BELSO-AZSIA A MAGYAR NEPVANDORLAS KORI REGESZET
LATOKOREBEN

TOMKA PETER

1. Az eldadds foldrajzi és iddbeli keretei

BelsG-Azsia mesterséges fogalom, amely mogott foldrajzi, torténeti és (20. sz.-i)
politikai evidencidk allnak. A tobbféle lehetséges megkozelités, meghatirozas koziil
magam a magyar orientalisztikdban elfogadott értelmezéshez csatlakozom (amir6l
Ligeti Lajos irt az ismeretlen BelsG-Azsidban, vagy amit Denis Sinor képvisel a
Cambridge History of Early Inner Asia-ban).

Az eurdzsiai sztyeppvidéknek az Ob foly6tdl és a Tien San hegységtdl K-re
esd, lényegében hegyekkel szabdalt magasfennsikokbdl 4ll6 teriiletérdl van sz6, an-
nak peremvidékeivel egyiitt (a Szajdn-Altaj vidékérdl €s elSterérél, a Jeniszej als6
foly4sarél, Mong6liar6l, E-Kinar6l, a Bajkélon tdli teriiletekrsl). Ezt régebben dgy
szoktdk fogalmazni, hogy a Dzsungdriai kaput6l K-re (Alfoldi A., Ldszlé Gy. a 30-
as, 40-es években igy hasznilta), mai szemmel nézve K('izép-Azsia zomében moha-
meddn (irdni és torok) népeitdl K-re, ahol a buddhizmus vert gyokeret (keleti torok,
mongol, mandzsu-tunguz népek korében). A fogalom mogott bizonyos életmédbeli,
kulturélis €s torténeti szovevény rejlik. Mint minden terminus technikus, a Bels6-
Azsia-fogalom is tokéletlen. Tokéletlen, mert a torténelem folyaman népek 4llam-
alakulatok hatdrai futottak tdl rajta mindkét irdnyban, tokéletlen, mert foldrajzi ke-
retei minden irdnyban vitathat6k.

Tibetet pl. Belss-Azsidhoz szokds sorolni, a Turfdni o4zisvdrosokat, a Tarim-
medencét is (bdr ezer szillal ko6tddnek Kozép- -Azsidhoz). Dél felé a Hoangho, illet-
ve a nagy fal képezné a hatdrt (de Ordosz vidékét mindenki ide szamltja) Kelet
felé tekintve megoszlanak a vélemények arrél, hogy vajon Mandzsiiria még Bels6-
Azsia vagy mar Tévol-Kelet? Eszak felé meg kiilondsen nyitott: belenyilik az erd6s
zOndba, attél torténeti-etnolégiai szempontbdl sem vaélaszthaté el élesen: az északi
népek gyakori déli mozgdsa kovetkeztében (pl. mongolok), de délrdl ,felszorul6”
kultirdk esetében sem (pl. jakutok).

Magam - ez esetben — maradok a fiives pusztdk vildgdban, legfeljebb ki-kikuk-
kantok a vildg négy vilagtija (kiilonosen, iilésszakunk témaija miatt), kelet felé.

Az iddrendi kereteket konnyebb tisztdzni. A Kérpit-medencében a népvéndor-
las kor az V-X. szdzadok kozotti majd félezer esztendd. Ezt kutatja a magyar nép-
véndorlds kori régészet. A bizonyosan messze keletrSl indulé népmozgalmak (a hu-
noké, majd az avaroké — és kisebb mértékben még a késSi nomddoké) vonzzik a
magyar régészek 14t6korébe Belsé-Azsiat. Ugy is, mint a nélunk megjelend keleti
népek bolcsGjét, vandorldsuk lehetséges kiinduldsi pontjat. Ugy is, mint olyan he-
lyet, ahol a ndlunk felting, a kérnyezetben idegen jelenségekre analégidk taldlhaték
(egykoriak vagy nem egykordak egyarant), é€s dgy is, mint ahol kézelrecens, a ko-
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zelmiiltban tanulményozott vagy még ma is tanulmédnyozhaté a népvandorlas kori
élet szamos formdja, ahol a feltdrt forrdsok (a kinai konyvek, a tirk feliratok, a
Mongolok Titkos Torténete, a gazdag altaji és Bajkal-vidéki néprajz) dllnak rendel-
kezésre, amelyekkel — szerencsés esetben — magyardzhatjuk, érthetévé tehetjikk a
sztyeppe Ny-i végén tapasztaltakat.

Kovetkezik ebbdl, hogy a magyar népvdndorlds kori régészet mindvégig érzé-
kenyen figyelte Bels6-Azsidt. Még kiilon romantikus szimpétidval is, hiszen kezdet-
ben errefelé sejtették a magyarsdg gyokereit, de ettdl fiiggetleniil is: a hun, az avar
néppel valé érzelmi azonosuldsnak mély és messze vezetd szdlai vannak, amelyek
koziil csak egy a nemzeti biiszkeség, amely akdr mondvacsindlt dicsé 6soket kivdn
magdnak, akdr Osszehasonlitani probal: 1dm, a hires hunok, avarok eltlintek, de mi
magyarok tiltettiink rajtuk...

2. Rovid tudomdnytorténeti vdzlat

Azoéta, hogy a XVIII. szézadi nagy francia sinolégus, Deguignes marki megta-
14lni vélte a kinai forrasokban az eurépai hunok és eurdpai avarok eldeit a Hiung-
nu és a zuan-zuan néven nevezett népcsoportokban és amidta Pray Gyorgy szinte
azonnal csatlakozott ezekhez a nézetekhez, komoly kétely nalunk szinte a kdzelmul-
tig nem meriilt fel ezzel kapcsolatban (Ligeti L. 6vatos megfogalmazésai, Czeglédy K.
Kozép-Azsidra vetett tekintete és kompromisszumkészsége, az iranistdk ellenélldsa
ellenére sem). Egy-egy belsG-dzsiai felfedezés fel-felerGsitette a heurékahangulatot,
amit azonban csak ritkdn kovetett komolyabb elmélyiilés.

