *Ziebel (Z1£fnA) olarak kayithidir. Theophanes,
Ziebel’in Hakan’dan sonra gelen ikinci yiiksek riitbeli kisi (devtépm dvti 100 Xaydvov tij a&ig)
oldugunu yazmaktadir (Theophanis, 1883, 316,.3). Kagankatvatsi’nin eserinde ise ayni1 kiginin * Cebu
Hakan (QtipnL fuwpwl) olarak gegmesi ve kuzeyin ikinci hiikiimdart (uenprn wppuy hhiruhuny)
olarak tanimlanmasi (Movses Kagankatuatsi, 1983, s. 141i0.11), Theophanes’in ifadelerini
dogrulamaktadir. Bu durumda Sebeos’un metnindeki Cenastan Cepeth adli kisinin, Theophanes’in
Ziebeli’'ne veya Kagankatvatsi’nin Cebu Hakani’na karsilik geldigi kuskusuzdur. Zira Ziebel ve
Cebu terimleri, Bati Tirk hiikiimdarinin {invam1 olan yabgu teriminin Yunan ve Ermeni
kaynaklarindaki karsiliklaridir (Moravcsik, 1958, s. 130; Rasonyi, 2007, s. 321; Chavannes, 1903, s.
256). Cepeth ve Cembuh terimleri ise yabgu i{invaninin Ermeni kaynaklarinda gecen farkli
bigimleridir (Marquart, 1901, s. 246-247).2! Ancak daha 6nce de izah edildigi iizere, burada yabgu
iinvan1 Ermeni kaynaklarinda “Kuzey Hiikiimdari1” olarak gecen T ung Yabgu’yu degil onun kiigiik

21 Cembuh bigimindeki -mb dgesi burada b ya da f sesini verir; bu durum Bizans geleneginde mb birlesiminin benzer
sekilde kullanildigin1 hatirlatir. -u4 nominatif bigimin sonudur. Eger Marquart’in burada Bati Ermenicesine ait bigimlerle
kars1 karsiya oldugumuz yo6niindeki varsayimi dogrulanirsa ve bu varsayim sozciik basindaki tonsuzlugu da agiklarsa, o
halde bu bigimler muhtemelen Bat1 Ermenicesinin bilinen en eski drnekleri olarak degerlendirilebilir. Bununla birlikte
Cepetuh  bigiminde acik bir yazim hatast oldugu ileri siiriilmiistir. Marquart’m o6nerdigi diizeltmenin
(*Cemprhoy/akuypjuny) bunu bir dl¢lide giderdigi diisiiniilse de, su asamada bu meselelerde kesin bir yargiya varmanin
miimkiin olmadig: lizerinde durulmaktadir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 197, n. 24).
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kardesi Mo-ho Sad’1 nitelemektedir. Bu noktada hem Theophanes’in hem de Kagankatvatsi’nin
ifadelerindeki belirgin ayrima dikkat etmek gerekir. Ancak Sebeos’un Cepeth adinin 6niinde nigin
Cenastan (Cin) sifatina yer verdigi diisiiniilebilir. Cin’le baglantili olan Cenastan ifadesi, “Cin
iilkesinden gelen” anlamini tagimaktadir. Bat1 Tiirk Kaganligi’nin dogu kesimini tarih boyunca sik
stk Cin egemenligi altina girmis bdlgeler olusturdugundan ve Tiirkler de ¢ogu zaman Cin
egemenligini tantyip, hanedanlari ile Cin imparatorluk ailesi arasinda gii¢lii baglar bulundugundan,
Sebeos’ta “Bat1 Tiirk” anlaminda kullanilan Cenastan sifati tamamen mantiklidir. Bu tiir bir
aciklamanin olasiligina Sebeos’un anlatisiyla ilgili olarak Chavannes da isaret etmistir; ancak o
donemde en 6nemli kanit heniiz bilinmemekteydi. Bu kanit ise, Hazar tarihinin Islam kaynaklarindan
da goriildiigii iizere, Cin adinin “Bati Tiirk” anlaminda kullanilabildiginin tespitidir. Bununla beraber
Cin sozciigiiniin stk sik Turan halklarini belirtmek ic¢in kullanildigi da bilinmektedir. Nitekim
Firdevsi’nin kimi zaman “Tiirklerin Hakani” yerine “Cin’in Hakami” demekte higbir ayrim
gbzetmemesi bu yorumlar1 desteklemektedir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 197-198; Chavannes, 1903, s. 255,
n. 3). Su halde Sebeos’un, Herakleios’un baglasiklarina iliskin konuyu eksik de olsa ¢ok farkli bir
baglamda kaleme aldig1 anlagilmaktadir. Diger yandan tim bu ¢ikarimlar, Marquart’in savundugu
Eftal ile Tetal adlarimin ayniyetiyle ilgili tanimlamasinin hatali oldugunu bir kez daha ortaya
koymaktadir. Tetal hitkkiimdarinin Bat1 Tiirk kaganiyla 6zdes oldugundan kusku duyulamayacagina
ve 558°den sonra Eftalitlerin Bati Tiirklerinin hakimiyetine girdigi tarihsel bir olgu olarak agik
olduguna gore, Sebeos’un Tetal hiikiimdar: ifadesiyle Eftalit tilkesi Toharistan’in yeni efendileri olan
Bat1 Tiirklerinin kaganini niteledigi ¢ok rahat bir sekilde anlasilabilir. Bu baglamda Marquart’in,
Sebeos’un Hazarlar ve Eftalitleri ayni1 adla yani Tetal olarak andigina yonelik iddiasinin kabul
edilemeyecegi rahatlikla ifade edilebilir. Bu yorumlar, aynm1 zamanda Marquart’in farkli bir
calismasinda (Markwart, 1929, s. 100-101), “Kuzey Hiikiimdar1n1 Cin imparatoru T’ai-tsung’la
(627-649) eslestiren kuramini da gecersiz kilmaktadir.

Bu olaylar g¢er¢evesinde Sebeos’un eserindeki anlatilarin ¢ok yonlii bir analizi, doneme
iliskin bilgiler veren Islam kaynaklari iizerinden yapilabilir. Zira Ermeni yazarmn, daha 6nceki
donemlerle ilgili olarak istemi Yabgu’nun (552-576) saltanati sirasindaki Bati Tiirkleri ile Sasaniler
arasindaki iliskiler hakkinda 6nemli veriler sunmast bu analizi miimkiin kilmaktadir. Sebeos bu
anlamda, Persler ile Tiirkler arasindaki akrabalik iligkilerine deginir. Ermeni yazara gore IV.
Hiirmiiz’iin (552-576) annesi yani I. Hiisrev AnGsirvan’in karisi, Biiyiik Hakan adli Tetal
hiikiimdarinin kizidir.”*> Ayni sekilde s6z konusu akrabalik iligkileri, dolayli da olsa Movses
Kagankatvatsi’nin eserinde de yer almaktadir (Movses Kagankatuatsi, 1983, s. 14314.19). Taberi’nin
eserinde birkag yerde Sincebii Hakdn olarak gegen Tirk kaganinin kizi {izerinden Persler ile Bati
Tiirkleri arasindaki ittifaka deginilmektedir: “Kisrd 'nin iyi egitim almig bircok oglu vardi. Bunlar
arasindan Hiirmiiz i tahta varisi olarak secti. Hiirmiiz iin annesi Hatian dur ve Hdatiin, Hakan 'in
kizidir” (al-TabarT, 1999, s. 265). Ibnii’l-Belhi ve Ya‘kibi gibi Islam tarihgileri de Hiirmiiz’iin
annesinin hakanin kizi oldugunu sdyleyerek hem Ermeni kaynaklarinin hem de Taberi’nin ifadelerini
dogrulamaktadir (Ibnu’l-Balkhi, 1921, s. 96; Ya‘qubi, 2018(a), s. 462). [slam kaynaklarinda
*Sincebii (s>w); Yunan kaynaklarinda *Silziboulos (Z(iBovloc), *Dilziboulos (AWLipovrog),
*Dizaboulos (Aapovroc) ve *Stembis-Khagan (ZtepPio-yayav); Cin kaynaklarinda ise Shik-tien-
mi veya Sé-ti-mi olarak gecen adlar Istemi Yabgu’ya karsilik gelmektedir (Marquart, 1901, s. 216-
217; Moravcsik, 1958, s. 275-276).23 Hig kuskusuz bu evlilik siyasi bir mahiyet tasimaktaydi. Zira
Talas bolgesinde Bat1 Tiirklerinin hiikiimdar1 olan Istemi Yabgu, Eftalitlerle kars1 karsiya gelmisti.
Onlar1 arkadan vurmak igin, o sirada Sasani Hanedani’nin en biiyiik hiikiimdar sayilan I. Hiisrev

22 “npny Wwyn hip nniunn bp flowpwbuy dadh wppuyht (Fnuguging, Yhit lunupnywy” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 7220-731).

23 Arapga metinlerde hdkdn olarak gegen iinvan, Tiirkge kagan iinvanm karsihgidir. Bizans kaynaklarinda bu {invan
*khaganos (yayavog); Latince metinlerde *cagan veya *caganus; Cin yilliklarinda *ko-han; Siiryani kroniklerinde ise
*khdgan bi¢imlerinde gegmektedir (Moravesik, 1958, s. 332-334). Bununla beraber kagan iinvant Orhon Yazitlari’nda da
sik¢a zikredilmektedir (Drevnetyurkskiy slovar’, 1969, s. 405).
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tarafindan yonetilen, Eftalitlerin ezeli diismani1 Perslerle uzlagsmisti. Bu ittifaki 1. Hiisrev’e
kizlarindan birini vererek pekistirmisti. Boylece kuzeyden Tiirkler, giineybatidan da Sasaniler
tarafindan saldiriya ugrayan Eftalitler yenilgiye ugradilar ve ortadan kayboldular (Grousset, 1948, s.
127; Sinor, 1997, s. 301). Bu savasin sonucunda Amu Derya’nin kuzeyindeki topraklari Bati
Tiirkleri, Sasaniler ise glineydeki topraklar ele gecirdiler (Frye, 1998, s. 179). Taberi’nin eserinde
bu olaylar soyle tasvir edilmektedir:

“Sincebl Hakan biitiin Tiirkler i¢inde en amansiz, en cesur, en giiglii ve en
kalabalik askeri kuvvetlere sahip olantydi. Eftalitlerin hiikkiimdar1 olan V.r.z adli kisiye
saldiran da oydu ve Eftalitlerin ¢oklugundan ya da savasgi niteliklerinin sertliginden
hicbir sekilde ¢ekinmedi. Ardindan onlarin hiikiimdart V.r.z ile ordularinin biiyiik
boliimiinii 6ldiirdli, mallarin1 ganimet olarak ele gecirdi ve Kisra tarafindan fethedilen
kisim disinda topraklarina yerlesti” (al-TabarT, 1999, s. 152).

Taberi’nin metninden de goriilecegi gibi bu ittifak sonucunda Bati Tiirklerinin iilkesi Sasani
topraklartyla sinir teskil etmisti. Bu sayede Tiirkler artik batiya uzanan ticaret yollarinin genis bir
boliimiinii kontrol ediyor ve Sogd tebaalarinin tesvikiyle daha once Eftalitlerin tekelinde bulunan
karli ipek ticaretinden faydalanmak istiyorlardi. Pers iilkesinde ticari bir konum elde etmeye yonelik
girisimlerinin basarisizlikla sonuglanmasinin ardindan Pers iilkesini biitiiniiyle asmay1 ve ipegin
baslica tiiketicisi olan Bizans’la dogrudan baglantilar kurmay1 hedeflemislerdi (Sinor, 1996, s. 327).
Dolayisiyla doneme iligkin bilgi veren kroniklerden de goriilecegi iizere, Sebeos’un bu olaylarla
baglantili olarak Tetal adim Istemi Yabgu icin kullandig1 ve Bati Tiirklerinin Eftalitleri yenerek
Toharistan’a sahip olduklar1 goriilityor. Kuskusuz bu olaylar da, Sebeos’un Tetal adin1 558°den sonra
Eftalit topraklarinin sahibi olan Bat1 Tiirkleri i¢in kullandiginin bir bagka kanitin1 teskil ediyor. Bu
yoruma Dineveri’nin anlatilar1 iizerinden de ulasilabilir. Zira 558 yilindan onceki Sasani-Eftalit
iligkilerine dair Dineveri’nin eserinde 6nemli bilgiler bulunmaktadir. Bu eser, tarihsel oldugu kadar
cografi olarak da énemli veriler sunmaktadir. Ornegin Dineveri’nin eserinde, 1. Firtiz (459-489) ile
1. Hiirmiiz (457-459) arasindaki hakimiyet miicadeleleri baglaminda, I. Firiz’un baglasiklari olarak
Eftalitler (Heydtile) zikredilmektedir. Dineveri, Eftalitlerin egemenlik sahasina giren bolgeler olarak
“Taharistan, Saganiydn, Kabiilistan ve biiyiik nehrin Belh arazisine kadar olan civarimin arkasindaki
arazilerdir” ifadelerini kullanmaktadir (Dineveri, 2017, s. 112). Kuskusuz Dineveri’deki bu kayitlar,
Bati Tiirklerinin egemenligine girmeden 6nce s6z konusu bdlgenin Eftalitlerin elinde oldugunu
gostermesi bakimindan 6nemlidir. Bu veriler de 558 yilindan sonra Toharistan’a hakim olan Bati
Tiirklerinin, Sebeos tarafindan Eftal yerine Tetal adiyla anildiklar seklindeki yorumumuza dogrudan
katki saglamaktadir.

