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Abstract: Since its inception as a mass communication medium, cinema has been inextricably linked to historical
science. Popular culture's acceptance and willingness to utilize this interconnectedness has made history an inseparable
part of cinema. Indeed, in the 21st century, it’s crucial to remember that technological devices have significantly reduced
reading habits, and people often base their judgments on what they see and watch when evaluating historical information.
Therefore, the movie/series world has a necessity to maintain objectivity and construct events based on reliable sources
when presenting historical narratives. Despite this, it appears that some films and television series, whether domestic or
foreign productions, deviate from historical accuracy and have made this a conscious policy. Of course, it's impossible
to examine all of these films and series in a single study, and each deserves its own independent research. The film
examined in this study is the 2022 Indian production, Samrat Prithviraj. Samrat Prithviraj was the 32nd Raja of the
Chauhan dynasty, a long-ruling indigenous dynasty in medieval North India, and is known for leading the state through
its most glorious period. However, towards the end of his life, he was defeated and killed in the Battle of Tarain (1192)
against the Ghurid Sultan Muizzuddin Muhammad b. Bahauddin Sam. This study examines the film Samrat Prithviraj,
which contains a significant amount of distortion, from a historical perspective.
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Bir Ortacag Hint Filmi Samrat Prithviraj’da Tarihsel Algi

Oz: Sinema, kitle iletisim araci olarak kullanilmaya basladigi zamanlardan itibaren tarih bilimiyle miisterek bir biitiinlitk
icerisinde olmustur. Popiiler kiiltiiriin de bdylesine bir biitiinliikten son derece hognut olup istifadeye agik olmasi, tarihi
adeta sinemanin ayrilmaz bir pargasi haline getirmistir. Zira 21. yiizyil diinyasinda teknolojik cihazlarin kitap okuma
aliskanligini biiyiik oranda diisiirdiigii ve insanlarin tarihi bir bilgiyi degerlendirirken gordiiklerinden, izlediklerinden
hareketle bir yargiya vardiklar1 ger¢egi unutulmamalidir. Hal bdyleyken sinema/dizi diinyasin bir tarih anlatimi
gergeklestirirken objektiflikten taviz vermemesi ve olaylar1 kaynaklar 15131nda kurgulamasi zarureti hasil olmustur. Buna
ragmen ister yerli ister yabanci yapim olsun bazi sinema ya da dizilerin tarihi hakikatlerden uzak oldugu ve bunu bilingli
bir politika haline getirdikleri anlagilmaktadir. Elbette bu dizi ya da filmlerin tamaminin bir ¢aligmada irdelenmesi s6z
konusu degildir ve bunlarin her birinin bir aragtirmanin miistakil konusu olmasi gerektigi diisiiniilmektedir. Bu ¢alismada
ele alian sinema filmi 2022 Hint yapimi olan Samrat Prithviraj’dir. Samrat Prithviraj Ortagag Kuzey Hindistan’inda
uzun bir siire hiikiim siiren yerli hanedanlardan Cavhanlarin 32. Raca’sidir ve devlete en parlak donemini yasattigi
bilinmektedir. Ancak dmriiniin sonuna dogru Gurlu Sultan1 Muizziiddin Muhammed b. Bahdeddin Sam ile girismis
oldugu Tarain Savasi’nda (1192) yenilgiye ugratilarak 6ldiiriilmiistiir. Bu ¢alismada biiyiik oranda tahrifatin yer aldig1
Samrat Prithviraj filmi tarihi agidan incelemeye tabi tutulmustur.
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Introduction

The Chauhan Dynasty, which ruled in North India from the 6th to the 12th centuries, is known to
hold a very important place in the history of the region. Indeed, during its most glorious period, this
dynasty controlled almost all of North India. Nevertheless, like other dynasties of medieval North India
such as the Paramara, Pratihara, and Chalukya, the origins of the Chauhans have been lost in legends.
Although mythological narratives consider the dynasty to be a member of the Agnikula culture, this
abstract reality does not go beyond legendary approaches (Shukla, 1978, p. 162; Kulke & Rotermund,
2003, p. 117; Sencan, 2022, p. 17; Tod, 1920, p. 114; Tripathi, 1942, p. 333; Somani, 1981, p. 1).

Historical records indicate that the first members of the Chauhan dynasty emerged in the foothills
of Mount Abu in the northern part of Rajasthan, in western India. The city of Sambar, located in the
same region and most likely the first settlement of the Chauhans, was also developed by this dynasty in
the 6th century. For this reason, the dynasty is also referred to as the Chauhan Sambar State in various
sources. Vasudeva, believed to be blessed by the gods and who ascended the Chauhan throne in 551,
holds the distinction of being the first Raja of the dynasty. However, it would take half a century for the
Chauhans, who initially appeared relatively unknown with a settlement like Sambar, to gain prominence.
It was during the reign of Raja Ajairaj, who ruled between the late 6th and early 7th centuries, that
information about this dynasty began to become clearer in history books following the capture of the
city of Ajmer. Perhaps the reason why Ajairaj, known by the nickname “Father,” enjoyed such love and
sympathy among the people of Ajmer is related to the political and military activities that took place
during his reign. So much so that even today, fairs are held at certain times of the year in Ajairaj Valley,
where he died and which bears his name, in honor of the founding of Ajmer and its founder (Dhondiyal,
1966, p. 32; Smith, 1908, p. 356; Bayur, 1987, p. 256; Bhandari, n.d., p. 103; Sharma, 1959, p. 40; Bilas
Sarda, 1941, pp. 137-138). Nevertheless, the city of Sambar managed to maintain its importance for the
Chauhans until the 10th century, and Ajmer only became the center in the early 12th century, during the
reign of Raja Ajairaj II. Despite the long time that had passed since the founding of the Chauhan
Dynasty, there was certainly an important reason for the extremely slow progress of its expansionist
policies. This reason was the Pratihara Dynasty, which was founded in the early 9th century and
experienced a rapid rise from its inception. Indeed, until the 10th century, the Chauhans remained little
more than vassals of these Pratiharas. However, when the Pratiharas began to weaken, the Chaukhans'
star began to shine, and during the reign of Raja Bisaladeva (1153-1164), cities belonging to the
Pratiharas, including Delhi, Nadol, Pali, and Jalor, were incorporated into Chauhan territory. Chauhan
dominance now extended from the Himalayas to the Vindhaya Mountains (Kulkarni, 1966, p. 204;
Prasad, 1927, p. 8-9; Chandra, 2014, p. 63; Somani, 1981, p. 27).

Prithviraj Chauhan, the main subject of our study, ascended the Chauhan throne as Raja of Ajmer
after the death of his father, Someswara, in 1177. Born on May 19, 1166, Prithviraj was only 11 years
old when he officially became the ruler. Therefore, his mother, Karpuradevi, accompanied him in state
affairs. In fact, the Queen had completely taken control of the administration. However, in 1179,
Prithviraj consolidated all power in his own hands. He ended the influence of his mother and her uncle,
who was also her assistant, in state affairs (Singh, 2019). Thus, he began his political activities from that
date. However, it is not possible to discuss Prithviraj solely from a political perspective in Indian
mythological narratives. His love life, extraordinary abilities, and legendary warrior skills were among
the characteristics that brought him fame.

Prithviraj suffered the unfortunate fate of many young rulers who ascended the throne at a young
age, facing power struggles. Taking advantage of his inexperience, one of his relatives, Prince
Nagarjuna, fueled by a long-standing feud, rebelled and seized the town of Gudapura. This rebellion,
not to be underestimated, saw some of Prithviraj’s commanders siding with Nagarjuna. Successfully
suppressing this rebellion became crucial for Prithviraj in two ways. Firstly, he would identify and
eliminate his high-ranking commanders who had betrayed him; secondly, suppressing such a rebellion
early in his reign would boost his confidence. And so it happened. Although Nagarjuna chose to resist
the Chauhan army, reinforced with elephants and numerous cavalry and infantry, he witnessed the
slaughter of his soldiers one by one in the Gudapura fort where he had taken refuge. Although he later
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managed to escape from the fort, his mother and wife could not escape being taken captive. The heads
of some of the rebels were brought to Ajmer and hung at the gate of the fort. Thus, Prithviraj averted an
internal conflict that had turned into a struggle for the throne (Sharma, 1959, p. 73; Bilas Sarda, 1941,
p. 146; Somani, 1981, p. 39; Sharma, 1959, p. 74).

After internal peace was restored in the Chauhan Dynasty, Prithviraj could now move to expand
his territories. His first target was the Bhadanaka Kingdom, located north of Ajmer and encompassing
the cities of Bhiwani, Mahendragarh, Rewari (in present-day Haryana), and Alwar (in Rajasthan).
Indeed, his ancestor Vigraharaj IV had previously launched a campaign against the Bhadanakas,
defeating them but failing to completely subdue them. Prithviraj, likely before 1182, completely
destroyed the Bhadanaka Kingdom (11th-12th century) (Singh, 1964, p. 165; Sharma, 1959, p. 74). He
then launched a campaign against the Chandel Dynasty (831-1315). Although the Chandelians formed
an alliance with the Gahadavalas (1089-1197) against the Chauhans, they were ultimately defeated by
Prithviraj and had no choice but to surrender their cities to the Chauhans. Thus, the Chandelians were
also brought under control, a situation that lasted until 1192. However, after this date, it is seen that the
Chandelians regained their former settlements and continued their rule for some time (Singh, 2019;
Smith, 1920, p. 188).

During Prithviraj’s reign, the Chauhans’ greatest enemy was undoubtedly the Gahadavalas. A
vast empire centered in Kannauj, the Gahadavalas, like the Chauhans, harbored ambitions of dominating
all of North India. On the other hand, the Gahadavala Raja, Jaychand, considered himself equal to, or
even superior to, Prithviraj. Indeed, he had provided military support to the latter during the Chauhans’
war with the Chandelians. Until now, the two sides had not directly confronted each other. However,
Jaychand, who believed Delhi was rightfully his, could not accept Prithviraj’s capture of the city. On
the other hand, Prithviraj’s raid on the swayamvara (a type of palace marriage in medieval India) of
Jaychand’s daughter Sanyogita and his abduction of Sanyogita further fueled the animosity between the
two sides (Bilas Sarda, 1941, p. 147; Sharma, 1959, p. 77; Tripathi, 1942, p. 335; Singh, 2019). Now,
Jaychand would not hesitate to support any campaign against Prithviraj. At this point, the confrontation
between Prithviraj and the Ghurid Sultan Muizzuddin Muhammad b. Bahauddin Sam (1203-1206)
during his campaigns in India was exactly the opportunity Jaychand was looking for.