A XIX. szdzad masodik felében elsG tapogatédzé 1épéseit tevé magyar népvan-
dorlds kori régészetet elszor etnolégiai hiraddsok érték (Vambéri Arminra gondo-
lok), de szinte ezzel egy id6ben megindult az informdciéaramids az oroszorszagi
mizeumok feldl is.

Rémer Floris, a magyar régészet atyja, 1874-ben jart Moszkvaban és Péterva-
ron, ahol a litottak alapjdn bizonyitottnak latta, hogy a honfoglalék az Altaj-vidék-
rél jottek ide. Emellett lefrta Radlov 1865-ben, katandai sirmezdn &asott leleteit: fa-
bél faragott 16, teve és csodadllatok, mind finom aranylemezzel bevonva ... erre
még az elGadds vége felé vissza szeretnék utalni.

Nagy Géza 1893-ban (majd Munkdcsi Berndt kiegészitG-kommentilé tanul-
maényédban 1896-ban) a lovastemetkezések rokonsdgat kutatva emlegeti a mongol ko-
ri utazék (Plano Carpini, Rubruquis, Marco Polo) adatait, és bizonyos kelet-azsiai,
mongol vagy torok torzsek recens temetkezési szokdsait is — els@sorban Katanov
gytjtésére hivatkozva, amely rovidesen, a Budapesten megindulé Keleti Szemle 1.
szdmaban is napvilagot latott.

Kozben gréf Zichy Jend 4zsiai expedicidja résztvevdjeként Pésta Béldnak, a
korszak mdsik nagy alakjdnak is alkalma nyilt oroszf6ldi (s6t szibériai) gydjtemé-
nyeket tanulmanyozni. Tapasztalatai hozzdjdrultak — ma ismét modern — paleoetnog-
rafiai szemléletmddja kialakitdsdhoz. A hazahozott, kiadott informaciék, dokumentu-
mok adtak alapot Nagy Gézanak ahhoz, hogy — a kengyelformdk alapjdn — kijelent-
hesse: az avar §shazdnak a Minuszinszki-medencét lehet tartani. Az avar kor kuta-
tasat (datdlast) vitte el6bbre a minuszinszki, tuvai, mongoéliai csészetarté kdszobrok
(a kamennaja babak) tiirk kori meghatdrozisa, a rovasfeliratok (Radlov megfejtése
nyomdn torténd) ismertetése, a szobrok 4dbrdzoldsainak (pl. szablyatipus) felhasz-
néldsa.

Kiilon fejezetet érdemel Felvinczi Takdcs Zoltdn munkassidga. 1913-1935 ko-
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zott szdmos tanulményt irt a hazai leletanyag és BelsG-Azsia (valamint a Tavol-Ke-
let) kapcsolatarél. Ahogy az lenni szokott nagy tudésok életmiivében: akadt koztiik
telitaldlat (6 ismerte fel és bizonyitotta a kordbban szkitdnak tartott hun iistok keleti
szarmazdsdt, helyes idSrendjét és rokonsdgdt kinai szertartdsi edényekkel), de téve-
dés is a késG avar Ontott bronz gvveretek tdvol-keleti pirhuzamkeresése akkor még
nem volt anakronizmus, hiszen az Ordosz-bronzokkal, meg a Nagy Péter-féle szibé-
riai kollekciéval valé Gsszevetés valéban sugallta — tévesen — a hun korra dalélt 6n-
tétt bronzmiivesség belsG-dzsiai eredetét. Még Fettich N. els6 munkdiban is ez a
szemlélet érvényesiilt (Bronzeguss und Nomadenkunst 1929) — mas kérdés, hogy
F. Takics Z. élete végéig hd maradt ehhez a tévedéséhez. Radlov, Vémbéry, Kata-
nov, az orientalista Marquart munkdi (osteuropdische und ostasiatische Streifziige,
1903), sir Aurél Stein 4zsiai felfedezései (Innermost Asia, Oxford 1928), a Kozlov-
expedicié Noin-Ula-i 4dsatdsai 1925-ben (és Camilla Terever 1932-ben megjelent 6sz-
szefoglalasa, amit Alf6ldi Andrés refenzilt azonnal), Ligeti Lajos tanulmanyiitja Ki-
niaba, Mandzsudridba és Mongoélidba, a hun és avar kori régiségek kronoldgidjinak
felismerése, az oroszfoldi szakirodalom hasznalata (észak-mongoliai, altaji dsatdsok)
olyan tudoményos légkort teremtettek, amely egyre szakszer(ibb felhasznélast, egyre
pontosabb fogalmazast tett lehet6vé.

Fettich Néndor pl. a korszak kiemelked§ vezet6 magyar népvandorlds kor ku-
tatéja mdr 1931-ben hivatkozott a kudyrgei (azéta sokszor idézett) rajzos csontnye-
regdisz képére. Maga is gy(jtott az oroszorszdgi mizeumokban, a Minuszinszk-vi-
déki lovasnomdd kultirdrél kiilon fejezetet irt (felhaszndlva, Radlov, Aspelin, Pésta
B. adatait). (A honf. magyarsdg fémmitvessége, AH.) Megfogalmazédsa szerint ,,mar
az avar invazié hozott magéval a VI. sz. kozepén az Altaj vidékérdl rokon forma-
kat”. A megfigyelhet6 — mdig érvényes — szemléletmdd csirdja foghatd itt tetten:
minden, ami Keleten megvan, ott 8si, ndlunk mdasodlagos...