Ancak Islam kaynaklari her ne kadar Ermeni kaynaklariyla uyumlu anlatilar sunsa da, bu
kaynak grubu i¢inde bizim iizerinde durdugumuz konuya dair farkli kayitlar iceren eserler
bulunmaktadir. Mes‘0di’nin Miiricii’z-zeheb adli eseri bu kaynaklara 6rnek gosterilebilir. Hazar
tarihinin son derece Onemli kaynaklarindan biri olan Mes‘Gdi’nin zikredilen eserinde, diger
kaynaklardan farkli olarak IV. Hiirmiiz’{in annesine yonelik su ifadeler kullanilir: “Onun [I. Hiisrev]
yerine oglu Hiirmiiz b. Aniisirvan b. Kubadd gecti; annesi Fakim, Tiirklerin hakaninin kiziydi ya da
bazi kaynaklara gore Babii’l-Ebvab [Derbend] civarinda bulunan Hazar meliklerinden birinin
kizidir” (Magoudi, 1862, s. 211). Bu ifadelerden agik bir sekilde goriilecegi gibi Mes‘tidi’nin eserinde
IV. Hiirmiiz’tin annesi dogrudan Hazar hiikiimdarinin kizi olarak gosterilmemistir. Mes“adi, ilgili
pasajinda Tiirklerin hakani ile Hazar meliklerini birbirinden ayirmistir. Ancak Marquart, bu ayrima
dikkat etmeden IV. Hiirmiiz’{in annesiyle ilgili Sebeos’un ve Mes‘(idi’nin anlatilarini karsilagtirmis,
Mes‘(di’nin almtilanan pasajindaki Hazar adinin Sebeos’un metnindeki 7etal hikkiimdarina karsilik
geldigini ifade etmistir. Marquart’in bu fikri benimsemesinde, IV. Hiirmiiz’iin annesini 7etal
hiikiimdarmin kiz1 olarak zikreden Sebeos’un ifadelerinin 6nemli bir rol oynadigi anlagilmaktadir.
Marquart, bu iki kronikteki kayitlardan hareket edip Sebeos’un Eftalitler ile Kusanlardan kesin bir
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bicimde ayirt edilen Bati1 Tiirklerine atifta bulunmadigini ileri siirerek 7Tetal hiikkiimdarinin Hazar
hakani oldugunu ifade etmektedir (Marquart, 1898, s. 199-200). Alman bilginin ileriye siirdiigii bu
fikre katilmak giictiir. Sayet Mes‘tidi’deki bu rivayet gergekten giivenilir olsaydi, erken Hazar
tarihinin aydinlatilmasi agisindan birincil bir nem tasiyabilirdi; ¢iinkii I. Hiisrev ile Tiirk hiikiimdari
558 yilindan 6nce bir evlilik anlagsmasi yapmislardi. Dolayisiyla bu kadar erken doneme iliskin
neredeyse hicbir giivenilir Hazar kaynagi bulunmadigini sdylemek miimkiindiir. Bu nedenle hem bu
bilgiye hem de Marquart’in yorumuna kars1 temkinli olmak gerekir. Ayrica Mes“tdi’de yer alan bu
anlatinin dil kullanimina tarihsel bir deger atfetmenin de ne dl¢iide uygun oldugu tartismalidir; zira
Islam tarih yazzminin en erken &rnekleri 9. yiizyila, yani Tiirklerin Orta Asya’daki kaganliklarmin
coktan dagilmis oldugu bir déneme aittir. Bu donemde Tiirkler ile Hazarlar arasindaki ayrim biiyiik
Olciide anlamini yitirmisti; dolayisiyla bu kadar gec bir rivayette beklenen Tiirk adi yerine Hazar
adinin gegmesi sasirtict degildir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 198-199). Nitekim Theophanes gibi eserini 9.
ylizyilin baglarinda kaleme alan yazarlar tarafindan da erken donemlerle iligkili olarak Bat1 Tiirkleri
icin Hazar adi kullamlmasi, bu gelenegin sadece Islam tarihcileri icin gegerli olmadigini
kanitlamaktadir. Eger Marquart sinirli sayida kaynaktan istifade etmek yerine ¢ok yonlii bir kaynak
analizine girigmis olsaydi ve Bati Tirkleri ile Sasaniler arasindaki iligkileri bu gercevede
degerlendirseydi, Hazar ~ Tetal iddiasiyla ilgili daha tutarli bir yorum yapmis olurdu. Dahasi erken
donemde meydana gelen olaylar1t ge¢ donemde yazilmis kronikler iizerinden yorumlamak,
Marquart’in tezlerinde bariz bir anakronizme de yol agmistir. Kuskusuz bunda tezlerini daha kuvvetli
bir bi¢imde savunmak i¢in Belaziiri’nin eserini dayanak olarak gdstermesi etkili olmustur (Marquart,
1898, s. 200). Ancak yaptigimiz agiklamalar baglaminda islam tarih yaziminda rivayetlerin karmasik
ve giivenilirlikten uzak bir bigimde kaydedilmesine Beldziiri’nin eserinde de rastliyoruz.
Belaziiri’nin eserinde Tiirk hiikiimdan ile 1. Hiisrev Anfigirvan’a yonelik dykiiniin konumuzla ilgili
kismi soyledir:

“Antigirvan bunun tizerine Tiirk hiikiimdarina mektup géndererek barismak ve
birlikte hareket etmek istedigini bildirdi. Dostluk gostergesi olarak ondan kizini istedigini
ve damadi olmak arzusunda oldugunu séyledi. Bu sirada kendi cariyelerinden birini ona
gonderip eslerinden biri tarafindan evlat edinilmis oldugunu sdyleyerek onu kizi gibi
tanitti. Bunun tizerine Tiirk hiikiimdar1 da kendi kizin1 Aniisirvan’a verdi ve onu gérmeye
geldi. ikisi el-Berseliye’de bulusup birkag giin boyunca birlikte eglenerek vakit gecirdiler
ve birbirlerine karsi dostluk ve baglilik gosterdiler. Aniisirvan gece olunca Tiirklerin
ordugahmin bir boliimiinii atese vermeleri i¢in giivendigi birka¢ adamina gizlice emir
verdi ve onlar da bunu yapti. Sabah olunca Tirk hiikiimdari durumu Andsirvan’a
anlatarak sikayet etti, ancak Anlsirvan ne bdyle bir emir verdigini ne de adamlarinin
bundan haberi oldugunu kabul etti. Birkag gece sonra An{isirvan ayni emri yeniden verdi
ve adamlar1 Tiirklerin ordugdhinda tekrar yangin ¢ikardi. Bunun iizerine Tiirk hiikiimdar1
oldukga o6fkelendi ve durmadan yakinmaya basladi. AnGisirvan da onun gonliinii almak
icin daha yatigtirict bir tavir sergileyip 6ziir dilemek zorunda kald1 ve bdylece hiikiimdar
sakinlesti. Daha sonra AnGsirvan’in emriyle, kendi ordugéhinin bir kdsesinde, yalnizca
saman ve daldan yapilmig kuliibelerin bulundugu bir yer atese verildi. Sabah olunca
Andsirvan, Tirk’e sitem ederek ‘Adamlarin neredeyse benim ordugahimi yok edecekti
ama sen buna ragmen beni haksiz duruma diisiiriiyorsun’ dedi. Tiirk bunun nedenini
bilmedigine yemin edince Antisirvan ona ‘Kardesim, bizim askerlerimiz yaptigimiz barisi
hos karsilamiyor ¢iinkii bu durum aramizda ¢ikabilecek ¢atigma ve savaglardan elde
edecekleri ganimeti kaybetmelerine yol agti. Bu yiizden bizi yeniden birbirimize
diisiirmek i¢in bir seyler yapmalarindan korkuyorum; bdylece aramizda yeni kurdugumuz
akrabalig1 ve dostlugu bozup bizi tekrar kars1 karstya getirmek isteyebilirler. Bu nedenle
aramiza bir sur drmeme izin vermeni istiyorum. Bu surda tek bir kap1 olsun ve sadece
senin ve benim izin verdigimiz kisiler gegebilsin’ dedi. Tiirk bu teklifi kabul etti ve kendi
iilkesine dondii. Anlisirvan suru inga etmeye basladi. Deniz tarafina bakan kismini tas ve
kursunla insa etti. Surun genisligi 300 zird‘, yiiksekligi ise daglarin doruklarima
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ulastyordu. Taglarin teknelerle denize tasmmasimi ve birakilmasini emretti; taslar su
ylizeyine ¢ikinca onlarin lizerine suru insa ederek denizin ortasinda yiikseltti. Sur denizde
iic mil boyunca uzandi. Ingaat tamamlandiginda girisine demir kapilar yerlestirdi ve
korumasi i¢in yiiz atli gorevlendirdi. Daha 6nce bu yeri korumak i¢in 50.000 askere
ihtiyag vardi. Sura ayrica bir savunma tahkimati da hazirlatti. Daha sonra Hakén’a,
‘Antsirvan seni aldatmis, sana es olarak kendi kiz1 olmayan birini vermis ve kendini sana
kars1 korumak i¢in sur insa etmis’ denildi; fakat Hakan bu hilelere karst koyamadi™ (al-
Baladhuri, 2002, s. 307-308).

Belaziiri’nin eserindeki sahte prensese iliskin bu anlatinin Hazarlarla veya Bati Tiirkleriyle
dogrudan bir ilgisi yoktur. Metindeki bu dykiiniin, Bizansli tarih yazar1 Priskos Rhetor’un eserinde
yer alan bir hikayenin farkli bir varyanti oldugu anlasilmaktadir (Robert, 1958, s. 75). Priskos’un
eserinde, 1. Firliz doneminde Sasaniler ile Eftalitler arasindaki iligkilere yonelik su anlatilar dikkat
¢ekicidir:

“Pers hiikiimdari, daha once belirttigim {izere bir siire Edessa’da kalan elgi
Constantius’u topraklarinda kabul etti. El¢iyi, sehirlerin iginde degil, kendi topraklar ile
Kidarita Hunlar1 arasindaki sinirda yiirtittiigii isleri sirasinda agirladi. Ciinkii Hunlar,
onceki Pers ve Part krallarinin kabul ettigi vergiyi ddemeyi reddetmis, bu da savasi
baslatmisti. Peirozes’in [Fir(iz] babasi vergiyi 6demeyi reddedince savas patlak verdi ve
krallikla birlikte savasin yiikii ogluna kaldi. Persler, savaslarda siirekli yenilgiye
ugradiklart i¢in Hun sorununu hileyle ¢dzmek istemislerdi. S6ylenene goére Peirozes,
baris umuduyla Hun lideri Kounchas’a bir ittifak teklif etmek ve kiz kardesini evlilik
yoluyla sunmak istedigini bildiren mesajlar génderdi; zira o heniiz ¢ok gengti ve ¢ocuk
sahibi degildi. Kounchas teklifi kabul etti, ancak Peirozes’in kiz kardesiyle degil, Pers
hiikiimdarinca kraliyet siisleriyle donatilmig baska bir kadinla evlendi; kendisine, eger
hilenin ortaya ¢ikmasimi dnlerse krallik ve refaha ortak olacag, aksi takdirde Kidarita
hiikiimdarinin kdle bir ese tahammiil etmeyecegi i¢in 6liimle cezalandirilacag: sdylendi.
Yapilan anlasmadan kisa siire sonra kadin, Kounchas’m ger¢ek durumu baskalarindan
ogrenip kendisine 6lim cezast uygulanabileceginden korktu ve olanlar1 agiklad.
Kounchas, kadinin diristliigiinii takdir ederek onu esi yapti. Peirozes’in hilesini
cezalandirmak isteyen Kounchas, komsu halklarla savastigini ve generalleri olarak ona
asker gerektigini One siirdii; Peirozes de ii¢ yliz seckin asker gonderdi. Kidarita
hiikiimdar1 bir kismimi 6ldiirdii, bir kismimni savagsamayacak hale getirerek geri génderdi
ve bunun hilenin cezasi oldugunu bildirdi. Boylece savas yeniden alevlendi ve siddetli
¢arpismalar yasandi. Peirozes, el¢i Constantius’u Perslerin konuslandigi Gorga’da kabul
etti; Peirozes, elgiye birkac¢ giin iyi davrandi, ancak el¢inin bekledigi olumlu yaniti
vermeden gonderdi” (Priscus, 2014, s. 144-146; Robert, 1958, s. 75).