Muizzuddin Muhammad b. Bahauddin Sam was the last ruler of the Ghurid Dynasty during its
period of rise. He was appointed to govern Ghazni after its capture during the reign of his elder brother,
Giyasuddin Muhammad (Ibnil’l-Esir, 2019, p. 518; Ciizcani, 1342, p. 358; Mirhand, 1338, p. 787;
Handmir, 1333, p. 606; Bayur, 1987, p. 255), and also initiated campaigns into India during his brother’s
reign. For this reason, many sources refer to him as the heir to the Indian conquests of Ghaznavid Sultan
Mahmud. His greatest enemy in India was Prithviraj Chauhan. Indeed, Muizzuddin Muhammad
managed to control a significant portion of North India by 1191. Meanwhile, he had also eliminated the
Lahore branch of the Ghaznavid state. After this stage, his main goal was to capture Delhi and subjugate
the Chauhans. However, this successful conquest policy did not seem to have sufficiently impressed
Prithviraj, as he made no preparations until the Ghurid armies chose Delhi as their new route. Now, the
appearance of Muslim armies on the Chauhan borders alarmed Prithviraj and essentially caused him
great panic. Nevertheless, he managed to quickly gather together other Rajas who, like himself, were
anti-Muslim. Muizzuddin Muhammad confronted the allied Indian armies led by Prithviraj Chauhan
twice. The first of these encounters, referred to in sources as the Battles of Tarain, took place in 1191,
and in this battle, the Muslim armies suffered a heavy defeat. Muizzuddin Muhammad, having been
defeated, managed to reach Ghazni with a small number of soldiers who had escaped the battle with
great difficulty (Ciizcani, 1342, pp. 399-400; Badauni, 1986, p. 69; Esterabadi, 1387, p. 131; Hoca
Nizamuddin Ahmed, 1913, p. 39; Haig, 1958).

A careful examination of these military events between the Ghurid dynasty and the allied Indian
armies reveals that Prithviraj missed the opportunity to completely annihilate the defeated Muizzuddin
Muhammad and his army. Although the First Battle of Tarain ended in an Indian victory, Prithviraj,
perhaps intoxicated by his triumph, did not even attempt to pursue his enemy. This situation paved the
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way for Muizzuddin Muhammad to develop a new war strategy. The two sides met again at Tarain in
1192, a year later. The Ghurid army consisted of Turks, Tajiks, and Afghans, numbering over 120.000.
Moreover, Muizzuddin Muhammad had spent the preceding year planning for victory. Of course,
Prithviraj had not been idle either. When the Indians united under his command for the second time,
their army had grown to 300,000. Moreover, this large army was commanded by 150 Rajas.
Nevertheless, it is known that before the war began, Muizzuddin Muhammad sent envoys to Prithviraj
to offer him the opportunity to convert to Islam. However, these offers and suggestions were vehemently
rejected by Prithviraj (Esterabadi, 1387, p. 132).

Muizzuddin Muhammad, after delaying the battle for several days to better analyze his enemy,
launched an attack with all his forces shortly before sunrise. Before the Indians could understand what
was happening, they found themselves surrounded by the Ghurids. The army led by Prithviraj was soon
severely defeated, and he himself fled the battlefield. However, upon reaching the banks of the Sarsuti
River, he was captured by Ghurid soldiers and killed shortly afterward. After Prithviraj’s death, who
controlled a large part of northern India, Sarsuti, Hansi, Semane, Kuhram, and Ajmer, which were under
his rule, were conquered by the Ghurids. In the subsequent period, Muizzuddin Muhammad’s
commander, Qutbuddin Aybek, would conquer Delhi on the orders of the sultan, laying the foundations
of the Delhi Sultanate (Ibnii’l-Esir, 1987, p. 152; Handmir, 1333, p. 607; Fasih Hafi, 1384, p. 747;
Badauni, 1986, p. 70; Cilizcani, 1342, pp. 400-401; Durak, 2000, p. 75). The Second Battle of Tarain
marked the beginning of the end for the Chauhan Dynasty. Indeed, although Prithviraj was briefly
succeeded by Govindaraja I'V (1192) and Hariraja (1193-1194), the Chauhans never again regained their
former power. In 1194, the Chauhan dynasty, which had long ruled as one of the most important
dynasties in North India, vanished (Chandra, 2014, p. 70).

The above explanation attempts to provide a concise introduction to the Chauhan Dynasty,
focusing specifically on Raja Prithviraj. Both the primary sources used and contemporary authors
recount the political history of the dynasty in the manner described above. Now, the film in question
will be introduced, followed by a discussion of the historical perception that the film attempts to create.

Objective

It is fair to say that historical events and figures have become an indispensable part of the film
and television world over the last half-century. History and cinema have become intertwined in both
domestic and foreign productions. However, these productions sometimes damage historical accuracy
due to their visual appeal and the unquestioning belief in those visuals. This situation stems sometimes
from an inability to present accurate information, sometimes from making fictional changes to attract
viewers, and sometimes from a deliberate distortion of history. The main aim of this study is to reveal,
based on available sources, how historical events are distorted in the film Prithviraj Chauhan.

Method

In the preparation of this study, primary sources providing information on the subject were first
collected and translated. The information obtained from these translations was then subjected to a critical
analysis. The conclusions reached from the sources were compared with contemporary studies. The
historical inaccuracies in the film Samrat Prithviraj are revealed using information from both source
materials and contemporary studies, thus concluding the article.
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Findings
Samrat Prithviraj movie

In 1911, the foundations of the Hollywood Film Industry were laid in Hollywood, a town located
in the Los Angeles district of California, United States, and the first studio was established there.
Hollywood, which has never lost its popularity from its early days to the present, remains the biggest
dream of actors and actresses today. Approximately 60 years after Hollywood’s founding, another film
industry, similar in name but different in content, was established: the Bollywood Film Industry. Its
location was Mumbeai (formerly Bombay), the capital of Maharashtra state in India. In fact, from the
1950s onwards, Indian films began to experience their golden age. In addition to the development of the
acting industry, the music industry also came to the forefront, and with the emergence of singing and
dubbing, music composers also became involved in the film industry. Bollywood became right at the
center of this success. Although there is no official explanation for the origin of its name, the rumor that
it is derived from a combination of the words Bombay and Hollywood remains valid. There is no
definitive information on whether Bollywood emerged as a reaction to Hollywood or as an imitation of
it. However, it is safe to say that from its inception to the present day, it has successfully represented a
fresh perspective in India and has now reached a capacity to produce 1500 films annually.

Samrat Prithviraj, a Bollywood production, is an epic historical action film released in 2022.
Directed by Chandraprakash Dwidedi, it stars Akshay Kumar in the lead role, along with a rich cast
including Manushi Chhillar, Sanjay Dutt, Sonu Sood, Manav Vij, Ashutosh Rana, and Sakshi Tanwar.
Filming for Samrat Prithviraj began in 2019 but was halted due to the Coronavirus pandemic. Production
resumed in 2020, and the film was released on June 3, 2022. Samrat Prithviraj is based on Chand
Bardai’s epic novel Prithviraj Raso. However, it should be noted that this work is quite far from
historical accuracy. Furthermore, while the oldest known copy dates back to the 16th century, various
additions were made to the original in the 19th century.

The film, reportedly completed with a budget of between $17 and $34 million, is said to have
failed to achieve the desired success at the box office. Perhaps one reason for this is that the film was
banned in Kuwait, Qatar, and Oman even before its release. These countries have not offered any
explanation for the ban. However, Indians have expressed their condemnation and outrage on numerous
social media platforms. According to them, the main reason for the ban was its portrayal of the ruthless
Ghurid Sultan Muizzuddin Muhammad’s invasion of India under the banner of Islam. Apparently,
Samrat Prithviraj had already created a profound impact, at least among his own people, before its
release. The film mirrored the previous portrayal of Ghaznavid Sultan Mahmud’s 17 campaigns in India,
depicting him solely as a merciless plunderer. Furthermore, it made no mention of the Islamic concept
of ghaza and jihad.

It has become commonplace for some films and TV series to add certain elements to the historical
events they depict in order to reach a wider audience. However, as will be seen shortly, in the creation
of Samrat Prithviraj’s screenplays, it is observed that the effort was not so much to reach a wider audience
as to to shape a perception within the target audience.

Distortion of Historical Facts in Samrat Prithviraj

The film focuses on two states and their leaders. One side, as previously mentioned, is the
Chauhan Dynasty, which dominated North India for a long time and was headed by Prithviraj Chauhan.
The other side is the Ghurid Dynasty, which ruled Afghanistan and the mountainous regions of Herat
between 1157 and 1216. Although Sultan Gryasiiddin Muhammad b. Bahaiiddin Sam was at the head
of the state during the conflicts, the person who led the Indian campaigns was his brother, Muizziiddin
Muhammad b. Bahaiiddin Sam, whom the sultan had entrusted with the administration of Ghazni'.

! Ghazni, the capital of the Ghaznavid Empire, was captured by the Oghuz Turks in 559/1163-1164, forcing the
Ghaznavids to retreat to Lahore. The city remained under Oghuz rule for approximately ten years. In 569/1173-
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The origins of the Ghurid dynasty remain a mystery to this day. Studies on this subject include
hypotheses suggesting that the Ghurids may have been of Turkish, Arab, or Persian origin. However,
the primary sources identified so far from a scientific perspective do not provide definitive information
on this matter. Based on the administrative and military structure adopted by the Ghurids, their way of
life, and most importantly, the expansionist policies of the Turks at that time, recent scholarly studies
focus on the possibility that the state was of Turkish origin (Ontiirk, 2020, pp. 7-11).