Ezzel egyben 1j korszak kezdddik a magyar népvandorlds kor kutatdsa és Bel-
s6-Azsia kapcsolatdban: 4llandéan és rendszeresen szemmel tartottsk mindazt, amit
(a szakirodalom alapjin) tudni lehetett, azt folyamatosan beépitették a kutaték hipo-
téziseikbe. Igaz, néha félreértésekhez vezetett a nagy igyekezet. Méra Ferenc, aki
pedig igazdn érzékeny volt néprajzi dolgokban — Solymossi S. szébeli kozlését fél-
reértve, a korai avar fiilkesfroknak ujgur parhuzamot konstrudlt (1932), amire még
Csalldny D. is hivatkozott 1939-ben (4llvatemetés). Horvdth Tibor (Ull6—Kiskéros,
1935) azonban mar tudatosan hasznélta Kudyrgét anal6giaként.

Ldszl6 Gyula nagyivli rekonstrukciéiban (akdr a koroncéi magyar nyeregrdl,
akdr a hun arany {jrél, akar az avar tarsadalomr6l irt), mindig szerepet kaptak bel-
s6-4zsiai dbrdzoldsok, leletek, néprajzi-etnol6giai hivatkozéasok (kiilonosen U. Harva
gylijteménye nyomdn). B6ven esik sz6 a részleges lovastemetkezés formédjanak fel-
ismerése sordn bels§-dzsiai, Altaj-vidéki szokasokrdl, a mokrini tégely vildgfdja és
allatalakjai simdanisztikus magyardzatdrdl, a cibakhézi fejedelemasszony fejdiszeihez
a kudyrgei jelenése ko6rdl stb. A II. vildghdbord 6ta sem szakadt meg ez az odafi-
gyelés, sGt egyre hatdrozottabb format oltott, konkrétabb lett és 4tfogébb is egyben,
ahogy nétt az informdci6k mennyisége. Szintézisre azonban még senki nem vdllal-
kozott (egyetlen kisérlettSl eltekintve). Valés parhuzamokat idéztek, amelyek dati-
ldsdban és interpretdlasdban is szerepet kaptak, az etnikai kapcsolatok bizonyos mér-
tékben a hattérbe szorultak (és ez rendjén is van, a tudomany mai édlldsa szerint).
Néhdny nevet, problémadt, velilk kapcsolatban targytipust vagy temetkezési, viseleti
szokdst idézek a tovédbbiakban, illusztrdland6, hogy mire is valé és miben is &ll a
belsG-dzsiai kapcsolat.
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Kovrig Ilona (1955) dél-szibériai, Minuszinszk-vidéki, hakassziai, altaji, észak-
mongoliai leletek, meg Tang Tai Cong emlékmiive alapjdn hatdrozta meg a korai
avarok leleteinek egyik legkordbbi csoportjit. Az tin. hosszi fiilfi kengyelek, zabldk
és karcsi kopjdk leletegyiitteseit. Kiirti Béla (Szeged torténete) megkisérelte elva-
lasztani az avarok belsG-dzsiai hagyomdnyokra visszavezethetS targyi és szokdsha-
gyatékdt a kozép-dzsiaiakt6l. Erdélyi Istvdn konyvet irt Az avarsdg és Kelet cimmel,
amelyben rendszerezni prébalta a felgyiilemlett anyagot. Szempontjai: kutatdstorté-
net, elméletek az avarsig belsd-azsiai eredetérdl, szokdsok: halotti dldozat, lovaste-
metkezés parhuzamai, targytipusok: kengyel-, nyeregleletek és -dbrdzoldsok, veretti-
pusok, szalubalta, fiilbeval6tipus, fegyverfajtdk (ldncpédncél, ij, nyilak, kard, szab-
lya), a rovésirds szerepel a témédk kozott. Nem felejtkezhetiink meg arrél, hogy Er-
délyi Istvdn a ’60-as évek Ota rendszeresen vezetett Mongdélidba régészeti expediciot
(hiung-nu és tiirk kori leleteket tart fel és publikalt) mongol kollégdival egyiitt.

Bélint Csandd Sztyeppe-konyvében (1989) nemcsak az eddigi eredmények Gsz-
szefoglaldsat adja, hanem éles szemii kritikdjat is (hiszen pl. a bronzontésnek és az
llatkiizdelmi jeleneteknek hidba vannak hiung-nu kori dzsiai parhuzamai — az 500
éves id6kiiléonbség nem hidalhaté at. A kozép-dzsiai vonatkozdsok domindlnak, mé
akkor is, ha egyes tdrgyak és szokdsok belsé-dzsiai gyokerekre mennek vissza. g
tett eldszor kisérletet arra, hogy a tiirk régészet eredményeit osszefoglalja. Nem ré-
gész, hanem orientalista, U. Kéhalmi Katalin volt az, aki szintézisre vallalkozott (A
sztyeppék nomadja, fegyverben, 16haton).

Legmesszebb a bels6-dzsiai kapcsolatok felmutatdsdban — mindkét korszakot il-
letéen — Béna Istvan jutott. A hun kor problematikdjit egy pillanatra félretéve, en-
gedjék meg, hogy eldszor a Szegvar-publikédcié alapjdn mutassam be azt, hogy szin-
te minden kora avar kori targynak és jelenségnek van belsG-dzsiai (és persze kozép-
dzsiai) kapcsolata, pirhuzama. Az informicié az egész eurdzsiai sztyeppevildgban
hihetetlen gyorsan 4ramlott, a formdk meglep6é hasonlésdga vdndorlds, kapesolat,
rokonsdg, konvergencia alapjan is létrejohetett, st mindezek egyszerre is miikodtek.

Azsiai hagyomdny tehdt a korai avarokndl a lovastemetkezés (specidlis formdi:
a két 16val, vagy 16szerszdmmal temetés is), a példdk: Kapcaly II. temetd 8., és 13,
kurgdn, Kuraj III. temetd I. kurgdn, Tuva (Grac nyomdn), Kudyrge, 5., 7., 12. egyéb
altaji sirok (1. tipus, 16vdz az ember jobb oldaldn ellentétesen). 2. tipus (jobb olda-
lon, azonos tdjoldsban). Kudyrge 9., 10, 11. sir, Kapcaly II. stb. (12 lelShely), az
igazi bels6-dzsiai a IV. tipus (Bolsaja Recka XIV. 49. sir), Mongun-tajga, Baj-tajga
stb. 25 példa, bal oldalon, ellentétesen tdjolva van 6ndllé 16sir is.