Priskos’un eserindeki bu Oykiiniin daha eski bir varyanttim Herodotos’un eserinden
okuyabiliyoruz. Herodotos’ta kayitli olan anlati soyledir:

“Amasis, Kyros’un oglu Kambyses’in, imparatorlugunun doért bir yanindan
topladig1 birliklerle karsilastig1 kisiydi; bunlarin arasinda bazi Ionia ve Aiolia kokenli
Yunanlar da vardi. Saldirinin nedeni, Kambyses’in Amasis’ten kiziyla evlenmesini
istemesiydi. Bu 6neriyi ona, Amasis’e kars1 kin besleyen bir Misirli verdi; ¢iinkii Amasis,
Misir’daki tiim hekimler arasindan onu se¢mis, karisini ve g¢ocuklarini birakmaya
zorlamis ve Perslere gondermisti. Kyros, o sirada Amasis’ten Misir’in en iyi g6z hekimini
istemisti. Bu haksizliga 6fkelenen Misirli, Kambyses’i Amasis’in kizini istemesi igin
kiskirtt;; bdylece Amasis ya istegi kabul ederek zarar gorecek ya da reddederek
Kambyses’in diigmani olacakti. Amasis, Perslerin giiciinden endise duyuyor ve kizint ne
vermeye ne de saklamaya cesaret edebiliyordu. Kambyses’in onu karis1 yapmak degil,
cariyesi yapmak istedigini ¢ok iyi biliyordu. Durumu degerlendirdi ve sdyle davrandi:
Onceki Kral Apries’in Nitetis adinda, ¢ok uzun boylu ve giizel bir kiz1 vards; o, Apries’in
ailesinden geriye kalan tek kisiydi. Amasis, bu kiz1 giizel giysiler ve altin takilarla
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stisleyip kendi kiziymis gibi Perslere gonderdi. Ancak bir siire sonra, Kambyses kizin
babasinin adini kullanarak ona hitap edince, Nitetis ona sdyle dedi: ‘Efendim, Amasis’in
sizi nasil aldatti§ini fark etmiyorsunuz. Beni siisleyip gonderdi; kendi kiz1 gibi sunuyor
ama aslinda ben Apries’in kiztyim. Apries, Amasis ve Misirlilar isyan edip onu
oldiirdiigiinde Amasis’in efendisiydi.” Bu haber Kambyses’i 6fkelendirdi ve Perslerin
anlatti§ina gére Misir’a saldirmasinin gerekcesi oldu” (Herodotus, 1998, s. 169).

Priskos’un ve Herodotos un eserinden yapilan bu iki alintinin, Belaziiri tarafindan I. Hiisrev
Antigirvan’in  Tiirk hiikimdarimin  kiziyla evliligi baglaminda kullanildigi agiktir. Bizans
tarihgilerinin anlati kaliplarinin arkasinda genellikle gercek bir tarihi olay bulunur; yazar, gercegi
antik bir siislemeyle aktarir ama onu ¢arpitmaz. Ayni durum, Priskos’la ilgili olay i¢in de gecerlidir;
bunun kaniti, hikdyenin dogu varyantinin somut tarihi bir temele sahip olmasidir. Belaziiri, hikayeyi
I. Hiisrev ile Tiirk hiikiimdarinin kiz1 arasindaki evlilikle iliskilendirir ve bu evlilik yaklasik olarak
560°ta gergeklesmis tarihi bir olaydir. Iki halk arasinda yapilan hanedan evlilikleri genellikle nadir
degildir; bunu Movses Kagankatvatsi’nin de dogruladigina deginilmisti. Bat1 Tiirkleri ve Hazarlar
630 yila degin tek bir kaganlik catis1 altindaydi; bati kesimi Hazarlar tarafindan yonetiliyor ve
Persler de bu kaganlig1 Hazarlar araciligiyla tantyordu. 630°dan sonra iki halk ayrildi, ancak islam
tarih yazimi hala her ikisini de Tiirk olarak anmaya devam etmistir. Ote yandan I. Fir(z ve halefleri
de Eftalitlerle ¢esitli hanedan evlilikleri yapmislardi; bu da . FirGiz’un evliligine dair hikdyenin daha
sonra I. Hiisrev’in evliligine nasil uyarlandigini agikga gosterir. Dolayisiyla, anlati kalibi, yazarin
yaygin bir hikaye motifini bagka bir olay ve basgka kisiler i¢in uyarlamasiyla ortaya ¢ikmigtir (Robert,
1958, s. 75-76).>* Belaziiri’nin bu dykiiye yer vermesinin nedeni olarak Yunan kiiltiiriine ve tarihine
asina olmasi gosterilebilir. Yazarin Fiitithu’l-biildan adli eserinde bunlarin izlerine rastlamak
miimkiindiir. Belaziiri’nin bu eserinde kiiltiirel ve toplumsal tarihe iliskin 6nemli degerlendirmeler
tarihsel anlatiya serpistirilmistir. Ornegin Belaziiri devlet dairelerinde resmi dilin Yunanca ve
Farsgadan Arapcaya doniisiimiinii, Misir’dan gonderilen mektuplarin basina Miisliiman dini
ifadelerin yazilmasi nedeniyle Bizans’la yasanan anlagsmazligi, vergilendirmeyle ilgili meseleleri,
miihiir yiiziiklerin kullanimini, para sistemiyle ilgili konular1 ve Arap yazisinin tarihini ele alir
(Rosenthal, 1986, s. 972). Bu durumda Marquart’in Hazar ~ Tetal adinin kullanimiyla ilgili Mes‘tadi
ile Belaziiri’nin eserindeki anlatilar1 Sebeos’un metniyle degerlendirerek ileriye siirdiigii goriisiin
kabul edilemeyecegi asikardir.

Sebeos’un eserindeki Tetal admin bir sonraki kullanimi, Marquart’m goriislerinin
tutarsizligina farkli bir agidan kanit teskil etmektedir. Sebeos, Sasani Krali I1I. Yezdicerd’in (632-
651) oliimiine hasrettigi boliimde Tetal adina tekrar yer verir. Ermenice metne gore I1I. Yezdicerd’in
saltanatinin yirminci yilinda, Pers ve Huzistan bdlgelerinde bulunan Arap ordulari Pahlav adiyla
anilan Part {ilkesine, Pers Krali III. Yezdicerd’e kars1 doguya dogru hareket etmistir. IIl. Yezdicerd
onlarin 6niinden kagsa da, Kusan siirlarina yakin bir yerde Araplar onun askerlerini 6ldiirmiiglerdir.
Bunun iizerine Pers krali, o bolgelerden kendisine yardim i¢in gelen Tetal askerlerine sigimnmistir (61
thwpunigbiu wmbljur b quiipu (Fhwnwpug, np thd b §nniwbgh thtu idw juqbwjuiniphih)
(Sebeos, 1979, s. 16335-1641). Ardindan Tetal askerleri, kralligim1 yirmi yil boyunca ydneten III.

24 Priskos, Eftalitler ile Sasaniler arasindaki iliskilerin bozulmasini, her ne kadar 1. Firliz’un Kounchas’a kiz kardesi yerine
farkli bir kadin gondermek suretiyle hile yaptigina baglasa da, diger kaynaklar bu konuda daha farkli neden gosterir.
Ornegin Ermeni tarihgi Gazar Parpetsi, 1. Firiz’un liimiiniin ardindan Sasani komutan1 Hazaravuht'un Pers krali igin
soylediklerine yer verir. Hazaravuht’a gore 1. Firiz’un Eftalitlerle arasinin bozulmasina, onun keyfi davraniglari ve
dikbaslilig1 sebebiyet vermistir (Gazar Parpetsi, 1904, s. 15720:30). Agathias’in kronigindeki ifadeler de Parpetsi’nin
kayitlariyla ortiisiir. Agathias bu konuda sunlari séylemektedir: “Peroz son derece atilgan ve savas¢i biriydi; biiyiik tutkular
tagimasina ragmen sagduyusu zayifti ve cesareti cogu zaman ihtiyatini golgede birakiyordu. Bu nedenle Eftalitlere karst
diizenledigi bir seferde, diismanlarimin giiciinden ¢ok kendi tedbirsizliginin kurbani olarak hayatini kaybetti. Diisman
topraklarinda pusuya diismemek icin gerekli onlemleri alip kesif yaptirmasi gerekirken, diimdiiz ova boyunca uzanan
ustaca gizlenmis ¢ukur ve hendeklerle hazirlanmis bir tuzaga diistii ve saltanatimin yirmi dérdiincii yilinda ordusuyla
birlikte can verdi” (Agathias, 1975, s. 130).
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Yezdicerd’i dldiirmiislerdir (hul] quuipugh (¢Ftwmwuug Juytivy g8wqitipn uwwithl, np Guuue
gruquinpniphLbl wniu b) (Sebeos, 1979, s. 1644.5). Sebeos’un cografi tasvirlerinden goriilecegi
iizere Kusan topraklar1 bu anlatida yine Iran’in dogusunda gosterilmistir. Benzer sekilde III.
Yezdicerd’e yardimci olmaya gelen Tetal askerlerinin de aymi istikametten hareket ettikleri ifade
edilmektedir. Bu veriler, hi¢ kuskusuz Istemi Yabgu ile 1. Hiisrev An{sirvan déneminde, Bati
Tiirkleri ile Sasaniler arasinda yapilan ittifak sonucunda her iki tarafin topraklarinin sinir teskil
etmesiyle uyumludur. Dolayisiyla burada Tetal olarak anilan birlikler, Amu Derya’nin 6tesinden
Kusan topraklarina gelen Bat1 Tiirkleridir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 201). Sebeos’un Tetal adiyla baglantili
olarak Pers-Arap iligkilerini tasvir eden anlatist son derece dogrudur. Zira 636’da Kadisiye
Savasi’nda Riistem komutasindaki Sasani ordusu maglup olmus ve baskent Ktesiphon diismiistii;
Miisliiman Araplar sehre herhangi bir direnisle karsilasmadan girmislerdi, soylular ve saray
mensuplar1 ise Iran’in iclerine dogru kagmisti. Halife Omer’in (634-644) ydnetiminde 642°de
Huzistan, ayn1 y1l Nihavend Savasi’yla Media ele gecirilmisti. Bu durum Iran’in kalbini ciddi bir
direnis olmaksizin iggale agik hale getirmisti. Sasani ordusu Araplara karsi biiyiik bir kuvvet
toplayamazdi, ¢linkii askerlerin ¢ogu Bizans’la yapilan uzun savaslarda 6lmiis ya da i¢ karigikliklar
nedeniyle seferber edilemez durumdaydi. Bu nedenle I1I. Yezdicerd Persis’e kagmisti; Araplar buray1
da 650 yilinda ele gegirince doguya siginmak zorunda kalmist1 (Daryaee, 2009, s. 37; Chavannes,
1903, s. 256-257). Dineveri’nin, Sebeos’un anlatisini tamamlayici bir mahiyet tasiyan ifadeleri bu
baglamda son derece 6nemlidir. Dineverd, I1I. Yezdicerd’in kagigini ve 6liimiinii s6yle anlatmaktadir:

“Sonra, Istahr halki isyan etti. Hiikiimdar Yezdecerd, Iranlilardan bir toplulukla
onlara onciiliik etti. Osméan b. Ebi’l-As ve Abdullah b. Amir bu bolgenin iizerine
yiiriidiiler. Zafer Misliimanlarin oldu. Yezdecerd, Horasan’a dogru kacti. Merv’e geldi.
Adi ‘Mahiiyeh’ olan sehrin valisinden mal istedi. MahGyeh, Tirklerin hiikiimdart
Hakan’in damadiydi. Yezdecerd, baskisini arttirinca vali bunu Hékéan’a bildirdi. Hakan
askerleriyle birlikte yola ¢ikti. Amiye tarafindaki nehri gecti, ardindan ¢6lii de asarak
Merv’e geldi. Mahtiyeh, kendisine sehrin kapilarini acti. Yezdecerd ise yayan bir sekilde
tek bagina kagmist1. iki fersah yiiriimiis sonunda seher vakti, icerisinde yanan bir lamba
bulunan bir degirmene ulagsmigti. Oraya girdi ve degirmenciye: ‘Bir gece beni yaninda
sakla,” dedi. Degirmenci ise ‘Degirmenin sahibine vermem i¢in bana dort dithem ver,’
diyerek ondan para istedi. Bunun {izerine Yezdecerd kilicini ve kemerini vererek, ‘Bunlar
senin olsun,” dedi. Degirmenci, yatmasi i¢in elbisesini serdi. Yezdecerd, ¢ok yoruldugu
igin hemen uyuyakaldi. Iyice derin uykuya dalinca, degirmenci kalkti ve degirmenin
kazmastyla onu 6ldiirdii. Uzerindeki 6zel esyalarin1 alip onu nehre att1” (Dineveri, 2017,
s. 202).