Despite the fact that it is not mentioned in any primary source or even research work, the film’s
very first scene shows the people in an arena in Ghazni chanting “Greetings to the Afghan Emperor!”
for Emir Muizzuddin Muhammad. Thus, the tendency to portray the Ghurids as being of Afghan origin
solely through a film is noticeable. In addition, Emir Muizzuddin is depicted in the same scene as a
merciless ruler who wants to have Prithviraj Chauhan, whom he has captured, torn apart by lions. In
essence, the first and last scenes of the film are identical. However, as will be discussed later, there is
no account of Prithviraj Chauhan being captured and brought to Ghazni.

According to the film, the main reason for the Tarain Wars between the Ghurids and the Chauhans
was the abduction of Chitrarekha, one of the Sultan’s favorite concubines, by Mir Husayn, brother of
Muizzuddin Muhammad b. Bahauddin Sam, and his subsequent refuge with Prithviraj Chauhan. As
previously mentioned, Prithviraj, who stood out in Chauhan history not only for his political and military
adventures but also for his love life, this time decides to help an Islamic ruler, even an enemy, out of
respect for the love of his brother. Although those in his council try to dissuade him from helping,
reminding him of what Sultan Mahmud of Ghazni had done in India 150 years earlier, Prithviraj does
not change his mind and goes to Mir Husayn in Indian territory with a hundred horsemen. When
examining sources such as Tabakat-1 Naswi, el-Kamil fi't-Tarih, Tarih-i Giizide, Tarih-i Firiste,
Ravzatii’s-Safa, and other Islamic historical sources, it becomes clear that Muizziiddin Muhammed did
not have a brother named Mir Hiiseyin. Shortly after receiving the governorship of Ghazni from his
elder brother, Sultan Giyasiiddin, Muizziiddin Muhammed began his campaigns in India in 571/1175-
1176, conducting seven expeditions, each resulting in victory, before encountering Prithviraj. In other
words, in the natural course of these campaigns, Muizziiddin Muhammed’s next opponent would
inevitably be Prithviraj Chauhan®.

According to Samrat Prithviraj, before resorting to war, Muizzuddin Muhammad sent one of his
most important men, Kutbiiddin Aybek, as an envoy to Prithviraj, suggesting that peace could be made
in exchange for the surrender of Mir Huseyin. However, Prithviraj vehemently rejected this offer, telling
Kutbuddin Aybek that the only way to resolve the conflict was through war. Thus, in 1191, Muizzuddin
Muhammad and Prithviraj Chauhan confronted each other in Tarain. In the great battle that ensued, the
Sultan’s brother, Mir Huseyin, was killed, while Muizziiddin Muhammad was captured by Prithviraj
Chauhan himself in a duel. After being held captive in the dungeons of Ajmer for a time, he was released
by Prithviraj, even though he wished to be killed. Again, an evaluation of this aspect of the film reveals
a significant distortion of the facts. Historical records confirm that the Ghurids suffered a heavy defeat
in the First Battle of Tarain. However, there was no question of Muizziiddin Muhammad being taken
captive at the end of the battle. Sources unanimously state that he fought to the very end, even though
he was wounded on the battlefield (Ciizcani, 1342, pp. 399-400; Badauni, 1986, p. 69; Esterabadi, 1387,
p. 131; Hoca Nizamiiddin Ahmed, 1913, p. 39; Haig, 1958; Prasad, 1931, pp. 67-68; Nateson, 2000, p.
111; Durak, 2000, pp. 72-73). Meanwhile, it was observed that some Ghurid soldiers, believing their
sultan was dead, fled the battlefield, but Muizziiddin Muhammad did not order any investigation until
he returned to Ghazni. When the Ghurid soldiers who managed to escape the battle arrived safely in the
capital, Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammad, during the time of explanation, identified the soldiers who had

1174, the Ghurids successfully recaptured Ghazni from the Oghuz. Sultan Giyasiiddin entrusted the city’s
administration to his brother, Muizziiddin. Emir Muizziiddin, in the long-occupied city, initiated reconstruction
efforts and, in the process, restored peace and tranquility to the people of Ghazni. After the city was stabilized, he
began his expeditions to India with his brother’s permission (ibnﬁ’l—Esir, 1987, p. 147; Ciizcani, 1342, p. 358;
Badauni, 1986, p. 64, Esterabadi, 1387, p. 129; Ontiirk, 2020, p. 120).

2 For Muizzeddin Muhammed’s campaigns in India, see: (Ontiirk, 2020, pp. 119-144).
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fled, had feed bags placed around their necks, and had them paraded through the streets of Ghazni
(Clizcani, 1342, p. 400; Esterabadi, 1387, p. 131). When the causes and consequences of the First Battle
of Tarain are evaluated from a film perspective, it is observed that an attempt is made to humiliate an
Islamic king in front of an Indian Raja. As a result of this approach, which has nothing to do with real
history, it becomes clear that an attempt is made to portray Islam and Muslim beliefs differently among
the Indian people.

The third part of the film, which could be called the third section, is devoted to the Chauhan-
Ghadavala relations. During Prithviraj’s reign, the Ghadavala Dynasty was headed by Raja Jayachand
(1170-1194). Essentially, the most important issue that brought these two Rajas into conflict was Delhi,
and the main goal of both was to control the city. At this time, Delhi was ruled by another indigenous
Indian dynasty, the Tomaras, led by Anangapala III. Since Anangapala had no heir, he handed over the
keys of Delhi to Prithviraj, and the city came under Chauhan rule without any war. However, this was
not accepted by Raja Jayachand. Although he demanded that at least half of Delhi be left to him,
Prithviraj’s firm refusal caused animosity between the two dynasties. The event that completely severed
ties between the Ghadavalas and the Chauhans was Prithviraj’s abduction of his daughter Sanyogita,
along with forty of his cavalrymen, during the Swayamvara organized by Raja Jaichen (Sarda, 1941, p.
147; Sharma, 1959, p. 77). As can be seen, the scenes in this section are entirely focused on internal
events in India. The surprising aspect is the great similarity between the narratives and the facts derived
from the evaluation of the sources. In other words, it is observed that there is no distortion in the scenes
depicting internal events in India. In this respect, it is possible to say that the intended perception is
being shaped within the framework of Indo-Muslim relations.

According to Samrat Prithviraj, Raja Jaychen, unable to accept Delhi’s takeover by Chauhan, this
time sent a wealthy merchant as an envoy to Sultan Muizzuddin Muhammad b. Bahaiiddin Sam,
adhering to the principle of “the enemy of my enemy is my friend,” and encouraged him to attack
Prithviraj. Furthermore, he demanded that Prithviraj be handed over alive if captured. In response,
Muizzuddin Muhammad sent Kutbiiddin Aybek to Prithviraj, requesting that Delhi be surrendered to
them and that Prithviraj rule Delhi as the Sultan’s vassal. This offer was vehemently rejected by
Prithviraj, and the two sides decided to fight once more in Tarain. Historical records do not contain any
mention of the Ghurids making any agreement with the Ghadavalids. The Sultan had no intention of
conquering Delhi at this stage. In fact, he had already spent the years between 1191 and 1192 preparing
for a new war to avenge his defeat in the First Battle of Tarain (Badauni, 1986, p. 70; Ciizcani, 1342, p.
400; Esterabadi, 1387, p. 131). Therefore, in the natural course of history, a war between the two sides
was inevitable.

The final part of the film is devoted to the Second Battle of Tarain. According to this, the two
sides met once again in Tarain in 1192 and immediately engaged in battle. During the week-long
fighting, the Ghurid army suffered twice as many casualties as the Chauhans, with over 16.000 soldiers
killed. This created an atmosphere of despair among the Ghurid sultan and leading commanders, and
the belief that the war would be lost increased. The film makes no mention of the Muslim army’s jihad
policy, and in this part, Muizziiddin Muhammad is portrayed solely as a sultan who brought armies to
India out of greed for land. After the Ghurid commanders reached a consensus that the war could only
be won through deception, the Chauhan army was defeated in a night raid. Despite this, Prithviraj
Chauhan, who never gave up fighting heroically, was only forced to surrender under the threat of his
captured commanders being burned alive before his eyes. When news of the war’s defeat reached Queen
Sanyogita, she, without hesitation, along with the women of the palace elite, ended her life by jumping
into a sacred fire, in accordance with the Indian tradition of sati (a ritual in India where a widowed
woman burns herself in a fire after the death of her husband; see Seymen Cakar, 2015, pp. 73-86).
Prithviraj, brought to Ghazni as a captive in chains, was offered a pardon in an arena if he obeyed the
sultan, but he refused. Furthermore, in front of the onlookers, he openly declared the sultan a traitor and
a deceiver for his cheating in the war. After this, Prithviraj was blinded, thrown into a dungeon, held
captive for days, and then, on the sultan’s orders, brought back to the arena and forced to fight three
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lions in quick succession. Despite being blind, Prithviraj, relying solely on his extraordinary hearing,
killed the first lion. Although wounded by spear blows from the cavalry in the arena, he managed to kill
two more lions unleashed upon him. When he was carried unconscious to the dungeon where he was
held captive, he immediately informed the sultan’s men that he was not dead and would be ready to fight
again by the end of the next day. The following day, Prithviraj was seen in the arena for the last time.
He was given seven arrows and offered the chance to fight seven cavalrymen, but he refused, breaking
six of them and challenging Muizzliddin Muhammad himself with the single arrow remaining. The
sultan, accepting the challenge with a horse and a spear, confronted Prithviraj. In this duel, Prithviraj
managed to kill the sultan with a single arrow shot, but he and his closest friend, Chand Bardai, who
was captured with him, were later killed by a hail of arrows fired by the sultan’s men. In the final scene
of the film, the captive Indian soldiers are released. As these soldiers rushed to the arena, carrying the
bodies of Prithviraj and Chand Bardai on their backs, the people of Ghazni bid farewell to their king,
whose heroism they had thus witnessed, with chants of “Long live Prithviraj!”