Idézhetd a 16szerszam eltemetése (4 példa), csak a részleges lovastemetkezésre
nem taldlt akkor még igazi j6 példat (az6ta a Baraba-sztyeppérdl kozoltek ugyan
ilyeneket, valamivel késébbi korbdl, a hidnyt magam is észleltem a mongol lovas-
temetkezésrdl irott dolgozatomban, az adatok akkor a szokds nyugati vagy északi
eredetére utaltak, ma ez utébbit hangsilyozndm, elsésorban etnolégiai adatok alap-
jén.

Minden ellenkezd hiresztelés ellenére a fakoporséba temetés 4ltaldnos az egész
sztyeppvidéken (Béna még néhdny példdval megtoldotta a magam gyiijtését). Es
nemcsak eurépai szokds a halotti obolusadds sem (Kina, Mongdlia, a tiirk kori Bel-
s6-Azsia szolgéltatott szdmos példat). Megtaldlhat6 a vizsgilt teriileten a pératlan
fiilbeval6-viselet a férfiaknal (nemcsak Kozép-Azsidban, ahol a példék sokasodnak,
de az Ob vidékén és az Altajban is), el6fordul a par szem gyongy férfisirban ugyan-
igy, mint ndlunk az avar korban, a megoldott 6v szokdsa, a leoldott és a halott mel-
1€ helyezett kardra, tegezre is van példa. A targyformdk koziil a szegvéri homlok-
diszre Mongun-tajga lelshelyr6l hozott példat (Kozép-Azsian tdl persze), a lemez-
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pdncél az Altajig, Tuvdig, s6t Koredig kovethetS (Akio Ito nyoman idézte a Kyong-
ju 54/b és 128. sirokat), ugyanez a helyzet a karcsi korai ldndzsdkkal, a csuklészi-
jas kardokkal, a csontcsiing6kkel, s6t a 16szerszdimmal is.

Mir kordbban Tuvéig kovette Bona Istvan az On. csiicskds kerdmia elGfor-
duldsait. Magam a tédjoldsi szokdsokat kiséreltem meg feltérképezni, amellett, hogy
minden mindeniitt el6fordul, észlelheté volt az a tendencia, hogy a szokdsos Ny-K
(vagy K-Ny) tdjolds mellett fel-feltfinik (méghozzd mindig ott, ahol és amikor
északrél levandorlé csoportok johetnek szdmitdsba), a meridiondlis (E-D) tdjolas.

3. Végiil engedjék meg, hogy néhany kiragadott (hun kori) példaval szolgaljak,
Korea felé is kacsingatva, megoldatlan problémékat is megemlitve.

Sz6 esett mdr arrél, hogy a legjellegzetesebb hun targy, a bronz ist eredete
bizonyéra Belsé-Azsidba, a kinai nagy fal kornyékére nyilik vissza. Béna Istvan leg-
djabb, Das Hunnenreich c. konyvében is idézi a parhuzamokat Ezen tdlmenden
azonban szinte minden targytipus megakad Kozép-Azsidban (s6t még a koponyator-
zitds sem latszik hun szokdsnak, inkdbb a csatlakozott irdniakhoz kéthetS). Magya-
razatul az a 2-300 esztend szolgdl (ha egyéltaldn igaz a hiung-nu-hun azonossig),
amit az eurépai hunok a Volga 4tlépése elStt valahol (nyilvan Kozép-Azsisban) el-
toltottek. Az iistokon kiviil csak olyan igen 4ltaldnosan elterjedt tirgyformdknak,
mint a csontmerevitds ij, a hdroméld nyilcsdcs, és a tikroknek van igazi belss-
dzsiai parhuzama ebben a korban. Anndl meglepdbb, hogy szamos jelenség szinte
azonos, vagy legalabbis hasonlé formdban, éppen a sztyeppe mdsik végén, Kored-
ban t{inik fel. Ismert, hogy bizonyos hun kori diadémékon ,,gomba-szer” diszitések
lathat6k, amelyek sok fejtorést okoztak mindaddig, amig ismertté nem véltak a ko-
rai Silla kori sirok halotti korondi, amelyeken igazi fak (saménfik, vildgfdk?) ma-
gasodnak. (A kyongjui aranykoronds kirdlysirban, a nyugati kapcsolatok ékes bizo-
nyitékaként, perzsa vagy szir mdhelyben késziilt iivegedény is volt.)

Jellemz8, hogy a kazahsztdni, sokat vitatott Borovoe-Scucij-i leletet B6na Ist-
van éppen a koreai parhuzam (az idézett lelShely 14. sirja) t6rdiszei alapjin vonja
ki a hun korbdl és utalja a heftalitdk kordba, hiszen ez a pontos analdgia 520 utdni!