Dineveri’nin tasvirlerinden, Sebeos’un Tetal/ adlandirmasiyla Amu Derya otesinden gelen
Bat1 Tiirklerini kastettigi gayet aciktir. Ancak bu olaylara iliskin bilgiler veren islam kaynaklarindaki
anlatilar farklidir. Taberi, III. Yezdicerd’in dliimiiyle ilgili olarak Tiirklere deginmemektedir (al-
Tabar1, 1999, s. 409-410). Belaziiri ise III. Yezdicerd’in Merv sinirlarina ulastiginda, bu bolgenin
merzubam Maheveyh (Dineveri’de Mahiiyeh) tarafindan saygiyla karsilandigini1 ve Toharistan’daki
Tiirklerin  yOneticilerinden biri olan Nizek Tarhan’in onunla bulugmak iizere geldigini
kaydetmektedir. Ancak Nizek Tarhan, III. Yezdicerd’in kizini isteyince Pers krali tarafindan hakir
goriilerek agagilanmig ve Maheveyh’in tahriki sonucunda emrindeki Tirklerle birlikte el-Ciinabiz’e
hareket etmistir. Burada Nizek Tarhan tarafindan piiskiirtiilen III. Yezdicerd, Merv’e sigimmak
zorunda kalmis ve el-Mirgab adli irmagimn kiyisinda bulunan bir degirmencinin evinde 6ldiiriilmiistiir
(al-Baladhuri, 2002, s. 491-492).>5 Hamza el-isfahani’nin Tdrihu sini miiliki’l-arz ve l-enbiyd’ adl

2 1II. Yezdicerd, daha 638 yilinda Cin imparatorundan yardim istemisti. Nigapur’dan T0s’a gegti, ancak kanarang (vali)
ona siginma hakki vermek istemeyerek zengin hediyeler sunup kalenin tiim adamlarini ve techizatin1 barindiracak kadar
genis olmadigini belirtmisti. Her yerde reddedilen III. Yezdicerd, son siginak olarak Merv’e yonelmisti (Christensen, 1936,
s. 501).
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eserinde ise “Eftalitlerin hiikiimdar: Yezdicerd’le savagmaya karar verdi; boylece Mdahiiye yi onunla
savasmak icin kigkirttr” ifadeleri yer almaktadir (Hamza el-isfahani, 1844, s. 63). Isfahani’nin,
Dineveri ve Belaziiri’nin zikrettigi Tiirk adindan farkl olarak *el-Heydtile (bl yani Eftalit adini
kullandig1 goériiliiyor. Ancak onun ifadelerinin hem cografi hem de siyasi olaylar baglaminda
belirsizlik icerdigi anlasiliyor. Zira Sebeos ve Dineveri’nin anlatilari, daha agiklayici ve giivenilir bir
mabhiyet tasiyor. Her iki yazarin kronigindeki Tetal veya Tiirklerin Amu Derya’nin Gtesinden
geldigine yonelik ifadeler tarihsel olgularin yani sira cografi bakimdan da kosutluk arz ediyor. Ayrica
Arap ve Fars tarihcilerinin Arap isgali sirasinda Horasan’da yasayan ¢esitli halklar1 birbirinden
ayirmadiklar ve hepsini Tiirk olarak zikrettikleri dogru olmasina karsin, Eftalit adin1 nadiren de olsa
kullandiklar1 biliniyor (Ghirshman, 1948, s. 98). Su halde Isfahani’nin, adm cifte kullanimryla ilgili
gelenegi benimseyerek 77irk ad1 yerine Eftalit adini kullandig1 s6ylenebilir. Sebeos’un bu baglamda
Tetal ile Eftal adim birbirinden ayirmasi ve diger kaynaklarin da olaylarin gelisim seyrine uygun bir
bigimde Tiirk adim kullanmast, Isfahani’nin Eftalit kaydinin giivenilirligini zayif hale getiriyor. Zira
Nizek Tarhan’in 671/672°de Rebi‘ b. Ziyad tarafindan bastirilan isyanda Belh’te bulundugu ve yine
emrinde Tiirklerin oldugu goriilityor (Markwart, 1938, s. 42; Ghirshman, 1948, s. 99). Nitekim Nizek
Tarhan’mn Toharistan yabgusuna bagli olmasi da (Christensen, 1936, s. 501), III. Yezdicerd’e karsi
harekete gecenlerin Bat1 Tiirkleri oldugunu gosteriyor. Bununla beraber Cin yilliklarina gore III.
Yezdicerd’in 6liimiinden sonra oglu III. Firdz un (61. 679) Toharistan bolgesindeki Tiirk topluluklar
arasina siginip babasinin tahtinda hak iddia etmesi son derecede Onemlidir. Zira bu veriler, o
donemde Toharistan’in Bat1 Tiirklerinin denetimi altinda oldugunu gosterir. 7°ang-shu’ya gore 111.
Firfiz, Cin Imparatoru Kao-tsung’dan (649-683) yardim istemis, ancak imparator ona istedigi destegi
vermemistir. Toharistan hiikiimdar1 ise bu konuda daha istekli davranmis ve Araplarin bolgedeki
denetimlerinin gegici olarak gevsedigi bir donemi degerlendirerek I11. Firiz’u kendi topraklarina geri
getirmistir. 661 yilinda Cin, 658’de Bat1 Tiirkleri iizerindeki zaferlerinden sonra himayesi altina
aldig1 bat1 bolgelerini idari olarak diizenlemis ve Pers yonetiminin bagina III. Firiz’u getirmistir; bu
yonetimin merkezi Tsi-ling sehri olarak belirlenmistir. Aslinda Cin burada yalnizca halihazirda
gerceklesmis bir durumu onaylamis ve Tsi-ling’de yasayan IIl. FirGz’a resmi bir taninirlik
saglamistir. Tsi-ling’in tam olarak nerede oldugu bilinmemektedir; III. FirGz hicbir zaman gercek
Pers topraklarma girememistir. Toharistan hiikiimdari, III. Firliz’un eski konumunu yeniden
saglamigsa, bunu yalnizca Pers etkisi altindaki dogu bolgelerinden birine yerlestirerek yapmistir. Bu
nedenle Tsi-ling’in Sicistan’in, yani Sasani donemindeki Sistan’in merkezi Zereng (Zerenc) oldugu
disiiniilmektedir (Chavannes, 1903, s. 257).

Sebeos’un Tetal adiyla ilgili bir sonraki kaydi, eserinin 51. boliimiinde ge¢mektedir.
“Medlerin Ismailogullarina karsi ayaklanmasi. Ismailogullarinin Cor Gegidi tarafinda giiclerinin
kirilmast ve sag kalanlarin Kafkas'in sarp daglarina kagisi”*° bashigini tasiyan bu boliimde Arap
ordularinin Derbend istikametindeki ilerleyisi anlatilir. S6z konusu bdliimde Tetallerin yani
muhtemelen Bati Tiirklerinin, Araplar ile Hazarlar arasinda Derbend civarinda gerceklesen ilk
carpismalarindaki rolii iizerinde durulur. Sebeos olaylarin kesin tarihini vermese de, onceki
boliimlerde belirtilen kronolojiye dayanarak bu olaylarin 652 yili civar1 ve sonraki yillara
tarihlenmesi gerekir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 202). Zira Araplarin hatir1 sayilir bir basar1 elde
edememelerine karsin, 642 ile 652 yillar1 arasinda Armenia ve Azerbaycan bolgelerindeki
meselelerini yoluna koymakla yeterince mesgul olduklari biliniyor (Dunlop, 1954, s. 54).
Muhtemelen Araplar, bu iki bolgedeki etkinliklerinden sonra Derbend’e dogru hareket etmislerdir.
Nitekim Sebeos’a gore kalabalik Arap ordulart Med Daglari’nin sarp bdlgelerini gecemeyince
kuzeye, Hazar Kapilar1 civarindaki halka dogru yonelmislerdir. Ardindan Cor gegidini asip yagma
girisiminde bulunmuglardir. O sirada Hun Kapisi olarak adlandirilan yerden kiigiik bir ordu ¢ikip

26 “Yupuunudpni phil Uwpug jhuduytjuging: Rinidh quupmptwd budwyijuging juyiynju Snpuy Mwhwlhb
thwhuniuwn Whwgbkngh plin ndniwpu (tphtth Unyuunt” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 17216.15).
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iizerlerine gelmistir. Oranin muhafizlar1 olan bu ordu, Araplar1 bozguna ugratmistir (Sebeos, 1979,
s. 17234-1739). Bu esnada Tetallerin bolgesinden baska bir ordu gelmistir. iki taraf da biiyiik bir
siddetle savasmis ve Arap ordusu 7etallerin ordusu karsisinda bozguna ugramistir (64t wy] quun h
Unniwbgh (Fhnmuqug, b punputightt qdhdtwbu quupnipbiudp vwumhpl, b h wyupunniphih
dwnbiiigun quupb budwytih winweh quupugh (Fhnwug). Savas sirasinda kilig ve mizraklarla
yapilan saldirilar agir kayiplara yol agmistir. Hayatta kalanlar kagmay1 bagaramamis ¢iinkii arkadan
baska bir Arap birligi gelmistir. Onlara kars1 Kaftkas’in biiyilik ve sarp daglarinda savas yapilmistir.
Daglik arazide hayatta kalan cok az kisi kagcmay1 basarmistir; cogu a¢ ve ¢iplak, yarali ve
savasamayacak bir hale gelmistir. Sag kalanlar Ktesiphon’a ulagmis ve kendi yerlesim bolgelerine
donmiistiir (Sebeos, 1979, s. 1731¢-17).