When Samrat Prithviraj is examined through its final section, it becomes clear that the greatest
distortion occurred here. According to the sources, the Second Battle of Tarain unfolded as follows: The
Sultan, seeking revenge for his defeat in 1191, spent a year preparing for war, assembling an army of
120.000 men (Ciizcani, 1342, p. 400; Esterabadi, 1387, p. 131; Hoca Nizamiiddin Ahmed, 1913, p. 39).
In contrast, before the great battle, the Indians had amassed an army of approximately 300.000 men,
reinforced by 300 elephants and the participation of 150 rajas. Therefore, the Indian army was not
composed solely of Chauhans. When the two sides clashed in Tarain, before resorting to war,
Muizzuddin Muhammad sent his man, Kivamiilmiilk Riikniiddin Hamza, as an envoy to Prithviraj,
offering him the opportunity to convert to Islam and return the territories previously belonging to the
Muslims. In his reply, Prithviraj reminded the sultan of the events of the previous year, offering him a
chance to return, but if he did not, he swore to his gods to fight the Ghurid soldiers who had succumbed
to their greed. Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammad stated that he had come to these lands on his brother’s
orders and would not return without his permission, but would refrain from fighting only if Tabernacles,
Peshawar, and Multan were given to them, while the remaining Indian cities remained under Indian
control. This offer was also rejected by Prithviraj, and the two sides began preparing for war (Esterabadi,
1387, p. 22). At dawn the next day, the Ghurid army suddenly launched an attack. The battle continued
until afternoon, and the Indian army suffered a heavy defeat. Several of the Rajas were killed, and
although Prithviraj escaped the battlefield to save his life, he was captured on the banks of the Sarsuti
River. He was killed shortly afterwards (Ontiirk, 2023). As a result of the battle, the Ghurids seized a
large amount of booty and many prisoners. Sultan Muizziiddin, after appointing Prithviraj’s son Kuleh
as the head of the Chauhans on the condition that he submit to him, returned victoriously to Ghazni
(Ibnii’1-Esir, 1987, p. 152; Handmir, 1333, p. 607; Fasihi, 1384, p. 747; Badauni, 1986, p. 70; Ontiirk,
2023).

As can be seen, there is no truth to the story of Prithviraj Chauhan being captured, brought to
Ghazni, brutally having his eyes gouged out, and being forced to fight lions. Even more importantly, the
scene where Sultan Muizziiddin is killed by Prithviraj is entirely a fabrication. In fact, Muizziiddin
Muhammad was killed in 1206 while resting in his tent, returning from an expedition to India, by twenty
assassins from the Gokhar tribe.

Discussion and Conclusion

When historical events are conveyed to the public through cinema or television series, using
primary sources regarding the event is of paramount importance. The widespread use of technology and
its unconditional acceptance by the user base in recent times brings with it many dangers. While some
scenes that contradict actual history can be overlooked in order to preserve the narrative in historical
films, sometimes conscious or unconscious errors significantly detach events from reality. The 2022
Bollywood film Samrat Prithviraj is a clear example of this.



Ontiirk V. / Anemon Mus Alparslan Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2026 14(2) 1607-1626 1615

Throughout the film, Muizziiddin Muhammad b. Bahaiiddin Sam, the ruler of an Islamic state, is
portrayed as a merciless plunderer who raids Indian territories. In contrast, Raja Prithviraj, who sits on
the throne of the Chauhan state, is depicted as an extremely generous king, respectful of his enemies,
freeing them even when captured, and never torturing them. Even the character portrayals in the film
reveal a significant bias. For example, Prithviraj is presented as handsome, smiling, and compassionate,
while his enemy, Muizziiddin Muhammad, is portrayed as ugly, ill-tempered, and never smiling. This
bias is also evident in the portrayal of Mir Huseyin, the sultan’s brother, who, as mentioned in the study,
is depicted with all the admirable human qualities, even though he was not actually a sultan.

Whether it was Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammad or Sultan Mahmud of Ghazni, who conducted
campaigns in India two hundred years earlier, the priority of Muslim rulers was to establish the
dominance of Islam in the region. However, the film in question, without mentioning Islam's policy of
jihad in any way, portrays Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammad as a ruler who viewed India as a source of
wealth and slaves. This approach, in essence, misrepresents Islam.

Most of the historical events depicted in the film have little to no relation to reality. Scenes such
as the wars between the Ghurids and the Chauhans being caused by Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammad’s
brother Mir Huseyin, the Sultan being captured in the First Battle of Tarain and then released by
Prithviraj out of mercy, Prithviraj being captured and subjected to intense torture in the Second Battle
of Tarain, and finally managing to kill Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammad even though he was unable to
fight, are all completely untrue.

Samrat Prithviraj occasionally touches upon the political situations of medieval Indian dynasties
such as the Tomaras and Ghadavalas, as well as some Indian beliefs. Interestingly, the information
presented regarding internal Indian events is based on inferences drawn from the sources without any
distortion. This strengthens the thesis that a deliberate distortion was made to belittle Islam and Muslim
states.
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TURKCE SURUM

Giris

VI-XII. yiizyillarda Kuzey Hindistan’da hiikiim siiren Cavhan Hanedani’nin bolge tarihinde ¢ok
onemli bir yere sahip oldugu bilinmektedir. Nitekim bu hanedan en parlak devrini yasadigi donemlerde
Kuzey Hindistan’in neredeyse tamamim hakimiyeti altina almis durumdaydi. Buna ragmen Ortacag
Kuzey Hindistani’nin Paramaralar, Pratiharalar ve Calukyalar gibi diger hanedanlarindakine benzer
sekilde Cavhanlarin da kdken meseleleri efsaneler arasinda kaybolup gitmistir. Mitolojik anlatilar
hanedan1 Agnikula kiiltiiriiniin bir mensubu olarak kabul etmekteyse de bu soyut gerceklik efsanevi

yaklagimlardan oteye gitmemektedir (Shukla, 1978, s. 162; Kulke-Rotermund, 2003, s. 117; Sencan,
2022, s. 17; Tod, 1920, s. 114; Tripathi, 1942, s. 333; Somani, 1981, s. 1).

Tarihi kayitlar ilk Cavhan mensuplarinin Bati Hindistan’da yer alan Racastan eyaletinin kuzey
taraflarindaki Abu Dagi’nin eteklerinde ortaya ¢iktiklarina yonelik bilgiler sunmaktadir. Ayni bolgede
yer alan ve kuvvetle muhtemel Cavhanlarin ilk yerlesim yeri olan Sambar sehri de yine bu hanedan
marifetiyle VI. ylizyilda imar edilmistir. Bu bakimdan hanedan, muhtelif kaynaklarda Cavhan Sambar
Devleti olarak da zikredilir. Tanrilar tarafindan kutsandigina inanilan ve 551 yilinda Cavhan tahtinda
bulunan Vasudeva, hanedanin ilk Raca’s1 olma 6zelligini tasimaktadir. Fakat Sambar gibi bir yerlesim
yeri ile silik bir gorliniim arz eden Cavhanlarin sohret bulmasi igin yarim asirlik bir zaman diliminin
gegmesi gerekecektir. Zira VI. yiizyilin sonu ile VII. ylizyilin baslar1 arasinda tahtta bulunan Raca
Ajairaj doneminde Ecmir sehrinin ele gegirilmesi ile birlikte bu hdnedana dair bilgiler tarih kitaplarinda
biraz daha netlesmeye baslamistir. Belki baba lakabi ile nam bulan Ajairaj’in Ecmir halki nezdinde
boylesine bir sevgi ve sempatiye mazhar olmasi da doneminde gergeklesen siyasi ve askeri faaliyetler
ile alakali olmalidir. Oyle ki giiniimiizde hala Ajairaj’m 61diigii ve kendi ad1 ile amlan Ajairaj Vadisi’nde
yilin belli zamanlarinda Ecmir’in kurulusuna ve kurucusuna ithafen panayirlar diizenlenir (Dhondiyal,
1966, s. 32; Smith, 1908, s. 356; Bayur, 1987, s. 256; Bhandari, t.y, s. 103; Sharma, 1959, s. 40; Bilas
Sarda, 1941, ss. 137-138). Yine de X. yiizyila kadar Sambar sehri Cavhanlar i¢cin 6énemini korumay1
basardi ve Ecmir ancak XII. ylizyilin baglarina gelindiginde, Raca Ajairaj II doneminde merkez haline
getirilebildi. Cavhan Héanedani’nin kurulusunun iistiinden bdylesine uzun bir siire gegmesine ragmen
yayilma politikasinin son derece agir ilerlemesinin elbette nemli bir sebebi vardi. Bu sebep IX. ylizyilin
baglarinda kurulan ve kurulusundan itibaren hizli bir yiikselis icerisine giren Pratihara Hanedani’ydu.
Gergekten de Cavhanlar X. yiizyila kadar bu Pratiharalarm bir vassali olarak kalmaktan oOteye
gidemediler. Pratiharalarin zayiflamaya yiiz tuttugu donemde ise bu defa Cavhanlarin yildizi parlamaya
basladi ve 1153-1164 yillar arasinda tahtta kalan Raca Bisaladeva doneminde Pratiharalara ait olan
Dehli basta olmak iizere Nadol, Pali ve Jalor gibi sehirler Cavhan topraklarma dahil edildi. Artik
Himalaya Daglari’ndan Vindhaya Daglari’na kadar uzanan topraklarda Cavhan hakimiyeti s6z konusu
idi (Kulkarni, 1966, s. 204; Prasad, 1927, ss. 8-9; Chandra, 2014, s. 63; Somani, 1981, s. 27).

Calismamizin asil konusunu teskil eden Prithviraj Cavhan, babasi Somesvara’nin 1177 yilinda
vuku bulan 6liimiinden sonra Ecmir Raca’s1 olarak Cavhan tahtina gecti. 19 Mayis 1166°da diinyaya
gelen Prithviraj, tahtin resmi sahibi oldugunda heniiz 11 yagindaydi. Bu sebeple devlet islerinde
kendisine annesi Karpuradevi refakat ediyordu. Aslinda Kralige yonetimi tamamen ele almisti. Ancak
tarihler 1179 yilim gosterdiginde Prithviraj yetkileri tamamen uhdesinde topladi. Annesinin, bu arada
annesinin de yardimcisi olan amcasinin devlet islerindeki etkilerini sona erdirdi (Singh, 2019). Boylece
zikredilen tarih itibariyla siyasi faaliyetlerine basladi. Ancak Prithviraj’1 Hint efsanevi anlatilarinda
sadece siyasl yoOniiyle konugsmak miimkiin degildir. Zira agk hayati, olaganiistii yetenekleri, dillere
pelesenk olmus savaseiligi onun sohret bulmadaki 6zellikleri idi.