Koreabdl idézhetSk a pikkelymintds, lemezboritdsd nyeregkdpak, a hosszi kar-
dok, 16szerszam, nyilak stb. Nehezen gondolhatunk ez esetben konvergencidra. Sza-
molhatunk a kutatds hidnyossdgaval (a kozbiilsG teriiletek IV-V. sz-i, a tiirkoket
megel6z6 korszakét alig ismerjiik), de nem zdrhatunk ki kozvetlen kapcsolatokat
sem. Nehéz szabadulni attél a gondolattdl, hogy egyrészt a koreai ,,sdmanisztikus”
— de nem sidménkorondk Bajkélon tdli (oroc, tunguz) fejdiszekkel tartanak rokonsa-
got, masrészt, hogy az eurdpai hunok eredete nem teljesen megoldott kérdés. Sok
minden sz6l torokségiik mellett, de Ligeti Lajos (P Pelliot nyoman) felvetette, hogy va-

“lamilyen kozelebbr6l ismeretlen paleodzsiai nép is részt kellett vegyen a hun (hiung-nu)
etnogenezisben. Ezzel a koreai kapcsolat még egyszer(ibb magyarazatot nyerne (kozos
eredet — rokon eredet). Tudjuk, hogy az dzsiai hun hatalom — régészetileg is kimutat-
hat6 er6s nyomokat hagyott Transzbajkélidban: gondoljunk csak az ivolgai erodtclepre

A magam kutatdsai a hun kort illetSen egy furcsa lelet értelmezése sordn ve-
zettek el BelsG-Azsia felé. A pannonhalmi leletr] van sz6. A két zabla, két garni-
tdra 16szerszam, pikkelydiszes nyeregveret, két kard (az egyik igen diszes, alman-
dinberakdsos, aranyrekeszes keresztvassal, pikkelymintds hiivelyveretekkel) és végre
igazi arany {jvég- és markolatboritdsokkal nem temetkezés mellSl keriilt eld. A nagy
hun leletek egész sorat taldltdk hasonld koriilmények kozott, s6t avar kori parhuza-
mok is léteznek. A szokast: a kiilon eltemetett halotti dldozatot (magam nem nevez-
ném ,,Mdglyaleletnek”, hiszen égésnyom nincs a pannonhalmi tdrgyakon) az egész
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sztyeppevidéken kovethet, messze Bels-Azsidban (tirk kori rajnikok, ogradkik,
kenotifiumok), a kézelmiltban még gy(ijthetd volt kiilonb6z6 észak-eurdzsiai népek
kozott (finnugoroktdl az amdri tunguzokig).

Befejezésiil az 4rpési leletrdl és egyetlen targyr6l. A sirlelet rémai kori varos
romjai k6zé asva keriilt el5. Uvegpohara, kis agyagkupicédja, besimitott diszd korsé-
ja, arany 0vé, és cipOcsatjai, szGrcsipesze, de még igazi parhuzam nélkiil 4llé6 nagy
bronz edénye is beleillik az V. szdzadi, hun kori pannéniai kornyezetbe. Kiilonleges
targy viszont a csigolydk mellett elSkeriilt aranylemez boritdsi &llatfigura. Vannak
parhuzamai a kelet-eur6pai és a kazah pusztdkrdl is (Beljausz, Novogrigorevka,
Kzil-Kajnar-Tobe), igazdn véltozatos, nagyszami elGforduldsa viszont Tuvéibél
(majd joval késdbb Kirgizidb6l) ismert. Itt utalok vissza Rémer Florisra, aki a ka-
tandai hasonlé leleteket ismertté tette. Mashogy, mint a hun mozgalommal, ez a
targy nem keriithetett a Karpat-medencébe.

Kérdem koreiai kollégdinkat: 6k nem ismernek-e ilyesmit? Segitségiiket koszo-
nettel venném...

THE ROLE OF INNER ASIA IN THE ARCHEOLOGY
OF THE MIGRATION PERIOD IN HUNGARY

1. The geographic and chronological frames of this lecture are the following:
“Inner Asia” is an artificial name which had been developed according to geogra-
phic, historical and (of 20th century) political considerations. Among the several
possible interpretations of this name I agree with the one which is generally accep-
ted by Hungarian orientalists (the one represented by Lajos Ligeti in ,JIsmeretlen
BelsG-Azsia” or by Denis Sinor in the Cambridge History of Early Inner Asia).

Inner Asia covers that part of the steppe region which lies to the East from
the river Ob and the Tien san Mts., an area consisting practically of a series of high
plateaus separated from each other by mountain ridges, as well as its marginal areas
(that is the Sayan—Altay region and its foreground, the lower stream of the river
Yenisey and Mongolia, N-China and Transbaikalian areas). According to an earlier
formulation: the region to the East from the Dzungarian gate (A. Alfoldi and Gy.
Laszl6 used the name in this sense in the thirties and forties of this century) where
to the East form the present mostly Moslem (Iranian and Turkish) population of
Central Asia Buddhism has deep roots among Eastern Turkish, Mongolian and Man-
chu-Tunguz peoples. The name Inner Asia covers a complicated formation of way
of life, culture and history. Like every technical term, it, too, is inadequate. It is
because from time to time certain peoples and political formations frequently cros-
sed its frontiers to both directions. Besides, its geographic boundaries are disputable
towards every direction.

For example Tibet used to be considered part of Inner Asia, as well as the
oasis towns in Turpan and the Tarim Basin, though, they have many contacts with
Central Asia. The southern boundary thought to be the river Hoangho and the Great
Wall — while everybody agrees that the Ordos region belongs to Inner Asia. As for
the eastern boundary, opinions differ on whether Manchuria belongs still to Inner
Asia or already to the Far East? The northern frontier is especially ,,open” — it ex-
tends well into the forest zone and cannot be separated from it either historically
or ethnologically because of the frequent southward movements of northern peoples
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(e.g. Mongols) and also because some groups (e.g. Yakuts) were sometimes forced
to move towards the North.

As for me, I confine the scope of my lecture to the grassy steppes with some
occasional outlooks towards the four cardinal points — especially towards the East, -
because of topic of our session.