Bu anlatidaki Tetal sorununun ¢oziimii bakimindan, Sebeos’un yaptig1 cografi tasvirler
iizerinde durmak gerekir. Ermeni yazarin bu baglamda Hun Kapis1 olarak zikrettigi bolge dikkat
cekicidir. Bu ad Ermeni kaynaklarinda sikca ge¢mektedir. Ornegin Sirakatsi, Don ile Volga
arasindaki Asya Sarmatlarindan bahsederken, Kafkas Hunlarinin topraklarini da tarif eder.
Sirakatsi’ye gore Derbend’den, yani Massaget topraklarinin kuzeyinden itibaren, deniz kiyisinda
Hunlarin iilkesi vardir ve Kafkaslar tarafinda Hunlarin baskenti Varagan olarak belirtilir. Burada Hun
admin genel bir kullammindan s6z etmek giictiir. Zira Sirakatsi, Sarmatia ve Iskitia’da ¢ok sayida
gocebe halktan bahseder; ancak Hun adini bagka higbir durumda kullanmaz. Ona gére Hun adi
yalnizca giliniimiiz Dagistan’na karsilik gelen deniz kiyisi diizliiklerinde yasayan Hunlar1 tanimlar
(Yeremyan, 1963, s. 1037.12; Czeglédy, 1955, s. 125). Sirakatsi’nin kullandig: terimlerin ve bunlarin
ortaya koydugu cograf tasvirin, Gevond’un eserinde de yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Kafkas Hunlari
Gevond’un eserinde de Hun (gogul: Honk) adiyla anilir ve Derbend’in kuzeyinde yasarlar. Gevond,
baska hicbir halki Hun adiyla zikretmez. Hunlar, Gevond’a gére 8. yiizyilda gerceklesen Arap-Hazar
savaslar1 sirasinda ortaya cikar; Ornegin Mesleme b. ‘Abdiilmelik’in 716 yilindaki seferinin
anlatisinda, Araplar Derbend’de Hun topraklarina girerek kuzeyde Targu’ya (modern Tarki ~ Tarku
Mabhagckale civarinda, Hazar Denizi kiyisinda) kadar ilerlemislerdir ve Targu halki Hazar kaganindan
yardim istemistir. Bu cografi durum, Araplar ile Hazarlar arasinda Halife Hisam (724-743)
doneminde gerceklesen savaglarda da degismemistir. Hazarlar giiney seferlerinde Hun
topraklarindan gegerek Derbend’e ulagmis, oradan Massaget topraklarindan Pers Armenia’sina
gitmiglerdir; Araplar ise ters yonden, Massaget topraklarindan Derbend’e ulasmis, buradan
Hazarlarin glineyinde yer alan Hun iilkesine yonelmislerdir. Bu donemde Hun topraklart kuzeyde
hala Targu’yu kapsiyor, batida ise daglara kadar uzaniyordu (Gevond, 1887, s. 41.i5; Czeglédy,
1955, s. 125-126). Bu veriler, Sebeos’un eserinde yardima gelen Tetal ordusunun kuzeyden hareket
ettigini dogrulamaktadir. Zira onun anlatisina gdre Araplar, Cor gec¢idini astiktan sonra Hun
Kapisi’ndan gelen birlikle kargilagsmistir. Tam bu esnada Tetal birliklerinin Araplarla savasmak izere
gelmeleri, onlarin kuzeyden hareket ettiklerini kanitlamaktadir. Dolayisiyla Sebeos’un Tetal adiyla
Bat1 Tiirklerini kastettigi dogrudur. Bu yorumu Kagankatvatsi’nin anlatilar1 da desteklemektedir.
Kagankatvatsi’nin eserinde yer alan Cavansir’in (636-669) methiyesine gore, Herakleios’un
baglasiklar1 olan Bati Tiirklerine atfen istilacilar ifadesi kullanilmakta ve onlarin Pers savagindan
kirk kiisur y1l sonra kimliklerini kaybettikleri anlagilmaktadir (Zuckerman, 2007, s. 412). Gergekten
de 7. yiizyilin {igiincii ¢eyreginde Alban iilkesinin bat1 sinir1 Iberia’ya, kuzey smir1 Derbend’e, giiney
sinir1 ise Aras nehrine dayaniyordu; bu dénemde tilkenin hiikiimdar1 Cavangir’di. Cavansir, Perslerin
Araplara karg1 yiriittiigii miicadeleye katilmisti, ancak Sasani direnisinin artik siirdiiriilemez hale
geldigini anlayinca iilkesine donmiis ve Partav’daki Pers garnizonunu ortadan kaldirarak kisa siireli
bir bagimsizlik kazanmist1 (Artamonov, 1962, s. 181). Dolayisiyla Sebeos’un anlatisinin bu verilerle
uyumlu oldugu ve 7. ylizyilin ortalarinda Hazar cografyasinda Bati Tiirklerinin egemenliginin
stirdligli goriiliiyor.

Islam kaynaklari, Sebeos’un anlatilartyla kismen kosut veriler icermektedir. Taberi’nin
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eserinde, el-Bab’in (Derbend) Araplarin eline ge¢mesiyle ilgili olarak celiskili iki rivayet yer
almaktadir. Taberi, Seyf’ten aktardig: birinci rivayete gore el-Bab’in diismesini Hicri 22 (642/643)
yilina tarihlendirmektedir (al-Tabar1, 1994, s. 34-43). Belencer’e diizenlenen bu seferin tarihi, her ne
kadar ayrintili bir bicimde tasvir edilse de giivenilir olmaktan uzaktir (Golden, 1980, s. 59). Araplarin
7. yuzyilm 40’ yillarinda Azerbaycan’a gelmis ve o sirada Derbend’e ulagmis olsalar bile
komutanlarindan Selman b. Rebia ya da ‘Abdurrahman b. Rebia’nin Sliimiiyle iliskilendirilen
basarisiz Belencer seferinin Hazarlar1 hedef alan ilk girisimleri oldugu daha miimkiindiir. Anlasildig:
kadariyla Halife Osman’in (644-656) iivey kardesi Velid 644 yilinda Azerbaycan ve Armenia’ya bir
akin diizenlemis ve onun oncii birliklerine Derbend’e kadar ilerlemeyi bagaran Selman b. Rebia
komuta etmistir. Ancak Selman kisa siire sonra Bizans’a kars1 savasan Habib b. Mesleme’ye yardim
etmek {izere gonderilmistir. Biiyiik olasilikla Derbend’de ‘Abdurrahman kalmis, Selman da bir siire
sonra ona katilmistir. Derbend’de kaldiklar1 yillar boyunca iki kardesin ¢evredeki yerel kabilelerle
birkag kez ¢arpigsmis olmalar1 miimkiindiir fakat mutlak anlamda bir fetihten s6z etmek imkansizdir.
Diger yandan Belencer’e girme tesebbiisleri sirasinda kardeslerden birinin hayatin1 kaybetmesi,
Hazarlarin Araplar1 6liimsiiz sandigini anlatan birgok efsanenin ortaya ¢ikmasina yol a¢mistir
(Artamonov, 1962, s. 177; Novoseltsev, 1990, s. 174).

Taberi’nin ikinci rivayeti ise Hicrl 32 (652/653) yilina ait olup Sebeos’un anlatilariyla daha
uyumludur. Taberi’ye gore ‘Abdurrahman b. Rebia, Halife Osman’in emirleri disinda hareket ederek
el-Bab’a saldirmistir. Belencer’e ulasan Arap ordusu sehri manciniklarla kusatma altina almaistir.
Ancak bu sirada Tiirkler Belencer halkina yardim i¢in gelerek Arap ordusuna karsi savasmaya
baslamigtir. Tiirklerin destegi sayesinde Arap ordusu bozguna ugramis ve ‘Abdurrahmén bu savasta
oldiiriilmiistiir (al-Tabari, 1990, s. 95-96; Dunlop, 1954, s. 55-56; Novoseltsev, 1990, s. 174-175).7
Taberl, goriildiigii izere savasa iliskin tasvirlerinde Hazarlar ve Tiirkleri birbirinden ayirir. Arap
tarih¢inin bu anlamda Belencer’deki yardimer kuvvetleri Tiirk olarak anmasi, Sebeos’un eserinde
Cor gecidinin agsan Arap ordularina dogru savasmak iizere gelen Tetal ordusunu hatirlatmaktadir.
Her iki yazarin anlatisina gére Arap ordulari bozguna ugramistir. Ayrica her iki yazarin anlatisi
kismen de olsa birbiriyle uyumludur. Benzer sekilde Ibnii’1-Esir’in “Tiirkler Hazarlarla bir araya
gelip Miisliimanlara karst bir cephe teskil etmis ve onlarla siddetli bir savasa girismiglerdi”
ifadeleriyle Tiirkler ile Hazarlar1 ayirdig1 goriilmektedir (Ibnii’1-Esir, 1991, s. 136).%® Bu durumda
Taberi ile ibnii’l-Esir’de Tiirk, Sebeos’ta ise Tetal olarak amlanlarmn Bati Tiirkleri oldugunu
sOylemek miimkiindiir. Mes‘tdi’nin bu déneme dair Belencer sehriyle ilgili kayitlar1 son derece
onemlidir. Mes“0di’nin bu konuyla ilgili ifadeleri séyledir: “Hazar nehri, Hazar yurdunun bugiinkii
baskenti olan Itil sehrinden gecer ki Hazarlarin daha onceki baskenti Belencer sehriydi. Burtds

27 {slam kaynaklar1 arasinda Arap ordularina komuta eden ve bu savasta 6len kisi hakkinda ihtilaf vardir. Taberi, bu kisinin
‘Abdurrahman b. Rebia oldugunu sdylerken, Belaziiri Belencer’de Selmén b. Rebia’nin sehit diistligiinii ifade eder (al-
Baladhuri, 2002, s. 415). Benzer sekilde Ibn A‘sem ile Ya‘ki{ibi de Belaziiri’yle aym rivayeti aktarir (Ibn A‘sem, 2020, s.
374; Ya‘qubi, 2018(b), s. 807).

28 Derbend-ndme’de bu olaylar genis bir sekilde yanki bulmustur. Ancak olayin gergeklestigi yil, Taberi’nin isaret ettigi
Hicri 32°ye degil, hatal olarak Hicri 41°e tarihlendirilmistir. Derbend-ndme’ye gore Beni Umeyye’nin ilk halifesinin yani
Halife Osman’in déneminde, Hazarlarin Derbend’i ele gecirerek Azerbaycan’a girdikleri haberi geldi. Dénemin halifesi,
Ibrahim ve Selman el-Bahili’yi 4 bin cesur ve tecriibeli askerle birlikte Derbend’e gitmekle gérevlendirdi. Adi gegen
komutanlar sefer sancagini kaldirarak Derbend’e dogru yola ¢iktilar. Azerbaycan sinirlarina ulasir ulagmaz, yollart
iizerindeki tiim halka kili¢ zoruyla Islam’1 kabul ettirdiler. En sonunda Derbend’e vardilar. Bu sehirdeki kaleyi tutan
Hazarlar, Islam ordusunun yaklastigin1 dgrenince kaleyi terk ederek bugiin Kiyekend adiyla bilinen Humri kalesine
¢ekildiler. Bu esnada, Cin Kagan1 da bagka bir yonden 100 bin kisilik ordusuyla Derbend’de bulunan Miisliiman
askerlerinin tlizerine yiiriidii (Derbend-nameh, 1851, s. 39-40). Bu anlatida iki husus dikkat ¢ekicidir. Birincisi Arap
ordularinm komutan1 Selmén b. Rebia olarak gosterilmistir. Ikincisi ise Hazarlara yardima gelenler, “Cin Kagam” ve
maiyetindeki askerler olarak anilmistir. Daha 6nce Cenastan Cepeth adinin kullanimina yénelik 6rnekten de hatirlanacagi
lizere Islam kaynaklarinin Bat1 Tiirk kaganim, Cin kagani/hakani olarak da zikrettikleri ifade edilmisti. Dolayistyla
Derbend-ndme’deki “Cin Kagan1” ifadesi, bu anlamda Bati Tiirk kaganini niteleyen giizel bir 6rnek olarak
degerlendirilebilir.
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nehri, Hazar’a dokiiliir. Burtas, Harezm topraklart ile Hazar yurdu arasinda [kalan] kalabalik bir
Tiirk toplulugudur fakat Hazarlara bagh sayilwlardr” (al-Masidi, 1894, s. 62is5.13). Mes“0di’nin
ifadelerinde dikkat ¢eken nokta, Hazarlarin Itil’den yani Volga’dan énceki baskentlerinin Belencer
sehri oldugudur. Mes‘tdi burada, Hazar Kaganligi’nin heniiz ortaya ¢ikmadigi daha erken bir
doneme isaret etmektedir. Bu veriler, kuskusuz Hazarlarin Bati1 Tirklerine tabi oldugu dénemle
iligkilidir. Zira Bat1 Tiirklerinin tarihi, neredeyse esit iki doneme ayrilir; 6. ylizyilin ortalarindan 7.
ylizyilin ortalarina degin bagimsizdirlar; 7. ylizyilin ortalarindan 8. yiizyilin ortalarina kadar Cinliler,
Tibetliler, Araplar ve ¢esitli Tiirk kokenli halklarla miicadele i¢cindedirler. Bununla beraber Asya
tarihinin genel hatlar1 géz oniine alinirsa, Bat1 Tiirklerinin oynadig1 roliin son derece énemli oldugu
goriliir. Bozkirin bu giiclii savascilari, askeri basarilar1 sayesinde onemli bir etki yaratmislardir.
Yaklasik bir ylizy1l boyunca doguda Altay’dan batida Volga’ya, kuzeyde Tarbagatay’dan giineyde
Indus’a degin dagilmis olan boylar1 kendi yetkeleri altinda toplamislardir. Bu sayede daha énce
yalnizca kargasa ve yagmalarin hiikiim siirdiigi mezkar bolgelerde belli 6l¢iide diizen ve barig
saglanmistir (Chavannes, 1903, s. 299-300). Dolayistyla Mes“tdi’nin ifadelerinden, 7. ylizyilin
ortalarinda Volga civarinda Bati Tiirklerinin hakimiyetinin devam ettigi ve bu donemde onlara tabi
olan Hazarlarin merkezinin Belencer sehri oldugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu yorum ayni zamanda
Sebeos’un kronigindeki anlatilarin déneme iligkin bilgiler veren kaynaklarla uyumlu olmakla birlikle
giivenilir bir mahiyet tasidigin1 gostermektedir. Su halde, kroniklerdeki anlatilar bir biitiin olarak
degerlendirildiginde Hazarlarin ii¢ ana gruptan meydana geldigi sdylenebilir: Birinci grup, Sabir
kokenli gercek Hazarlar olup baskentleri Kuma nehrinin giineyinde yer alan Belencer sehriydi. Ikinci
grup ise Hazarlarin giineyinde ve Derbend’in kuzeyinde, Hazar Denizi kiyisinda yasayan Kafkas
Hunlariydi. Arap kaynaklarinda bu grubun hiikiimdar1 Sdhibu Belencer olarak aniliyordu. Ugiincii
grup ise gergek Hazarlar lizerinde hakimiyet kuran Bati Tiirkleriydi. Onlarin baskentleri Bat1 Tiirk
kaganinin ordugdhi olan Volga’ydi. Dogal olarak “Hazarlarin Hiikiimdar1” ifadesi, sadece
Volga’daki Bati1 Tiirk kaganina karsilik geliyordu. 766 civarinda, Bat1 Tiirk Kaganligi’nin ¢okiisiiniin
ardindan Tirklerin Hazar iilkesi lizerindeki hakimiyeti sona ermisti (Golden, 1980, s. 53).