Geng yasta tahta ¢ikmis birgok hiikiimdarin saltanat miicadelesine dair makdis talihi Prithviraj’da
da tecelli etti. Tecriibesizliginden istifade etmek isteyen akrabalarindan biri olan Prens Nagarjuna biraz
da gegmise dayali bir husumet sebebi ile isyana kalkisti ve Gudapura kasabasin ele gegirdi. Cok da
basite alinamayacak bu kalkigsmada Prithviraj’in bazi komutanlarinin da Nagarjuna tarafinda yer aldig1



Ontiirk V. / Anemon Mus Alparslan Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 2026 14(2) 1607-1626 1617

goriiliiyordu. Simdi bu isyanin bagarili bir sekilde bastirilmasi Prithviraj i¢in iki agidan daha da 6énemli
hale gelmisti. Birincisi kendisine ihanet eden iist diizey komutanlarini bilip tantyacak ve onlar1 da yok
edecekti, ikincisi ise saltanatinin heniiz baslarinda bdylesine bir isyan1 bastirmak kendine olan giivenini
arttiracakt1. Oyle de oldu. Nagarjuna fillerle takviyeli, cok sayida siivari ve piyadeden olusan Cavhan
ordusu karsisinda her ne kadar direnmeyi tercih etse de siginmis oldugu Gudapura Kalesi’nde
askerlerinin bir bir 6ldiirtilisiine taniklik etti. Daha sonra kaleden kagmay1 basarsa da annesi ve karisi
esir olmaktan kurtulamadi. Bir kisim isyanci kellesi Ecmir’e getirilerek kalenin kapisina asildi. Bdylece
Prithviraj taht miicadelesine doniisen bir i¢ hadiseyi bertaraf etmis oldu (Sharma, 1959, s. 73; Bilas
Sarda, 1941, s. 146; Somani, 1981, s. 39: Sharma, 1959, s. 74).

Cavhan Hanedani’nda i¢ huzurun saglanmasindan sonra Prithviraj artik topraklarini
genisletmek icin harekete gegebilirdi. Bu bakimdan ilk rotas1t Ecmir’in kuzeyinde bulunan ve giiniimiiz
Haryana eyaleti i¢erisinde yer alan Bhiwani, Mahendragarh, Rewari ve Racastan bolgesine dahil Alwar
sehirlerini kapsayan Bhadanaka Kralligi oldu. Esasen daha Once atalarindan Vigraharaj IV de
Bhadanakalar {izerine bir sefer gergeklestirmis, onlar1 yenilgiye ugratmis, ancak tam olarak boyun
egdirememisti. Prithviraj muhtemelen 1182 yilindan 6nce gerceklestirmis oldugu bu seferde Bhadanaka
Kralligi’m (11-12. yy) tam anlamiyla yok etti (Singh, 1964, s. 165; Sharma, 1959, s. 74). Ardindan
Candel Hanedanm (831-1315) iizerine bir sefer gergeklestirdi. Candeller her ne kadar Gahadavalalar
(1089-1197) ile birleserek Cavhanlara karsi bir ittifak kursalar da Prithviraj karsisinda yenilgiye
ugramaktan ve kendilerine bagl sehirleri Cavhanlara teslim etmekten baska ¢are bulamadilar. Boylece
Candeller de hakimiyet altina alindi1 ve bu durum 1192 yilina kadar devam etti. Ancak bu tarihten sonra
Candellerin tekrar eski yerlesim yerlerini ele gecirdikleri ve bir siire daha hakimiyetlerini devam
ettirdikleri goriilecektir (Singh, 2019; Smith, 1920, s. 188).

Prithviraj’in hakimiyeti doneminde Cavhanlarin en biiyiik diismani hi¢ siiphesiz Gahadavalalar
idi. Kannauc merkezIli biiylik bir imparatorluk olan Gahadavalalarin da tipki Cavhanlar gibi Kuzey
Hindistan’in tamamina hakim olmak gibi bir diisiincesi vardi. Ote yandan Gahadavala Raca’s1 Caygend,
kendisini Prithviraj’a denk hatta ondan daha iistiin gormekteydi. Zaten Cavhanlarin Candellerle olan
savasinda da ikincisini askerl bakimdan desteklemekten geri durmamisti. Simdiye kadar iki taraf direkt
olarak karsi karsiya gelmemisti. Ama Dehli’nin kendi hakki oldugunu diisiinen Caycend bu sehrin
Prithviraj tarafindan ele gegirilmesini bir tiirlii hazmedemiyordu. Ote yandan Caygend’in kizi
Sanyogita’nin swayamvarasinda (Hint ortacaginda bir tiir saray evliligi) Prithviraj’in diiglinii basmas1
ve Sanyogita’y1 kagirmasi iki taraf arasindaki diismanligi iyiden iyiye koriiklemisti (Bilas Sarda, 1941,
s. 147; Sharma, 1959, s. 77; Tripathi, 1942, s. 335; Singh, 2019). Simdi Cayg¢end, Prithviraj’a karst
olacak hicbir harekati desteklemekten geri durmayacakti. iste bu noktada Gurlu Sultan1 Muizziiddin
Muhammed b. Bahaeddin Sam’1n (1203-1206) Hindistan seferlerinde Prithviraj ile kars1 karsiya gelmesi
Caygend’in tam da aradig: firsatti.

Muizziiddin Muhammed b. Bahaeddin Sam Gurlular Devleti’nin yiikselme doneminin son
hiikiimdariydi. O, agabeyi Giyasiiddin Muhammed déneminde Gazne sehrinin alinmast ile (Ibnii’l-Esir,
2019, s. 518; Ciizcani, 1342, s. 358; Mirhand, 1338, s. 787; Handmir, 1333, s. 606; Bayur, 1987, s. 255)
buranin ydnetimine tayin edilmis ve yine agabeyi doneminde Hindistan seferlerine baglamigti. Bu
bakimdan bir¢ok kaynakta Gazneli Sultan Mahm{id’un Hindistan fiituhatinin mirasgisi olarak zikredilir.
Onun Hindistan’daki en biiyiik diismani ise Prithviraj Cavhan’di. Gergekten Muizziiddin Muhammed
1191 yilina kadar Kuzey Hindistan’in 6nemli bir kismina hakim olmay1 bagsarmisti. Bu arada Gazneliler
Devleti’nin Lahor kolunu da ortadan kaldirmisti. Bu asamadan sonra onun en biiyiik amaci Dehli’yi de
ele gecirip Cavhanlara boyun egdirmekti. Ancak bu basarili fetih siyaseti Prithviraj’1t yeterince
etkilememis olacak ki Gurlu ordular1 Dehli’yi yeni rota olarak belirleyene kadar herhangi bir hazirlikta
bulunmamisti. Simdi Cavhan smirlarinda Miisliman ordularmin goriinmeye baslamasi Prithviraj’
tedirgin etti ve esasen biiyiik bir panige kapildi. Yine de kendisi gibi Miisliiman kargit1 Racalar1 kisa
stire igerisinde bir araya toplamay1 basardi. Muizziiddin Muhammed, Prithviraj Cavhan onciiliiglindeki
miittefik Hint ordular ile iki kez karsi karsiya geldi. Kaynaklarda Tarain savaslari olarak gecen bu
karsilagmalarin ilki 1191 yilinda gergeklesti ve bu savasgta Miisliiman ordular1 agir bir hezimete ugratildi.
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Muizziiddin Muhammed yenilgiye ugramis ve savastan kurtulmay1 basarmis az sayidaki askeri ile gii¢
bela Gazne’ye ulagabildi (Ciizcani, 1342, ss. 399-400; Badauni, 1986, s. 69; Esterabadi, 1387, s. 131;
Hoca Nizamiiddin Ahmed, 1913, s. 39; Haig, 1958).

Gurlular ile miittefik Hint ordulan arasinda cereyan eden bu askerl hadiseler dikkatlice
incelendiginde Prithviraj’m maglup Muizziiddin Muhammed’i ve ordusunu tam olarak yok etme
firsatim1 teptigi anlasilacaktir. Zira Birinci Tarain muharebesi her ne kadar Hintlilerin galibiyeti ile
neticelense de Prithviraj belki de zafer sarhoslugu ile diismanimi takip etmek girisiminde bile
bulunmamusti. Iste bu durum Muizziiddin Muhammed’in yeni bir savas stratejisi gelistirmesine zemin
hazirlamigt1. Taraflar bir y1l sonra 1192°de bir defa daha Tarain’de kars1 karsiya geldiler. Gurlu ordusu
Tiirklerden, Taciklerden ve Afganlardan miitesekkildi. Sayilar1 ise 120 bini agmaktaydi. Ustelik
Muizziiddin Muhammed aradan gecen bir yil icerisinde biitlin mesaisini savagin kazanilmasi i¢in yaptig1
planlarla gecirmisti. Tabi bu siire zarfinda Prithviraj da bos durmamisti. Hintliler ikinci defa onun
komutas1 altinda birlestiginde ordu say1s1 300 bini bulmustu. Ustelik bu biiyiik orduyu komuta eden 150
Raca bulunmaktaydi. Yine de savas baslamadan once Muizziiddin Muhammed’in Prithviraj’a
Miisliiman olmas1 yoniinde teklifte bulunmak {izere el¢iler gonderdigi bilinmektedir. Ancak bu teklif ve
telkinler Prithviraj tarafindan sert bir dille reddedildi (Esterabadi, 1387, s. 132).