Chronological frames can be determined more easily. The Migration Period in
the Carpathian Basin covers a period of almost half thousand years between the 5th
and 10th centuries A.D. This is the subject of archeology of the Migration Period
in Hungary. Those population movements which had started beyond doubt from the
remote East, like the migration of Huns and later of the Avars and to a lesser extent
of late nomad peoples, made Hungarian archeology to be interested in Inner Asia
as a possible original home of those peoples which later appeared in our area com-
ing from the East during their westward migrations. Hungarian archeology is inte-
rested in Inner Asia also because there it finds (or thinks to find) the — contempo-
raneous or earlier or later — analogies of certain strange phenomena, alien in the
Carpathian Basin. Furthermore several forms, evidences of Migration period way of
life were studied in the recent past as subrecent phenomena or perhaps they are part
of life even today. In fortunate case these sources available for us (e.g. Chinese an-
nals, Turkic inscriptions, the Secret History of the Mongols, the rich ethnographic
record from the Altay Mts. and Baikalian area) help us to explain or to make more
understandable those phenomena which we experience here in the western end of
the Steppe.

That is why Hungarian archeology was always aware of the importance of In-
ner Asia. To this interest also some romantic sympathy was added, because earlier
the roots of Hungarian people were suspected to be somewhere there. Apart from
this, however, there are deep and far-reaching motives in Hungarian people to iden-
tify itself emotionally with the Huns and Avars. A national pride, meaning either to
seek for glorious ancestors for the nation or to make comparisons declaring that,
“see, the famous Huns and Avars had disappeared while we Hungarians could outdo
them...” is only one of these motives...

2. Short research historical outline.

Since in the 18th century Marquis Deguignes the great French sinologist,
thought to find the ancestors of European Huns and of European Avars in the po-
pulation groups mentioned in Chinese sources as Hiung-nu and Zuan-zuan, respec-
tively, and since Gyorgy Pray had agreed this view almost immediately, no serious
doubt arose about it almost till our days — in spite of the cautious formulations gi-
ven by L. Ligeti or of K. Czeglédy’s readiness to make compromises or in spite of
the resistance of Iranists, either. Certain new discoveries in Inner Asia from time to
time aroused great hopes which, however, were only rarely followed by more pro-
found studies. ’

Making its first tentative steps in the second half of the 19th century Hungar-
ian archeology of the Migration Period was influenced at the beginning by eth-
nological reports (here I think of Armin Vambéry) though almost sinchronously
with this a stream of informations from the Russian museums towards Hungary had
started, too.

Fl6ris Rémer, father of Hungarian archeology had made a trip to Moscow and
St. Peterburg in 1874 where, on the basis of his experiences, he found to be proved
that the Hungarian Conquerors had arrived from the Altay region. Besides, he de-
scribed those finds which Radlov had unearthed in the Katanda cemetery in 1865:
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a carved wooden horse, camel and wonder animals, all plated with fine golden
sheets. I should like to return this point later, towards the end of my lecture...

Searching for analogies of horse burials Géza Nagy in 1893 (and later Bernat
Munkdcsi in his supplementary comment paper in 1896) mention the data of Mon-
gol Age travellers (Plano Carpini, Rubruquis, Marco Polo) and also some recent
burial customs of certain Eastern Asiatic Mongolian or Turkish tribes — referring
first of all to Katanov’s collection which was soon published in the Ist issue of Ke-
leti Szemle founded in Budapest.

In the meantime another great personality of Hungarian science in that period,
Béla Pésta, had an opportunity to study Russian (even also Siberian) collections as
a participant of Count Jend Zichy’s Asia expedition. His experiences contributed to
the development of his paleoethnographic attitude, an attitude which is coming of
age nowadays again. The informations and documents brought home by his expe-
dition and published later served the proof for Géza Nagy to claim the Minusinsk
Basin to be the original home of the Avars. His main arguments were the forms of
stirrups. Studies on the chronology of the Avar period were considerably promoted
by the determination of stone statues holding cups (kamennaia baba) as belonging
to the Turcs, by the runiform inscriptions (following Radlov’s decipherment) and by
the use of representations — like the sabre types — on the statues.

Zoltan Felvinczi Takédcs’s activity is worthy of regarding it to be a separate
part of oriental studies in itself. Between 1913 and 1935 he wrote several studies
on the connection between Hungarian archeological remains and Inner Asia (and the -
Far East). As is usual in the oeuvre of great scientists, itt includes great discoveries
— for example it was he who recognized and proved the eastern origin of Hun ca-
uldrons (thought earlier to be Scythian finds), determined their correct chronology
and their relations to Chinese ritual vessels — and also some errors — e.g. searching
for analogies of Late Avar cast bronze belt ornament in the Far East. However, that
time the existence of Far Eastern parallels of Late Avar cast belt ornaments was not
an anachronism because a their comparison with the Ordos bronzes and with the
bronze pieces of the collection of Peter The Great suggested the Inner Asian origin
of this bronze working put erroneously into the Hun period.

We find this attitude even in the first works of Nandor Fettich (Bronzeguss
und Nomadenkunst 1929), the fact that Zoltdn Felvinczi Takdcs insisted to his error
till the end of his life has nothing to do with it. The studies of Radlov, Vambéry,
Katanov and of the orientalist Marquart (Osteuropédische und ostasiatische Streifzii-
ge, 1903), the discoveries of Sir Aurel Stein in Asia (Innermost Asia, Oxford,
1928), the excavations of the Kozlov expedition in Noin-Ula in 1925 (and Camilla
Trever’s summary, published in 1932 which was instantly reviewed by Andrds Al-
foldi), Lajos Ligeti’s study tour in China, Manchuria and Mongolia, the recognition
of the chronology of antiquities from the Hun and. Avar periods, the use of Russian
technical literature (Excavations in N. Mongolia and in the Altay region) could cre-
ate a favourable scientific atmosphere which made possible a more and more up-
to-date use of these data and more and more exact formulations.