Burada ortaya ¢ikan soru, Bati1 Tiirklerinin yani Tetal ordusunun Belencer’deki Hazarlar1
desteklemek iizere nereden geldigidir. Bu agidan en 6nemli bilgi, ilgili Arap kaynaklarmin verdigi
detaydir. Derbend-name’nin de isaret ettigi ilizere yardimei birlikleri bizzat kagan yonetiyordu.
Araplarin Hazarlarla miicadelesini anlatan Arap kaynaklarindan, Hazarlarla akraba olan Bat1 Tiirk
kaganinin baskentinin itil nehri {izerinde bulundugu anlasildigina gére, Bati Tiirklerinin Hazaria’daki
baskentlerinin Arap kaynaklarmin bir kisminda beyaz anlamina gelen el-Beyzd, Ceyhani’de ise
Tiirkgcede sarimsi anlamina gelen Sdrigsin oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir. Bat1 Tiirklerinin,
Hazaria’daki bagkenti muhtemelen 652/653’te ve hatta 627°de de buradaydi. Zira 627°de
Herakleios’a yardim eden Hazaria’daki Bati Tiirk hiikiimdari1 Cebu Hakan’in, daha sonraki donemde
Bat1 Tiirklerinden bagimsiz Hazaria bolgesinde yani Volga’nin batisinda ikamet ettigi, Hazaria’nin
altin ¢agini anlatan Theophanes ve diger kaynaklar tarafindan agik¢a ifade edilir. Bu nedenle Cebu
Hakan, dogrudan Hazarlarin kagani olarak adlandirilmistir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 204).

Sebeos’un eserinde Tetal adinin kullammiyla ilgili son kayit, eserin son bdliimiinde yer
almaktadir. Ermeni yazar burada Araplar arasindaki i¢ savaslarla ilgili olarak Tetal adin1 anmaktadir.
Metnin ilgili pasajinin ¢evirisi sdyledir:

“Artik Tanri, Ismailogullarmnin ordulari arasinda kargasa cikardi ve onlarin
birligi bozuldu. Birbirlerine diistiiler ve dort gruba ayrildilar. Bir grubu Hindistan tarafina
yoneldi; bir grubu Asorestan’1 ve kuzey bolgelerini elinde tutuyordu; bir grubu Misir’da
ve Tetallerin bulundugu yerlerdeydi; bir grubu ise Tacik iilkesinin taraflarinda ve
Askaravn denilen yerdeydi. Birbirleriyle savagmaya bagladilar ve siddetli bir kiyimla
birbirlerini yok ettiler. Misir’da ve Tacik {ilkesinin taraflarinda bulunanlar birleserek
kendi krallarmi o6ldiirdiiler, birgok hazineyi yagmaladilar ve baska bir krali tahta
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¢ikardilar. Ardindan her biri kendi yerlerine gitti.”%

Metnin devaminda bu olanlar1 6grenen Muaviye b. Ebl Siifyan’in (661-680), emrindeki
birliklerle Asorestan’dan yola ¢ikip Tacik iilkesi taraflarina dogru hareket ettigi ve oradaki birliklerle
savasarak tahttaki krali 6ldiikten sonra muzaffer bir sekilde Asorestan’a dondiigii yazilidir. Sebeos
bu gelismelerden sonra Araplar arasindaki savasglarin daha siddetli bir boyuta ulagtigini ve
Muaviye’nin bu anlagmazliklara son verip kral sifatiyla Araplarin lizerinde hakimiyet tesis ettigini
ifade eder (Sebeos, 1979, s. 1767.,1). Ermenice metin, agikca Halife Osman’in Oldiiriilmesiyle
baslayan Araplar arasindaki hilafet sorununa deginmektedir. Sebeos, metinden anlagildigina gore
Halife Ali’nin (656-661) oldiiriilmesinden sonra Muaviye’ nin halifelik makamini ele gegirisini ve
bununla baglantili olarak Suriye ve Misir’daki ayrilik¢r hareketleri kastetmektedir. Ermeni yazarin
bu olaylarla baglantili olarak Tetal adini zikretmesi ilk bakista anlamsiz gibi goriinebilir. Zira Ermeni
yazar, alintilanan pasajdan da agik¢a goriildiigii tizere Tetal adini Amu Derya’nin Gtesini niteleyen
bolge icin kullanmamistir. 7etal topraklarinda ve Misir’daki Araplarin ayni gruba dahil edilmesi
bunu agik bir bigimde kanitlamaktadir. Bu durumda Sebeos’un Tetal adiyla Hazar cografyasinin
denetimini elinde tutan Bati Tiirklerini kastettigi aciktir. Daha 6nce de degindigimiz gibi Halife
Osman doneminde Bati Tiirkleri ile onlarin vasali olan Hazarlarin Derbend’de Araplara karst
baglasik giicler olarak savagmasi bu yorumu desteklemektedir. Ayrica Sebeos’un Tetal topraklari ile
Misir’daki Araplarin ayni gruba mensup oldugu yoniindeki ifadeleri {izerinde durmak gerekir.
Ermeni yazarin, bu yondeki ifadeleri kugskuya yer birakmayacak bir sekilde dogrudur. Bu bakimdan,
Misir fatihi ‘Amr b. As’in askeri etkinliklerine deginmek 6nemlidir. Ali’nin halifeligine en basindan
beri karsi ¢ikan ‘Amr b. As, Cemel Vakasi’ndan sonra Halife Osman’in intikamini almak icin
Muaviye’nin saflarina katilmisti. Muéviye ile Ali arasindaki anlasmazlik ¢6ziime kavusmayinca,
Suriye ordusunun Ali’nin {izerine sevk edilmesinde basat bir rol oynamis ve Siffin Savasi’nda da
Suriye siivari birliklerine komuta etmisti. Ardindan Hakem Vakasi’nda Ali’ye kars1t Muaviye’yi
destekleyerek onun halife olmasinda etkili olmustu. Buna ilave olarak emrindeki askerlerle Misir’a
hareket eden ‘Amr b. As, Ali’nin valisi Muhammed b. Ebd Bekir’i 6ldiirerek Misir valisi sifatint
kazanmis ve bu gorevini dliimiine dek siirdiirmiistii (Wensinck, 1986, s. 451). Bu bilgiler, Sebeos’un
eserindeki kayitlarla birlikte ele alindiginda, Tetallerin yani Bat1 Tiirklerinin hakimiyetindeki Hazar
cografyasindaki Araplar ile Misir’daki Araplarmm Emevi yanlis1 grubu temsil ettiklerini
dogrulamaktadir. Buradan hareketle, Sebeos’un Araplar arasindaki ayrilik¢1 hareketleri dogru bir
bicimde yansittig1 anlasilmaktadir.

Su ana kadar Sebeos’un zikrettigi Tefal adinin, Bat1 Tiirklerine ve birkag istisnai durumda
Eftalitlere karsilik geldigini gordiik. Simdiyse sorulmasi gereken soru, Sebeos’un bu adi nigin
kullandigidir. Ikinci olarak bu ad, Sebeos’a ait dzgiin bir terim midir? Bu sorularin yaniti, Orta Cag
Ermeni edebiyati ve tarihinin kendine 6zgii 6zelliklerinde saklidir. Ermeni yazili edebiyatinin
iiriinleri, genellikle kilise mensubu kisiler tarafindan telif edilmistir. Yazarlarin din adami olmasi
nedeniyle bu eserlerde Hristiyanlikla ilgili ¢ok sayida motif bulunmaktadir. Bu motifler olay
orgiisiine dahil edilmekte ve tarihsel olaylarla iliskilendirilmektedir. Bu baglamda genellikle
herhangi bir atif gosterilmeden Eski Ahit’ten ¢ok sayida alinti yapilmaktadir. Bunun yani sira Orta
Cag Ermeni edebiyatinda ¢eviri faaliyetlerinin de 6nemli bir yer iggal ettigini vurgulamak gerekir.
Tetal adiyla ilgili sorunun ¢oziimii bakimindan, 685’te Ermeniceye c¢evrildigi sdylenen
Hippolytos’un Chronicon ya da Liber Generationis adl1 eseri son derece 6énemlidir. Ermenice ¢eviri,