Muizziiddin Muhammed diismanini daha iyi analiz etmek adina savas meydaninda birkag giin
daha oyalama taktiginde bulunduktan sonraki bir giinde giinesin dogusuna az bir zaman kala biitiin
kuvvetleri ile saldirtya gecti. Hintliler ne olup bittigini anlayamadan kendilerini Gurlular tarafindan
cembere alinmig vaziyette buldular. Prithviraj’in 6nderlik etmis oldugu ordu ¢ok gegmeden biiyiik bir
hezimete ugratildi. Kendisi ise savas meydanindan kagti. Ancak Sarsuti Nehri kenarina ulastiginda
Gurlu askerleri tarafindan yakalandi ve kisa bir siire sonra da 6ldiiriildii. Kuzey Hindistan’1n biiyiik bir
kismina sahip olan Prithviraj’in 6liimiinden sonra hakimiyeti altinda bulunan Sursuti, Hansi, Semane,
Kuhram ve Ecmir Gurlular tarafindan fethedildi. Bundan sonraki siiregte ise Muizziiddin Muhammed’in
komutanlarindan Kutbiiddin Aybek sultaninin emri ile Dehli’yi fethedecek ve Dehli Tiirk Sultanligi’nin
temellerini atacakt: (Ibnii’l-Esir, 1987, s. 152; Handmir, 1333, s. 607; Fasih Hafi, 1384, s. 747; Badauni,
1986, s. 70; Ciizcani, 1342, ss. 400-401; Durak, 2000, s. 75). Ikinci Tarain Savas1 Cavhan Hanedani i¢in
sonun baglangiciydi. Nitekim Prithviraj’dan sonra yerine kisa siireligine Govindaraja IV (1192) ve
Hariraja (1193-1194) gecse de Cavhanlar bir daha asla eski gii¢lerine ulasamadilar. Tarihler 1194 yilinm
gosterdiginde ise uzun bir siiredir Kuzey Hindistan’in en énemli hanedanlarindan birisi olarak hiikiim
stiren Cavhanlar yok olup gittiler (Chandra, 2014, s. 70).

Buraya kadar anlatilanlarla Raca Prithviraj 6zelinde Cavhan Hénedani 6zet mahiyetinde
tanitilmaya gayret edildi. Hem istifade edilen ana kaynaklar ve hem de ¢agdas miiellifler hanedanin
siyasi tarihini yukaridaki sekilde nakletmektedirler. Simdi oncelikle ele alinan film tanitilacak, daha
sonra da film aracilif ile olusturulmaya ¢alisilan tarihsel algiya deginilecektir.

Amag

Son yarim yiizyilda tarihi olay ve kisilerin sinema-dizi diinyasinin vazgecilmez bir parcasi
oldugunu séylemek miimkiindiir. Hem yerli hem de yabanci yapimlarda tarih ile sinema i¢ ice gegmistir.
Ancak gorsellik ve gorsele kayitsiz sartsiz inanmak bakimindan bu yapimlarin zaman zaman tarihi
gerceklige zarar verdigi goriilmektedir. Bu durum bazen gergek bilgiyi ortaya koyamamaktan, bazen
izleyiciyi celbetmek i¢in kurgusal degisiklik yapmaktan, bazen de bilingli bir sekilde tarihi tahrif
etmekten kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmanin temel amaci Prithviraj Cavhan isimli filmde tarihi
hadiselerin nasil ¢arpitildigini kaynaklar 1s181inda goézler 6niine sermektedir.

Yontem

Caligmanin hazirlanmasi siirecinde oncelikle konuya dair bilgi veren ana kaynaklar toplanarak,
bu kaynaklarm terclimesi yapilmistir. Ardindan yapilan terclimelerde elde edilen bilgiler kendi iglerinde
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bir kritige tabi tutulmustur. Kaynaklardan elde edilen sonuglar muasir ¢caligmalarla karsilagtirilmisgtir.
Bahse konu Prithviraj Cavhan filminde yapilan tarihi hatalar, kaynak eserlerden ve ¢agdas calismalardan
elde edilen bilgilerle ortaya konulup makale sonuglandirilmistir.

Bulgular
Samrat Prithviraj Filmi

1911 yilinda Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nin Kaliforniya eyaletinin Los Angeles merkezi
bolgesinde yer alan bir kasaba olan Hollywood’da Hollywood Film Endiistrisi’nin temelleri atild1 ve ilk
stiidyo burada kuruldu. Ik zamanlarindan giiniimiize kadar popiilaritesini hi¢ kaybetmeyen Hollywood,
giiniimiizde hala aktor ve aktrislerin en biiyiik hayali olma 6zelligini tasimaktadir. Hollywood un
kurulusunun tizerinden yaklagik olarak 60 yil gectikten sonra isim agisindan benzer, icerik agisindan
farkli bir film endiistrisi daha kuruldu. Bu Bollywood Film Endiistrisi idi. Kurulus yeri ise Hindistan’in
Mabharastra eyaletinin baskenti Mumbai (eski adiyla Bombay) oldu. Aslinda 1950°1i yillardan itibaren
Hint filmleri altin ¢agim yasamaya baglamisti. Oyunculuk sektoriiniin gelismesine ilaveten miizik
endiistrisi de On plana ¢ikmis, sarki sdyleme ve dublajin ortaya ¢ikmasiyla miizik bestecileri de sinema
endiistrisine dahil olmustu. Bollywood bu basarmin tam olarak merkezine yerlesti. Her ne kadar isminin
olusumu hakkinda resmi bir aciklama olmasa da Bombay ile Hollywood kelimelerinin karisimindan
tiiretildigi yoniindeki sdylenceler gegerliligini korumaktadir. Bollywood’un Hollywood’a bir tepki
olarak m1 yoksa bir Ozenti olarak mu ortaya ¢iktigi hususunda da kesin bir bilgi yoktur. Ancak
kurulusundan giiniimiize kadar Hindistan’da yeni bir solugun basaril bir temsilcisi oldugunu sdylemek
miimkiindiir ve artik yilda 1500 film tiretme kapasitesine erigsmistir.

Bir Bollywood iiriinii olan Samrat Prithviraj 2022 yilinda gosterime giren destansi tarihi aksiyon
filmidir. Yoénetmen koltugunda Chandraprakash Dwidedi’nin bulundugu bu filmin bagroliinde ise
Akshay Kumar bulunmaktadir. Bununla birlikte Manushi Chhillar, Sanjay Dutt, Sonu Sood, Manav Vij,
Ashutosh Rana ve Sakshi Tanwar gibi isimlerle zengin bir oyuncu kadrosuna sahiptir. Samrat
Prithviraj’in ¢ekimlerine her ne kadar 2019 yilinda baslansa da Corona Viriis salginmin ortaya
¢ikmasiyla ¢ekimlere ara verilmigtir. 2020 yilinda ¢aligmalar tekrar baglamis ve film 3 Haziran 2022
yilinda gosterime girmistir. Samrat Prithviraj’in dayanak noktas1 Chand Bardai’nin Prithviraj Raso adli
destans1 eseridir. Ancak hemen belirtmek gerekir ki bu eser tarihi gergekliklerden oldukg¢a uzak bir
goriiniim arz etmektedir. Ayrica mevcut en eski kopyasinin 16. yiizyila kadar uzandigi sdylenen esere
19. ylizyila gelindiginde gesitli eklemeler yapilmustir.

17 ila 34 milyon dolar arasinda bir biitce ile tamamlandig1 ifade edilen filmin giselerde istedigi
basariy1 yakalayamadigi ifade edilmektedir. Belki de bu durumun sebeplerinden biri filmin daha
gosterime girmeden Kuveyt, Katar ve Umman’da yasaklanmis olmasidir. Zikredilen iilkeler filmin
yasaklanmasinin gerekgesi ile ilgili herhangi bir agiklamada bulunmadilar. Buna karsin Hintliler birgok
sosyal medya platformunda bu durumu kinayarak tepkilerini dile getirdiler. Onlara gore filmin
yasaklanmasimin en énemli sebebi acimasiz Gurlu Sultan1 Muizziiddin Muhammed’in Islam bayrag:
altinda Hindistan’1 iggal etmesinin konu edinilmesiydi. Anlagilan Samrat Prithviraj daha gosterime
girmeden en azindan kendi halki igerisinde derin bir tesir yaratmisti. Daha 6nce Gazneli Sultan
Mahmid’un 17 Hindistan seferine de dikkat ¢ekerek onu sadece merhametsiz bir yagmact olarak
gosteren bir takim batili ve Hintli tarihgilerin yapmis olduklari, simdi bir film aracilig: ile tekrar
ediliyordu. ilaveten Islom dininin mesrulastirdigi gazi ve cihdd politikasina hicbir sekilde
deginilmiyordu.

Baz1 sinema ve dizilerin daha fazla izleyiciye erismek adina konu edindikleri tarihi hadiselere
bir takim eklemeler yapmasi artik aligilagelmis bir durumdur. Ancak az sonra goriilecegi iizere Samrat
Prithviraj’in senaryosunun olusturulmasinda, daha fazla izleyiciden ziyade hedef kitlede bir algi
olusturma ¢abasi igerisine girildigi miisahede edilmektedir.
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Samrat Prithviraj’da Tarihi Gerg¢eklerin Tahrifati

Filmin odak noktasinda iki devlet 6zelinde iki devlet lideri bulunmaktadir. Taraflardan bir
tanesi daha once de ifade edildigi gibi uzun bir siire Kuzey Hindistan’a egemen olmus Cavhanlar
Devleti’dir ve baslarinda Prithviraj Cavhan bulunmaktadir. Diger taraf ise 1157-1216 yillar1 arasinda
Afganistan ile Herat’in daglik bolgelerinde hiikiim siiren Gurlular Devleti’dir. Karsilikli miicadeleler
esnasinda devletin baginda her ne kadar Sultan Giyasiiddin Muhammed b. Bahdeddin Sam yer alsa da
Hindistan seferlerini yiiriiten kisi sultanin Gazne yonetimi ile gorevlendirdigi kardesi Muizziiddin
Muhammed b. Bahdeddin Sam’dir’.