For example, Nandor Fettich, an outstanding researcher of Hungarian archeo-
logy of the Migration Period, referred to a figure representing a bone saddle orna-
ment with drawings from Kudyrge (a piece recalled many times since then) already
in 1931. He himself made studies in the museums of Russia. He wrote a separate
chapter on the culture of nomad equestrian peoples in the Minusinsk region (using
Radlov’s, Aspelin’s and Béla Pésta’s data) in the XXI volume of Acheologica Hun-
garica entitled A honfoglal6 magyarsdg fémmivessége. According to his formula-
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tion: ,already the Avar invasion, in the middle of the 6th century, had brought re-
lated forms from the Altay region”. Here we can take catch the origin of an attitude
seems to be accepted even today, that is: everything which exists in the East is a
primary phenomenon there, while it is a secondary one when occurs in our co-
untry... This means also a beginning of a new period in the researches of connec-
tions between the Migration Period and Inner Asia; a regular survey of every data
furnished by special literature had started and these informations were continuously
introduced by the researchers into their hypotheses.

We have to admit that too much efforts sometimes led to errors. For example
Ferenc Méra — who otherwise had a keen eye for ethnographic parallels — misun-
derstanding S. Solymossi’s oral communication, created Uyghur analigies for the
Early Avar niche graves which were cited even by D. Csalldny in 1939 (burial in
standing position). At the same time Tibor Horvith had used Kudyrge as an analogy
already deliberately (U116-Kiskdros 1936).

In the large-scale reconstructions of Gyula L4szl6 (whether he wrote on the
Hungarian saddle of Koroncd, or on the golden bow of the Huns or on the Avar
society) ethnographic-ethnological references are always peresent (following especi-
ally U. Harva’s collections). During the reconstruction of variants of partial horse
burial he writes a lot on costumes of Inner Asia and of the Altay region; on the
explanation of the world tree and of the animal representations of the Mokrin jar
on a shamanistic ground; on the ornamental head-dresses of the reigning princess
of Cibakhdza and on the representations of the Kudyrge stone, etc.

After the 2nd World War this interest did not come to an end, on the contrary,
together with an increase of the quantity of informations, it was becoming more and
more definite, exact and comprehensive. Though, except a single attempt, nobody
had tried to make a synthesis so far. Real analogies were cited which contributed
to chronological questions and to interpretations while ethnic connections had been
somewhat overshadowed (which, according to the present of researches, seems to
be quite correct). Further on I shall enumerate a few names, problems and some
object types, costumes or burial practices related to them to illustrate the nature of
these Inner Asiatic connections.

One of the earliest group of finds in the archeological record of Early Avars
(the group of ob long-looped stirrups, bridles and slight speas) was determined by
Tlona Kovrig (1955) on the basis of finds from Southern Siberia, the Minusinsk re-
gion, Khakassia, the Altay region, Northern Mongolia and of the monument of Tang
Tai Cong. Béla Kiirti (in ”Szeged torténete”) made attempts to separate the material
remains and costume relics of Avars which could be traced back to Inner Asian tra-
ditions from those of Central Asian origin. In his book entitled ”Az avarsig és ke-
let” Istvan Erdélyi tried to systematize the material accumulated so far. His main
standpoints were: history of research, hypotheses on the Inner Asiatic origin of the
Avars, costumes: funeral sacrifices, the analogies of horse burial, types of objects:
stirrup and saddle finds and their representations, belt ornament types, hoe-like axe,
earring types, types of weapons (chain armour, bow, arrows, swordsabre) and runi-
form witing, are included among the topics of the book. We have to keep in mind
that since the sixties Istvdn Erdélyi had organized several archeological expeditions
to Mongolia where together his Mongol colleagues he excavated and published
finds from the Hiung-nu and Turkic periods.

In his book written on the steppe Csandd Balint (1989) gives not only the
summary of results achieved so far but also a keensighted criticism of them (for
example though there are unquestionable analogies of bronze working and of animal
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struggle scenes in Asia from the Hiung-nu period, the chronological gap of some
500 years could not be surmounted. Central Asian relations are dominant even if
certain objects or costumes could be traced back to an Inner Asiatic origin. Csanid
Baélint was the first to make an attempt to summarize the results of Turkic archeo-
logy.

Katalin U. K6halmi, an orientalist, and not an archeologist was the only one
who undertook the task to make a synthesis (A steppék nomadja, fegyverben, 16ha-
ton).

It was Istvdn B6na who went to the farthest to demonstrate Inner Asiatic con-
nections — as regards both periods. Putting by the problems of Hun period for a
while, let me to illustrate at first with the example of the Szegvar publication that
almost every object and pheomenon of the Early Avar Period has its Inner Asiatic
(and of course also Central Asiatic) relation, analogy. Informations had spread all
over the steppe at an incredible speed. Surprising morphological similarities within
Eurasia could be the consequences of wanderings, relations, kinship and convergen-
. ces as well as they even could be the joint results of these factors.

Therefore aamong the Early Avars horse burial is a tradition of Asian origin
(its special forms: burial with two horses or with harness) examples: Kapcaly ce-
metery II. kurgans nos 8. and 13, Kuraj cemetery III., kurgan no. I., Tuva (after
Grac), Kudyrge and other graves from the Altay region (type 1. — a horse skeleton
to the right of the dead with an opposite orientation, type 2. — to the right with the
same orientation: Kudyrge, graves nos. 9, 10, 11, Kapcaly II. etc. (12 sites), the
genuine Inner Asiatic type is type IV. (Bolsaja Recka XIV., grave no. 49, Mongun
Tajga, Baj Tajga, etc. (25 examples, to the left side of the dead, with opposite ori-
entation); there are also burials which contain only horses.

There are four examples of harness burials and it was only partial horse burial
whose parallels he had not found, at least no true analogies of them — though since
then finds of such kind have been already published from the Baraba steppe, though
from a somewhat later period. Writing my study on Mongolian horse burials
I myself was aware of this lack. Data available then seemed to refer to a western
or a northern origin of the custom while today, first of all on the basis of ethnolo-
gical data, I prefer the second hypothesis.