2 “Unpn’ wnwptiug Wunniwd funnyniphib h dky puiwlugh nppingd hudwylith, b wunwnbgun shwpwiniphih
tngw, b pounttigub pon dhdtwbu, b pudwbtgut h ynpu Ywunciu: Uwud th wyt® np h <onlug Ynndwdkt. dwub
uh wyl’ np nLbhtt qUunpiunwtt bk qynniwibiu hhrupuny. dwual bh wy@® np j6ghwyunu b h Ynniwbu bunwuging.
dwul vh h §nniwbu Swajug b jUujupurbh hnskgtiug mtining: G ujuwb Yenik) ptin hptwpu, L wthnib Ynunnpuony
quhdtiwbu vwnwytht: Upy dhwpwitw) wyd np j6ghywmnu L np h Ynndwbu Swjug uyubht gpugquinpb
hiptiwbg, b wiiwp hwphtt gpuaquiniphil qubdnigh, b wy puquiinp Gunnighti: 61 hiptwbp qiwghtt jhipupwbtiship
wmbtinhu:” (Sebeos, 1979, s. 17532-1766).
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Anonim Yulltk (Qbwbtnib dudwbwljugnniphit) adini tasimaktadir. Ceviriye her ne kadar Anonim
adi verilse de, Yunanca asli kaybolan Hippolytos’un eserinin Latince ¢evirisi Ermenice niishayla
karsilastirilmis ve her iki ¢evirinin biiylik oranda benzerlikler tasidig: tespit edilmistir. Filolojik
arastirmalar bazi farkliliklar olmakla birlikte hem Ermenice hem de Latince niishalarin ayni eserin
Yunanca aslindan ¢evrildiklerini kesin bir gsekilde ortaya koymustur (Matevosyan, 2022, s. 338-339).
Eserin Ermenice gevirisinde, Nuh’un tiglincli oglu Yafes’in ¢ocuklarinin listesi verilir. Bu liste
verilirken Eski Ahit’ten (Yaratilis 10: 2) istifade edildigi anlasilmaktadir. Ermenice metinde Yafes’in
ogullarinin adi zikredilirken, her bir adin karsisina sonradan onlara karsilik gelen halklarin adi
eklenmistir. Bu baglamda Tetal/ adi, halklar listesinde Yafes’in ogullarindan biri olan Tuval’la
(Ermenice: (3npky/*Tobel) eslestirilmis ve *Tetagk®® ((3tinwnp) bigiminde ¢ogul olarak
kaydedilmistir (Ananun Jamanakagrutivn, 1904, s. 510). Ermenice metinde dikkat ¢eken nokta,
Tetagk adinmn Iyonlar, Traklar ve Makedonlar siralamasinda yer almasidir. Bu cografi siralamadan
hareketle, Tetagk adinin Strabon’un eserinde Thessalialilara karsilik gelen *Thettaloi (@gttaiol)
adint hatirlattigimi séylemek miimkiindiir (Strabo, 2001, s. 4i3). Zira Eusebios’un kroniginin
Ermenice ¢evirisinde bu ad Makedonlar ve Thessalialilarla birlikte anilmaktadir. Ermenice metinde
s6z konusu ad, Thessalialilara karsilik gelmekte ve *Tefag ((dtuwn) bigiminde tekil olarak
gecmektedir (Yevsebi Pampileay, 1818, s. 82). Eserini 13. yiizyilda tamamlayan Ermeni kronik
yazar1 Stepannos Orbelyan’in eserinde Tetal/ adinin farkli bir varyant1 géze ¢carpmaktadir. Orbelyan,
Hezekiel’e atif yaparak, kiyametin yaklastigi son giinlerde Gog ve Magog’un Israil diyarma
cikacagini, kuzey kapilarinin agilacagi ve Biiyiik Iskender’in kuzeyin sinirlarinda durdurdugu ve
aralarinda Hun ile Sarmatlarin da yer aldig1 yirmi iki halkin tekrar ortaya c¢ikacagini ifade ettikten
sonra bunlarin adlarin zikretmektedir. Bu halklardan biri Teta/lerdir. Ermeni yazar bu adi ¢ogul ve
farkli bir bi¢cimde *Tetgeatsik ([Fhpntwughp) olarak kaydetmistir. Orbelyan’in bahsettigi kehanete
gore “Onlart goren insanlar korkup kacacak ve daglara, kaya yariklarina ve mezarlara
saklanacaktir. Cok kisi dldiiriilecek ve onlart gémecek kimse olmayacaktir, ¢iinkii kuzeyden ¢ikan bu
halklar hayvanlarin etini yiyecek ve kamni icecektir” (Stepannos Orbelean, 1911, s. 15327-1543).
Orbelyan, bu halklarin Iskender’in insa ettigi kaptyla durduruldugunu séylemektedir. Ermeni yazar,
bu ifadeleriyle agikga Iskender Seddi’ne atif yapmaktadir. Bu kissanin farkli bir varyant;, Kur’an’da
da gecer (el-Kehf: XVIII, 83/82-98). Miifessirler ile modern Batili arastiricilar arasinda genel kabul
goren goriis, “iki boynuzlu” anlamma gelen Ziilkarneyn’in Biiyiik Iskender’le dzdeslestirilmesi
gerektigi yoniindedir; kissa, genellikle Yahudiler oldugu sdylenen soru soranlara bir cevap olarak
sunulur. Ziilkarneyn’in yeryiiziinde gii¢ verilen bir kisi oldugu, en batiya ve en doguya kadar sefer
diizenledigi ve zulme ugrayan insanlarin talebi ilizerine Yeclic ve Mecilc istilalarina karsi demir ve
bakirdan bir duvar ya da set insa ettigi belirtilir. Adin kokeni ve burada tasidigl tam anlam uzun
siiredir tartigtlmaktadir (Watt, 1997, s. 127). Elmalili Muhammed Hamdi, Islam kaynaklarindaki
rivayetleri derleyerek Iskender Seddi’nin nerede bulunduguna dair ¢ikarimlar yapmaktadir. Bu
konuya dair ¢esitli rivayetler bulunur. Zemahseri ve Ebl Suud’a gore seddin insa edildigi yer,
Maveraiinnehir civar1 veya Cin Seddi’ne isaret etmektedir. Kadi Beyzavi ise Kafkas Daglar1 ve
beyne’s-seddeyn yani Demir-kap1 civarini esas alir. Ibn Hald(n ve Eb(’l-Fida gibi tarihgilerin
sOyledigine gore burada I. Hiisrev Antsirvan bir set inga etmistir. Ebi Reyhan’a gore bu mevki, esas
olarak kuzeybat1 yoniinde aranmalidir. Elmalili, Hezekiel kitabina atifla @hirii’l-cirbiyd seklinde
kaydettigi iki biiyiik daga deginir. Cirbiyd adinin Sibirya’y1 animsattigini ileri siirer. Buradan
hareketle Iskender Seddi’nin Ural Daglari ile Behreng Bogazi arasinda veya Ural Daglari ile Kafkas
Daglar arasinda yer alabilecegini sdyler. Buna ilave olarak seddin kuruldugu mevkiler arasina
Tiirkistan’1 da dahil eder (Yazir, 2022, s. 69-70).

30 Ermeni alfabesinde 7 harfi, kimi aragtiricilar tarafindan Latin alfabesinde g’nin yan1 sira [ harfiyle de karsilanmaktadir.
Ozellikle erken dénem arastiricilar bu baglamda / denkligini kabul etmislerdir. Ornegin Gevond yerine Levond, Gazar
yerine Lazar, Agvan yerine Alvan yazimlari gibi. Bu bakimdan Tefagk olarak yazilan sozciik Tetalk seklinde de yazilabilir.
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Bu sorunun ¢oziimii bakimindan Yunan kronik yazarlarinin dayandigi gelenek {izerinde
durmak elzemdir. Bu baglamda Thessalialilarin adi ve tarihsel rolii, uzun siiredir Hellenistik
diinyanin ilgisini ¢ekmistir. Antik Yunan kahramanlik destanlarinda, Pontus Euxinus’un giiney ve
dogu kiyilarina, 6zellikle Pontus bolgesine ve Kolkhis’e sik sik atiflar yapilmaktadir. Yunanlar
Biiyiik iskender’in dogu seferleri sirasinda Kiigiik Asya, iran ve cevresindeki bolgelerin cografi
ozelliklerini yakindan tanima firsati bulmuslardir. Bu siiregte, kahramanlik destanlarinin metinlerde
ileri siirtildiigi lizere Kiiclik Asya ve Kafkasdtesi’yle olan baglantilarina iliskin ¢esitli goriisler ve
yorumlar ortaya ¢cikmistir. Bu yorumlarin cogu, etimolojik temellere dayanmaktadir. Mevcut veriler,
bu goriislerin Kafkasotesi halklart arasinda da yaygin oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu baglamda
Tacitus’un eserindeki ifadeler dikkat ¢ekicidir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 208). Tacitus, bu konuda sunlar1
soylemektedir: “Ciinkii Iberler ve Albanlar, ormanlik ve engebeli bélgelerde yasadiklarindan dolay
zorluklara ve dayanmikliliga daha ¢ok alismistir. Kokenlerinin Thessalialilara dayandigi séylenir. O
stralarda Iason, Medea nin ve ondan dogan ¢ocuklarin ayrilisimin hemen ardindan Aeetes’in bos
kalan sarayina ve 1ssiz Kolkhis e geri donmiistiir.”! Bu anlatilara kosut ifadeler, Strabon’un eserinde
de yer almaktadir. Strabon, Ermenilerin Thessalia kdkeniyle ilgili olarak sunlar1 sdylemektedir:

“lason’un, Thessaliali Armenos’la birlikte Kolkhis iilkesine dogru yaptigi
yolculuk sirasinda oradan ayrilarak Hazar Denizi’ne kadar ilerledigi; yalnizca Iberia ve
Albania’y1 degil, ayni1 zamanda Armenia ve Media’nin birgok bélgesini de ziyaret ettigi
rivayet edilir. Buna hem Iason’a atfedilen kutsal yerler hem de gesitli anitlar taniklik eder.
Yine rivayete gére Armenos, Boebeis G6lii kiyisinda, Pherae ile Larisa arasinda bulunan
Armenion kentinin yerlisiydi. Kendisi ve beraberindekiler Akilisene ile Syspiritis
bolgelerine yerlesmis, iilkeyi Kalakhene’den Adiabene’ye kadar tutmuslardir. Oyle ki,
Armenia adinin da ondan kaldig1 soylenir” (Strabo, 1961, s. 23014-24).

Tacitus ve Strabon’un Kafkas halklarinin kdkenini Thessalia’yla iliskilendirme gelenegini
diger Yunan yazarlarin eserlerinden de gorebiliyoruz. Ornegin Ermenilerin erken tarihine iligkin
bilgiler, MO 300 civarinda Antiokheia’da Seleukos Nikator’un (MO 281-305) sarayinda bulunan
Thessaliali tarihgiler Aleksandros, Pharsaloslu Kyrsilos ve Larissali Medeios tarafindan da kaleme
alimmis olup, bu nedenle 6nemlidir. Bu tarihgilere gore Ermenilerin atasi Armenios’un memleketi,
yani Ermenilerin anayurdu, Thessalia’da Pherae ile Larissa arasinda, Boebeis Golii kiyisinda yer alan
Armenion sehridir. Ermeniler buradan lason ve Argonotlarla birlikte ayrilarak Armenia’ya
yerlesmiglerdir. Dolayisiyla bu halkin eskiden Pelasgiotis bolgesinde, yani Thessalia’daki
Pelasglarin eski yerlesim alaninda yasamis oldugu dusiiniilmektedir. Elbette, bu tiir efsanelerde bir
halkin kokenine iligkin anlatilarin yalnizca adlarin benzerligine dayali uydurmalar oldugu genellikle
kabul edilir; zira bu durum, Yunan mitolojisinde sik¢a gézlemlenen bir olgudur (Markwart, 1928, s.
213). Yunan kaynaklarinin verdigi bu veriler dogrultusunda, Movses Horenatsi’nin Pontus’un giiney
ya da dogu kiyilari i¢in kullandig1 Tetalia adinin, Karadeniz’in giineydogu kiyilarina, hatta Kolkhis
bolgesine isaret ettigi diistiniilebilir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 208). Bu baglamda Horenatsi’nin Tetalia
seklinde andig1 bolgeyi Sebeos’tan farkli olarak Toharistan’a isaret eden “Bahl Sahastan adli Kusan
tilkesi” yerine Armenia’nin batisina yerlestirdigini hatirlamak dnemlidir (Movses Horenatsi, 1913, s.
29,4). Orbelyan’in eserinde Biiyiik Iskender’le ilgili efsanede TetSeatsik seklinde gegen Tetallerin
kuzeyli halklar arasinda gosterilmesi ve Iskender Seddi’nin bulundugu yerle ilgili Islami rivayetler,
bu yorumu yapmayir mimkiin hale getirmektedir. Ancak bunun sadece Horenatsi’nin eseri igin
gecerli oldugunu unutmamak gerekir. Zira Horenatsi, hatirlanacag: iizere Aydinlatict Aziz Grigor
Lusarovig’in kokenini Partlarla iliskilendirmekten uzak durdugu i¢in Tetalia adiyla farkli bir bolgeye
isaret etmisti.

Su halde sorulmasi gereken soru sudur: Tetal adi, tiim bu anlatilanlar dogrultusunda I¢

31 “Nam Hiberi Albanique saltuosos locos incolentes duritiae patientiaeque magis insueuere. Feruntque se Thessalis ortos,
qua tempestate laso post auectam Medeam genitosque ex ea liberos inanem mox regiam Aeetae uacuosque Colchos
repetiuit” (Tacitus, 2017, s. 3626.30).
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Asya’daki Eftalitlerin adiyla hicbir etimolojik baglantis1 olmadig1 halde, Ermeniler tarafindan 6nce
Eftalitlere, sonra da Bat1 Tiirklerine ni¢in uygulanmistir? Bu sorunu agiklamak, Eftal ile Tetal adlar
arasinda fonetik acidan dikkat ¢ekici bir benzerlik bulunmasi sayesinde kolaylasmaktadir. Bu
nedenle burada, Mavrikios ve Agathias’in eserlerinde goriilen * Nephthalitai (NepBaAiton) 6rneginde
oldugu gibi bir ad aktarimi s6z konusudur; bu drnekte agikca, Eski Ahit’teki Ibranice * Naftali ("ons1)
adinin, Yunan Septuaginta’sinda *Nephthaleim (NepBaAeip) olarak gectigi ve bunun Eftalitlere
uygulandig1 anlasilmaktadir (Czeglédy, 1985, s. 208-209). Eski Ahit’te Naftali, Peygamber
Yakup’un Bilha’dan dogan ikinci oglu olarak gegcmekte ve “Benim Savasim” anlamina gelmektedir
(Yaratilig 30: 7). Eski Ahit’e gore Naftali’nin payma diisen topraklar, biiyiik bir kismi Celile
Goli’niin kuzeyinde kalan ve batida Aser ile Zevulun bolgeleriyle sinir teskil eden daglar1 kapsayan
bir bolgedir. Bu topraklarin en giiney noktasi ise Celile Golii’niin giiney ucunda bulunmaktadir (Yesu
19: 32). Eski Ahit’teki cografi veriler, Naftali’nin topraklarinin kuzey yoniinde oldugunu gosteriyor.
Ermeni tarihgiler, muhtemelen bu verilerden hareketle “Kuzey Hiikiimdar1” olarak niteledikleri Bati
Tiirk kaganinin topraklari i¢in Naftali adinin bozulmus bir bi¢imi olan 7etal adin1 kullanmislardir.
Bunu yaparken Yunan kaynaklarinda Thessalialilara karsilik gelen Thettaloi adindan hareket ettikleri
disiiniilebilir. Zira Orbelyan’in kroniginde Tetgeatsik seklinde kaydedilen bu adin, kuzeyli halklar
listesinde yer aldigindan yola ¢ikildiginda boyle bir yorum yapmak miimkiindiir. Dolayisiyla
Marquart’in, Ermeni kaynaklarinda yer alan 7efal adin1 Eftalitlerle veya Hazarlarla eslestirmeye
yonelik kuraminin, filolojik agidan da imkansiz oldugu gériiliiyor. Ermeni kronik yazarlarinin boyle
bir tercihte bulunmasi, hi¢ kuskusuz o donemin tarih yazzminda halklarin adimi arkaiklestirme
gelenegiyle ilgilidir. Zira Ermeni kronik yazarlarinin, ayni gelenege dayanarak cesitli Tiirk halklarini
Iskit, Hun ve Tacik olarak zikretmesi bu yorumu destekliyor. Bu gelenegin sadece Orta Cag Ermeni
tarihgileri tarafindan degil ayn1 zamanda Yunan, Siiryani, Giircii, Latin vb. tarihgileri tarafindan da
benimsendigini ve donemin tarih yaziminin karakteristik bir 6zelligi oldugunu vurgulamak gerekir.
Bu nedenle, donemin s6z konusu kaynaklarini bilimsel arastirmalarda kullanirken, filolojik tahliller
ve mukayese yontemi 6nemi goz ardi edilemeyecek bir husus olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Sonuc¢