Gurlular Devleti’nin kdkeni hakkindaki bilinmezler bu giin hala devam etmektedir. Bu hususta
yapilan caligmalar arasinda Gurlularin Tiirk, Arap ve Fars kokenli olabilecegi yoniinde varsayimlar
bulunmaktadir. Ancak bilimsel agidan simdiye kadar tespit edilen ana kaynaklarda konu ile alakal1 kesin
bir bilgi s6z konusu degildir. Gurlularin benimsedikleri ydnetim ve ordu yapisindan, yasayis
sekillerinden ve en dnemlisi de o donemde Tiirklerin yayilma politikalarindan hareketle son yapilan ilmi
calismalar devletin Tiirk kokenli olabilecegi ihtimali iizerinde durmaktadir (Ontiirk, 2020, ss. 7-11).

Hal bdyleyken hicbir ana kaynakta ve hatta arastirma eserde gegmemesine ragmen filmin heniiz
ilk sahnesinde Emir Muizziiddin Muhammed i¢in Gazne sehrindeki bir arenada halk tarafindan Afgan
imparatoruna selam olsun seklinde tezahiiratlarda bulunuldugu goriilmektedir. Boylece Gurlular
sadece bir film aracilig1 ile Afgan kdkenli yapma egilimi géze garpmaktadir. [laveten Emir Muizziiddin
ayn1 sahnede esir etmis oldugu Prithviraj Cavhan’1 aslanlara pargalatmak isteyen merhametsiz bir
hiikiimdar gibi gosterilmistir. Esasen filmin ilk sahnesi ile son sahnesi aynidir. Ancak daha sonra da
deginilecegi lizere Prithviraj Cavhan’in esir edilerek Gazne’ye getirilmesi ile ilgili bir durum s6z konusu
degildir.

Filme gore Gurlular ile Cavhanlar arasinda yasanan Tarain savaglarinin baglica sebebi
Muizziiddin Muhammed b. Bahdeddin Sam’in kardesi Mir Hiiseyin’in sultanin gézde cariyelerinden
biri olan Chitrarekha’y1 kacirmasi ve etrafindakiler ile birlikte Prithviraj Cavhan’a siginmasidir. Daha
once de ifade edildigi gibi Cavhan tarihinde siyasi ve askeri maceralar1 ile oldugu kadar ask hayat ile
de 6n plana ¢ikan Prithviraj bu defa diisman da olsa bir Islam hiikiimdarinin kardesinin askina olan
saygist sebebi ile ona yardim etme karari alir. Meclisinde bulunanlar kendisine Gazneli Sultan
Mahmiid’un 150 y1l 6nce Hindistan’da yaptiklarini hatirlatip onu yardim etme fikrinden vazgecirmeye
caligsalar da Prithviraj sdzlinden donmez ve yiiz atlisi ile birlikte Hint topraklarinda bulunan Mir
Hiiseyin’in yanina gider. Bu hususta Tabakdt-1 Naswi, el-kamil fi’t-Tarih, Tarih-i Giizide, Tarih-i
Firiste, Ravzatii’s-Safd ve diger Islam tarihi kaynaklar1 incelendiginde Muizziiddin Muhammed’in Mir
Hiiseyin adinda bir kardesinin olmadigi agik bir sekilde goriilecektir. Muizzeddin Muhammed Gazne
sehrinin yonetiminin agabeyi Sultan Giyasiiddin tarafindan kendisine verilmesinden kisa bir siire sonra
571/1175-1176 yilinda Hindistan seferlerine baslamig ve Prithviraj ile karsilasana kadar her biri
galibiyet ile neticelenen yedi sefer diizenlemistir. Yani seferlerin dogal seyrinde Muizziiddin
Muhammed’in bir sonraki rakibi zaten Prithviraj Cavhan olacaktir®.

Samrat Prithviraj’a bakilacak olursa Muizziiddin Muhammed savas secenegine gitmeden Once
en onemli adamlarmdan Kutbiiddin Aybek’i el¢i olarak Prithviraj’a gdndermis ve Mir Hiiseyin’i teslim
etmesi karsiliginda iki taraf arasinda barig yapilabilecegini iletmistir. Ancak Prithviraj bu teklifi sert bir
dille reddetmistir. Kutbiiddin Aybek’e taraflar arasindaki anlasmazligin ancak savas ile ¢oziilebilecegini

* Gazneliler Devleti’nin baskenti olan Gazne sehri 559/1163-1164 yilinda Oguzlar tarafindan ele gegirilmis ve
Gazneliler Lahor’a ¢ekilmek zorunda kalmislardi. Bundan sonraki siiregte sehir yaklasik olarak on yil boyunca
Oguzlarin yonetiminde kaldi. Tarihler 569/1173-1174 yilim1 gosterdiginde Gurlular Gazne’yi Oguzlardan almay1
basardilar. Sultan Giyasiiddin sehrin yonetimini kardesi Muizziiddin’e birakti. Emir Muizziiddin uzun bir siiredir
isgal altinda olan gehirde ilk olarak imar faaliyetlerine basladi ve bu arada Gazne halkinin kaybolan huzurunu
yeniden tesis etti. Sehrin istikrara kavusmasinin ardindan da agabeyinin izni ile Hindistan seferlerine bagladi
(Ibnii’1-Esir, 1987, s. 147; Ciizcani, 1342, s. 358; Badauni, 1986, s. 64, Esterabadi, 1387, s. 129; Ontiirk, 2020, s.
120).

4 Muizzeddin Muhammed’in Hindistan seferleri icin bkz: (Ontiirk, 2020, ss. 119-144).
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sOylemistir. Boylece tarihler 1191 yilim gosterdiginde Muizziiddin Muhammed ve Prithviraj Cavhan
Tarain’de kars1 karsiya gelmistir. Meydana gelen biiyiikk savasta sultanin kardesi Mir Hiiseyin
oldiriiliirken Muizziiddin Muhammed bir miibareze sonucu bizzat Prithviraj Cavhan tarafindan esir
edilmistir. O bir miiddet Ecmir zindanlarinda tutsak edildikten sonra her ne kadar dldiiriilmeyi arzu etse
de Prithviraj tarafindan serbest birakilmigtir. Yine filmin bu hususu iizerine bir degerlendirme
yapildiginda son derece Onemli boyutta bir tahrifatin yapildigi goriilecektir. Tarihi kayitlar
incelendiginde gercekten de s6z konusu Birinci Tarain savaginda Gurlularin agir bir yenilgiye ugratildig
bilinmektedir. Ancak savasin nihayetinde Muizziiddin Muhammed’in esareti gibi bir durum s6z konusu
degildir. Kaynaklar ittifakla onun savas alaninda yarali halde olmasina ragmen son raddeye kadar
savastigini ifade etmektedirler (Ciizcani, 1342, ss. 399-400; Badauni, 1986, s. 69; Esterabadi, 1387, s.
131; Hoca Nizamiiddin Ahmed, 1913, s. 39; Haig, 1958; Prasad, 1931, ss. 67-68; Nateson, 2000, s. 111;
Durak, 2000, ss. 72-73). Bu arada sultanlarinin 61d{igiinii zanneden bir takim Gurlu askerinin savag
meydanindan kactig1 goriilmiis ancak Muizziiddin Muhammed Gazne’ye doniinceye kadar herhangi bir
tahkikat yaptirmamistir. Savastan kurtulmay1 bagaran Gurlu askerleri salimen payitahta vardiklarinda
Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammed izahat vaktinde savastan kacan askerleri tespit ederek boyunlarma bir
yem torbasi taktirip Gazne sokaklarinda teshir ettirmistir (Cilizcani, 1342, s. 400; Esterabadi, 1387, s.
131). Birinci Tarain savagmin film agisindan sebep ve sonuglart degerlendirildiginde bir islam
padisahinin bir Hint Racas1 dniinde kiigiik diistiriilmeye ¢alisildigi miisahede edilmektedir. Gergek tarih
ile yakindan uzaktan alakasi olmayan bu yaklasimin sonucu olarak Islamiyet’in ve Miisliimanligin Hint
halki arasinda farkli bir gozle algilatilmaya calisildig1 ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Filmin tgilincli kism1 olarak adlandirilabilecek boliim Cavhan-Ghadavala miinasebetlerine
ayrimistir. Prithviraj’in saltanat siirdiigli yillarda Ghadavala Hanedani’nin basinda Raca Caygent
(Jayachandra) (1170-1194) bulunmaktadir. Esasen bu iki Raca’y1 karsi karsiya getiren en 6nemli mesele
Dehli’dir ve her ikisinin de temel gayesi sehre hakim olmaktir. Dehli bu dénemde Hindistan’in bagka
bir yerli hanedani olan Tomaralar tarafindan idare edilmekte olup baslarinda Anangapala III isimli bir
lider bulunmaktadir. Anangapala’nin bir varisinin olmamasi hasebiyle Dehli’nin anahtarlarini
Prithviraj’a teslim etmesiyle sehir herhangi bir savas yasanmaksizin Cavhan hakimiyetine girmistir.
Ancak bu durum Raca Caycent tarafindan kabul gérmemistir. O her ne kadar Dehli’nin hi¢ olmazsa
yarisinin kendisine birakilmasini istemisse de Prithviraj’in bunu kesin bir dille reddetmesi iki hanedan
arasinda diismanliga sebebiyet vermistir. Ghadavalalar ile Cavhanlar arasinda ipleri tamamen koparan
gelisme ise Prithviraj’in Raca Caygent’in diizenledigi swayamvara esnasinda kizi Sanyogita’y1 kirk
stivarisi ile birlikte kagirmasi olmustur (Sarda, 1941, s. 147; Sharma, 1959, s. 77). Goriildiigii tizere bu
kisimdaki sahneler tamamiyla Hindistan’1n i¢ hadiselerine yoneliktir. Isin sasirtic1 tarafi ise anlatilanlar
ve kaynaklarin degerlendirmesinden elde edilen gercekler arasinda biiyiik bir benzerligin var olmasidir.
Yani Hindistan i¢ hadiselerine dair sahnelerde herhangi bir tahrifatin yer almadigi miisahede
edilmektedir. Bu bakimdan olusturulmak istenen algimin Hint-Miisliiman iligkileri ¢ergevesinde
sekillendirilmeye ¢alisildigini soylemek miimkiindiir.