Against all the opposite conventions burials with wooden coffins are wide-
spread all over the steppe (Béna added some new examples to my collections). Be-
sides, neither giving obulus with the dead seems to be a strictly European custom
(several examples are known from China, Mongolia and from the Turkic period of
Inner Asia). On the area in question the wear of odd earring among males is also
present) not only in Central Asia where the examples of it are accumulating but
also in the Ob and Altay regions). We find a few beads in male graves there just
like in our country in the Avar period. There are examples of loosened belts and
swords and quivers taken off and put into graves. As for the shape of certain ob-

jects: he quotes an analogy of the Szegvar forehead ornament from the site Mon-
" gun-Tajga (naturally beyond Central Asia). Sheet armours can be traced back as far
as the Altay, Tuva and even Korea (following Akio Ito he quoted the graves nos.
54/b and 128. at Kyongju). The same is true for the early slight spears, swords with
wrist straps, bone pendants, even for the harness.

Istvan Béna had traced the occurrences of the so-called vessels with cornered
rim back as far as Tuva even erlier. I myself tried to complete a map of orientation
types. Apart from the appearance of any kind of orientations at any place I could
detect some trends as well, that is besides the usual W~E or E-W orientation here
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and there a meridional (N-S) orientation occurs as well — and this latter one appe-
ars always there where groups arrived from the North are involved.

3. Finally I should like to enumerate some selected examples (from the Hun
period) having an eye to Korea as well, and to mention also some problems, still
unsolved.

I have already mentioned that the most characteristic Hun object, namely the
bronze cauldron, was originated most probably from Inner Asia, from the vicinity
of the Great Wall. Istvdn Béna quotes the analogies also in his latest book entitled
“Das Hunnenreich”, Apart from this object, however, almost all the other object
types stop in Central Asia (not even the artificial deformation of skulls seems to be
a Hun custom; it belongs most probably rather to the attached Iranians). The ex-
planation is served by that 2-300 years’ period which European Huns spent somew-
here (obviosly in Central Asia) before they have crossed the Volga — if the identi-
fication of Hiung-nu people with the Huns is correct. Apart from cauldrons there
are only the generally widespread object types (like bone nocks of bows, trilateral
arrowheads and. mirrors which have trute Inner Asiatic analogies in this period.
Therefore all the more surprising that several phenomane appear in identical or at
least in very similar form at just the opposite end of the steppe, that is in Korea.
It is well-known that certain diadems of the Hun age have ,,mushroom-like” deco-
rationst which were a great mystery of research until the funeral crowns of the
Early Silla period had become known on which there are true tree-ornaments (sha-
man-trees, world tree (?). In a royal grave with a golden crown from Kyongju there
was also a glass vessel which is the product of a Persian or a Syrian workshop —
a clear proof of Western connections!

It is characteristic that the much debated Borovoe Scucij find (Kazakhstan)
was removed from the Hun period by Istvdn Béna on the very basis of the Korean
analogy, that is of the dagger ornaments found in grave no. 14 of the above-men-
tioned locality and was put into the Hephthalite period — since this precise analogy
is from a period after 520 S.D.!

From Korea we may quote also saddle-bows covered with sheets with scale
pattern, long swords, harness, bows, etc. In these cases we should not think of con-
vergences. We may reckon with the insufficiencies of research (we have only very
limited knowledge on the intermediate areas before the Turkic period), though we
must not exclude the existence of direct contacts. It is hard to get away from the
ideas that Korean ,,shamanistic” — though not not belonging to shamans — crowns
have relations with headdresses from Transbaikalian (Oroc, Tunguz) areas and that
the origin of the European Huns is not yet settled completely. There are a lot of
arguments which suggest their Turkish character, though Lajos Ligeti (following P.
Pelliot) raised that some — still unknown — Paleoasian people had had to participate
in the Hun (Hiung-nu) ethnogenesis. This could be an even more evident explana-
tion of the Koran contacts (related origins). We know that the Hun power is Asia
had left strong marks in Transbaikalia which can be traced archeologically as well,
here I mention only the Ivolga fortified settlement.

As for the studies of my own made on the Hun period, it was the interpreta-
tion of a strange find, the Pannonhalma find, which had turned my attention to In-
ner Asia. The find consists of two bridles, two sets of harness, saddle fittings with
scale pattern, two swords (one of them is extremely richly ornamented with an in-
laid alamandine decoration set in gold on the cross piece of the hilt and scabbard
fittings with scale pattern and at last of a bow with true golden end — and grip
covers — and they are not part of a burial. A whole series of great Hun finds were
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found under similar circumstances and they have analogies even from the Avar pe-
riod. The custom, that is a funeral sacrifice, buried separately (I do not call them
pyre finds because there are no burn marks on the Pannonhalma objects) can be
traced through the whole steppe region as far as Inner Asia (tajniks from the Turkic
period, ogradki, cenophtas). The custom was observed among different Northern Eu-
rasian nomads (from the Finno-Ugrians till the Tunguz at the Amur) even in the
recent past. ;

Finally I should like to speak of the Arpds find and of a single object. The
burial find was found dug into the ruins of a Roman town. The glass vessel, small
earthen cup, jug with slurry, golden girdle- and shoe-buckles, hair pincers of the
find, but even its large bronze vessel, which has no true parallels known so far, fit
well into the Sth century, that is into a Pannonian environment in the Hun period.
However, an animal figure covered with golden sheet, found beside the vertabrae,
is a peculiar object. It has analogies from both Eastern Europe and the Kazakhstan
steppe (Beljaus, Novogrigorevka, Kzil-Kajnat-Tobe) but a great quantity and diffe-
rent variants of it are known from Tuva (and from Kyrgyzia, from a considerably
later period). Here I should like to return to an earlier part of my lecture where
I spoke of Fléris Rémer who had made the similar Katanda finds to be known. It
seems impossible that the above-mentioned object could get into the Carpathian Ba-
sin in other way than through the migration of the Huns.

And I should like to ask our Korean colleagues whether they know finds like
this one? I would be grateful for their help...
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