Orta Cag Ermeni kroniklerinin erken Hazarlara yonelik anlatilari, Islam kaynaklarindaki
verilerden oldukga farklidir. Bu nedenle erken Hazarlara iliskin yapilan incelemelerde, arastiricilar
kaynak tercihine bagli olarak Hazarlarin tarih sahnesine ¢ikisiyla ilgili farkli donemlere isaret
etmistir. Ornegin Barthold gibi arastiricilar, Islam kaynaklarindaki verilerden hareket ederek
Hazarlarin ortaya ¢ikisin1 Bat1 Tiirk Kaganligi’nin heniiz dagilmadigi bir doneme yani 627 gibi geg
bir tarihe yerlestirmektedir. Marquart ise herhangi bir tarih vermese de, Ermeni kaynaklarindaki
anakronik kayitlari esas alip erken Hazarlarin tarihini Eftalitlerle iligkilendirerek daha erken bir
doneme yerlestirmektedir. Ancak her iki arastiricinin ortaya attig1 goriisiin kabul edilmesi oldukca
glictiir. Zira Hazar Kaganligi’'nin, 630°da Bati Tiirk Kaganligi’'nin Kuzey Kafkasya’daki
hakimiyetinin son bulmasindan sonra ortaya c¢iktig1 ve Hazarlar 7. yilizyilin ortalarinda hala Bati
Tiirklerine tabi oldugu i¢in Barthold un fikirlerine temkinli yaklagsmak gerekir. Marquart’in fikirleri
ise daha c¢ok tartismaya aciktir. Alman Dogubilimci, ilkin Movses Horenatsi ve Sebeos gibi Ermeni
tarihgilerinin eserlerinde gegen Tetal adimi Eftalitlerle 6zdeslestirmis, ardindan Mes 0di ve
Belaziiri’de Hazar etnonimiyle gegen olaylari, zikredilen Ermeni kaynaklariyla karsilastirarak Tetal
adiyla Hazarlarin kastedildigini ileri siirmiistiir. Ancak yazarn ileri slirdiigii her iki goriis de hatalidir.
Oncelikle Tetal ile Eftal adlar1 arasinda bir benzerlik olsa da, bu adlarm filolojik agidan birbiriyle
herhangi bir iligkisi yoktur. Ermeni kaynaklarinda Tetal olarak gecen adin, Eski Ahit’teki Naftali ile
Yunan kaynaklarindaki Thettaloi adlarma dayandigi ve Ermeni tarihgiler tarafindan ddnemin
arkaiklestirme geleneginden hareketle Eftalitlere uygulandig1 anlagilmaktadir. Bu durumda Tetalin,
Naftali ile Thettaloi adlarmin Ermeni kaynaklarindaki bozulmus bigimi oldugu goriilmektedir. Tetal
adinin, Ermeni tarihgiler tarafindan Eftalitlere uygulandigi donem sinirhidir. Eftalit tarihinin genel
hatlar1 g6z Oniine alindiginda, Ermeni tarihgilerin 7efa/ adim 558 yilina kadar Eftalitler icin
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kullandigin1 séylemek miimkiindiir. Bu tarihten sonra Eftalitler ve onlarin topraklari olan Toharistan,
Bati1 Tiirklerinin hakimiyetine girdigi i¢in Tetal adinin Eftalitlere karsilik gelmesi imkan digidir. Zira
tarihsel olaylar, Ermeni tarih¢ilerinin 7etal adin1 558 yilindan sonra Toharistan topraklarinin yeni
efendileri olan Bat1 Tiirkleri i¢in kullandigin1 kanitlamaktadir. Diger yandan Marquart, Horenatsi ile
Sebeos’un Tetal adina yonelik tanimlamalari arasindaki ayrima dikkat etmemistir. Horenatsi Tetalia
adryla Armenia’nin batisini isaret ederken, Sebeos bu ad1 Iran’in dogusu i¢in kullanmistir. Sebeos’un
558’den sonraki olaylarda Eftal ile Tetal adim1 ayirmasi da, Tetal adinin Eftalitler icin
kullanilamayacaginin bir bagka kanitin1 teskil etmektedir. Ayrica Sebeos’un bu adi, Amuderya’nin
Otesinden gelenler i¢in kullanmasi ve 558’den sonra bu bolgenin Bati Tiirklerine ait oldugunun
bilinmesi, Marquart’in savundugu tezlerin kabul edilemeyeceginin ispatidir. Horenatsi’nin, Tefalia
bolgesini Armenia’nin batisinda gostermesi ise Ermenilerin kendisine kutsiyet atfettikleri
Aydinlatict Aziz Grigor Lusarovi¢’in, Partlarla olan akrabalik iliskisine vurgu yapmaktan
kaginmasidir. Zira Part Arsakuni Hanedani’nmin kurulug oykiisiiyle ilgili anlatilari, bu hanedanin
Armenia kolunun kurulusuyla ilgili olaylara hamletmesi bunu kanitlamaktadir.

Marquart’in Tetal adiyla ilgili tezlerini giiclii bir hale getirmek icim kullandig1 Islam
kaynaklar1 da tutarsiz ve gilivenilir olmaktan uzaktir. Bu nedenle sadece Ermeni kaynaklarinin degil,
aym zamanda Islam kaynaklarinin celiskili anlatilari da onun hatali sonuclara ulasmasma yol
agmustir. Islam kaynaklarinda, Bat1 Tiirklerinin anlatildi1 olaylarda Hazar etnoniminin kullanilmast,
Marquart’in Tetal adin1 Hazarlarla eslestirmesine neden olmustur. islam kaynaklarinm inceledigimiz
6. ve 7. yiizyillardaki olaylarda, Bat1 Tiirklerini onlarin batidaki temsilcileri olan Hazarlar {izerinden
tasvir ettikleri anlagilmaktadir. Benzer sekilde Theophanes gibi Bizansli tarihgilerin de ayni gelenege
dayandiklart goriilmektedir. Kaynaklarin, Bati Tiirkleri ile Hazarlar arasinda bir ayrim
gbzetmemeleri, onlarin s6z konusu yiizyillarda tek bir kaganliga tabi olmalari nedeniyle gayet
dogaldir. Ancak buna karsmn Taberi, Mes‘Qidi ve Ibnii’l-Esir gibi olaylarin ¢agdas: olmayan Islam
tarihgilerinin eserlerinde, istisnai durumlar oldugu dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu tarihgilerin eserlerinde
Hazar ve Tiirk ayriminm yapildigi agiktir. Ornegin Taberi ve Ibnii’l-Esir, Emevi ordularinin 652
civarindaki Belencer kusatmasindaki olaylarda Hazar ve Tiirk adin1 birbirinden ayr1 kullanmaktadir.
Bu kusatmada Belencer halkina yardimci kuvvetler olarak gelenlerin Tirk olarak adlandirilmasi
bunun en agik kanitlarindan biridir. Bu kayitlar Sebeos’un eserindeki verilerle uyumludur. Zira ayni
hikédye Sebeos’un eserinde de gegmekte ve yardime1 kuvvetler burada Tetal adiyla anilmaktadir. Bu
ayrim benzer sekilde Mes‘Gidi’nin eserinde gecen I. Hiisrev Anisirvan’in Istemi Yabgu’nun kiziyla
evliligine dair anlatida da yapilmistir. Mes‘idi bu konuya iliskin rivayeti aktarirken, Tirklerin kagani
ile Hazar meliklerini birbirinden ayirmaktadir. S6z konusu evlilige dair anlat1 Sebeos’un eserinde de
gecmekte ve Ermeni yazar, 1. Hiisrev’in karisin1 Biiyiik Hakan adli Tetal hiikiimdariin kizi olarak
zikretmektedir. Hi¢ kuskusuz Sebeos’un bu tanimlari, Tetal adim1 Hazarlar igin degil Bati Tirkleri
i¢in kullandiginin bariz bir kamtidir. Islam tarihgilerinin boyle bir ayrimda bulunmasinin nedeni ise
eserlerini telif ettikleri donemde Tiirk ve Hazar adlarinin ayniyetinin siyasl bakimdan 6nemini
kaybetmesinden kaynaklanmaktadir. Zira Hazarlara iliskin bilgiler veren Islam kaynaklarmm 9.
ylizyilda, Bat1 Tiirk Kaganligi’nin dagilmasindan sonra yazilmasi, bu siyasi ayrimin yapilmasinda
etkili olmustur. Tiim bu agiklamalar dogrultusunda, Marquart’in Tetal/ adin1 Hazarlarla eslestiren
kuramimin Eftalitlerle ilgili kurami gibi temelsiz oldugunu sdylemek miimkiindiir. Dolayisiyla
Ermeni tarihgilerinin Eski Ahit’e dayanarak kullandiklar Tetal adinin, Tiirk kavim adlar1 listesinden
cikarilmasi gerekmektedir. Ayni zamanda Ermeni tarih¢ilerin Amu Derya 6tesindeki Bat1 Tiirkleri
icin kullandig1 Tetal adin, tarihsel siirecte Hazaria’da hakimiyet tesis eden Bati1 Tiirklerini nitelemek
icin kullanmaya devam ettikleri goriilmektedir. Bu bakimdan Sebeos’un anlatilarini, Hazarlarin Bati
Tiirklerine tabi oldugu dénemi gbz onilinde bulundurarak degerlendirmek dnemlidir. Bu baglamda
cok yonlil bir kaynak analiziyle Sebeos’un eserinin Bat1 Tiirkleri ve erken Hazarlar igin son derece
miihim bir kaynak teskil ettigi ve 7. yilizyildaki olaylarin cagdasi olmasindan otiirii gerek Kafkasya
gerek Kafkasotesi’ndeki gelismeleri ¢ok dogru bir bicimde yansittig1 ifade edilebilir.
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ETIK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigi ilkelerine
uygun olarak hazirlandigint beyan ederim. Makale daha &nce herhangi bir yerde
yayimlanmamis olup bagka bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.
Caligmada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bigimde atiflanmistir.
Caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon icermedigini; arastirma
bulgularinin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan ederim.
Yazar Katkisi
Caligmanin tasarlanmasi, yliriitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin raporlama agamasini tek basina
yliriitmiistiir. Makalenin son hélini okuyup onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettim.
Cikar Catismasi
Bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iligkin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini beyan
ederim.
Finansal Destek
Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.
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Yapay Zeka Kullanim Beyam
Makalenin hazirlanmas: siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalmizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla sinirlt 6l¢iide yararlanilmistir. Yapay zeka araglari
tarafindan yapilan ceviri ve dil diizenlemeleri tarafimdan dikkatle kontrol edilmistir. Yapay
zeka araglart calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, aragtirma tasariminin, analizlerinin veya
akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin igerigine iliskin tim
akademik sorumluluk bana aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler
Telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigimi ve ¢aligmanin
herhangi bir fikri miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan ederim.

Yazar Onayi

Makalenin son hélini okudum, onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettigimi beyan ederim.
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