Samrat Prithviraj’a gore Dehli’nin Cavhan héakimiyetine ge¢mesini hazmedemeyen Raca
Caycent bu defa diigmanimin diismani dostumdur siariyla zengin bir taciri el¢i olarak Sultan Muizziiddin
Muhammed b. Bahaeddin Sam’a gondermis ve onu Prithviraj’a saldirmak hususunda tesvik etmistir.
Bundan baska Prithviraj’in esir edildigi takdirde sag olarak kendisine teslim edilmesi yoniinde talebini
de iletmistir. Bunun {izerine Muizziiddin Muhammed de Kutbiiddin Aybek’i Prithviraj’a gondererek
Dehli’yi kendilerine teslim etmesini, Prithviraj’in sultanin kdlesi olarak Dehli’yi yonetmesini istemistir.
Muizziiddin Muhammed’in bu teklifi Prithviraj tarafindan sert bir dille reddedilmis ve iki taraf arasinda
Tarain’de bir kez daha savagma karar1 alinmistir. Tarihi kayitlarda Gurlularin Ghadavalalar ile herhangi
bir anlagsma yaptiklarina dair bir kayit bulunmamaktadir. Sultanin bu asamada Dehli’yi almak gibi bir
tahayyiilii de yoktur. Esasen kendisi Birinci Tarain savaginda almig oldugu yenilginin intikamini almak
iizere zaten 1191-1192 arasini yeni bir savas hazirhigiyla gecirmistir (Badauni, 1986, s. 70; Ciizcani,
1342, s. 400; Esterabadi, 1387, s. 131). Dolayisiyla tarihin dogal seyrinde zaten iki taraf arasinda bir
savas kagimilmaz olacaktir.
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Filmin son kismi Ikinci Tarain savasina ayrilmigtir. Buna gore iki taraf 1192 yilinda bir kez daha
Tarain’de karsilasmis ve derhal savasa tutugsmustur. Bir hafta boyunca devam eden miicadelelerde Gurlu
ordusu 16.000°den fazla askerinin dldiiriilmesi ile Cavhanlara gore iki kat fazla kayip vermistir. Bu
durum Gurlu sultan1 ve ileri gelen komutanlar arasinda bir umutsuzluk havasi yaratmis ve savasin
kaybedilecegine olan inang artmistir. Miisliiman ordusunun cihad politikasina filmin hic¢bir sahnesinde
tesadiif edilmedigi gibi yine bu kisimda da Muizziiddin Muhammed sadece toprak hirsi ile Hindistan’a
ordular getiren bir sultan olarak tasvir edilmistir. Gurlu komutanlar1 arasinda savasin sadece hile ile
kazanilabilecegi yoniinde fikir birligine varilmasindan sonra Cavhan ordusu bir gece baskim ile
yenilgiye ugratilmis, buna ragmen kahramanca savagmaktan bir an bile vazgegmeyen Prithviraj Cavhan
ancak ele gegirilen 6nemli komutanlarinin gozlerinin 6niinde yakilarak oldiiriilmesi tehdidi karsisinda
teslim olmak zorunda kalmistir. Savasin kaybedildigine dair haberler Kralice Sanyogita’ya ulastiginda
o hi¢ tereddiit etmeden saray ileri gelenlerinin kadinlar ile birlikte bir Hint inanis1 olarak sati
(Hindistan’da dul bir kadinin len esinin ardindan kendisini atese atarak yakma gelenegidir. Bu konu
hakkinda bkz.: Seymen Cakar, 2015, ss. 73-86) gelenegi mucibince kutsal atese atlamak suretiyle
hayatina son vermistir. Zincirlere vurulmus bir esir olarak Gazne’ye getirilen Prithviraj’a bir arenada
sultana itaat etmesine karsilik canmin bagislanacagi sdylense de o bunu asla kabul etmemistir. Ilaveten
izleyenlerin gdzii 6niinde sultanin savastaki hilesinden dolay1 hain ve sahtekar oldugunu séylemekten
de geri durmamistir. Bundan sonra gdzleri oyulup zindana atilan Prithviraj giinlerce esir tutulduktan
sonra sultanin emri ile tekrar arenaya ¢ikarilmis ve art arda ii¢c aslana karsi savastirilmistir. Gozleri
gormedigi halde sadece sahip oldugu olaganiistii duyma yetenegi ile ilk aslani oldiiren Prtihviraj
arenadaki siivarilerin mizrak darbeleri sonucu yaralansa da {izerine salian iki aslam1 da oldiirmeyi
basarmistir. Baygin halde esir tutuldugu zindana tasindiginda ise kendine gelir gelmez daha 6lmedigini
ve bir sonraki giiniin sonunda yeniden savagmaya hazir olacagini sultanin adamlarina bildirmistir. Ertesi
giin son defa olarak arenada goriilen Prithviraj’a yedi ok verilip yedi siivari ile savagsmasi teklif edilse
de o bunu reddedip alt1 oku kirmis ve elinde kalan tek okla Muizziiddin Muhammed’in bizzat kendisine
meydan okumustur. Bir at ve bir mizrak ile meydan okumay1 kabul eden sultan, Prithviraj’in karsisina
cikmistir. Bu miibarezede Prithviraj, sultan tek ok atis1 ile 6ldiirmeyi basarsa da daha sonra o ve onunla
birlikte esir edilen en yakin arkadasi Chand Bardai sultanin adamlar1 tarafindan ok yagmuruna tutularak
oldiriilmiistiir. Filmin son sahnesinde esir Hint askerleri serbest birakilmigtir. Arenaya kosan bu askerler
Prithviraj ve Chand Bardai’nin cesetlerini sirtlarina alip uzaklagirken Gazne halki kahramanligina
bdylece sahit olduklar kral1 “cok yasa Prithviraj” tezahiiratlar ile ugurlamustir.

Samrat Prithviraj son kism iizerinden bir degerlendirmeye tabi tutuldugunda esasen en biiyiik
tahrifatin burada yapildig1 gériilmektedir. Ikinci Tarain savas1 kaynaklar 1s13inda sdyle vuku bulmustur:
Sultan 1191°de ugramis oldugu yenilginin intikamini almak iizere bir yili savas hazirligi ile gegirip
120.000 kisilik bir ordu toplamigtir (Ciizcani, 1342, s. 400; Esterabadi, 1387, s. 131 Hoca Nizamiiddin
Ahmed, 1913, s. 39). Buna mukabil meydana gelecek biiyiik savas 6ncesinde Hintliler 150 racanin
katilimu ile 300 fille takviyeli yaklagik 300.000 kisilik ordu sayisina ulagmistir. Yani Hint ordusu sadece
Cavhanlardan ibaret degildir. Taraflar Tarain’de karsi karsiya geldiginde Muizziiddin Muhammed savag
secenegine gitmeden 6nce adamlarindan Kivamii’l-Miilk Riikniiddin Hamza’y1 Prithviraj’a el¢i olarak
gondermis ve ona Islam dinini kabul edip daha 6nce Miisliimanlara ait olan yerleri geri vermesini teklif
etmistir. Prithviraj cevaben yazmis oldugu mektupta sultana bir dnceki y1l yasananlar1 hatirlattiktan
sonra kendisine geri donmesi igin bir sans verdigini, eger donmeyecekse hirsina yenik diismiis Gurlu
askerleri ile carpigsmak icin tanrilarina yemin ettiklerini belirtmistir. Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammed ise
bu topraklara kardesinin emri ile geldigini, onun emri olmadan geri donmeyecegini, ancak Teberhinde,
Pesaver ve Multan’m kendilerine verilmesi; geri kalan Hint sehirlerinin Hintlilerde kalmasi kosuluyla
savagmaktan vazgececegini bildirmistir. Bu teklifin de Prithviraj tarafindan reddedilmesi sonucunda
taraflar savas hazirligina baslamistir (Esterabadi, 1387, s. 22). Sonraki giiniin safaginda Gurlu ordusu
aniden saldiriya ge¢mistir. Savas ikindi vaktine kadar devam etmis, Hint ordusu agir bir hezimete
ugratilmistir. Racalardan bir kagi1 dldiiriiliirken Prithviraj her ne kadar canimi kurtarmak igin savas
alanindan kagsa da Sarsuti Nehri kenarinda tutsak edilmistir. Kisa bir siire sonra o da oldiiriilmiistiir
(Ontiirk, 2023). Savas sonucunda Gurlularin eline biiyiik miktarda ganimet ve ok sayida esir gegmisti.
Sultan Muizziiddin Cavhanlarin basina kendisine tabi olmak kosulu ile Prithviraj’in oglu Kuleh’i
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atadiktan sonra muzaffer bir sekilde Gazne’ye dondii (1bn1'i’l—Esir, 1987, s. 152; Handmtr, 1333, s. 607;
Fasihi, 1384, s. 747; Badauni, 1986, s. 70; Ontiirk, 2023).

Goriildigi tizere Prithviraj Cavhan’in esir edilip Gazne’ye getirilmesi, acimasiz bir sekilde
gbzlerinin oyulmasi ve aslanlarla savagtirilmasi gibi bir durum séz konusu degildir. Bundan daha da
onemlisi Sultan Muizziiddin’in Prithviraj tarafindan o6ldiirtildigii sahnedir ki bu olay da tamamen
tahrifattan ibarettir. Nitekim Muizziiddin Muhammed 1206 yilinda diizenlemis oldugu bir Hint
seferinden geri donerken yirmi Gokhar kabilesi mensubu suikast¢1 tarafindan ¢adirinda dinlendigi bir
vakitte oldiirtilecektir.

Tartisma ve Sonug¢

Tarihi olaylarin bir sinema ya da dizi araciligiyla toplumlara aktarilmasi konusunda ilgili olaya
dair ana kaynak kullanimi son derece kritik bir 6neme sahiptir. Zira son zamanlarda teknolojinin yaygin
bir sekilde kullanilmasi1 ve kullanici kitle tarafindan kayitsiz sartsiz kabul gérmesi, beraberinde bir¢ok
tehlike getirmektedir. Tarihi sinema filmlerinde kurguyu korumak adina, ancak gercek tarihin aksine
olan baz1 sahneler gérmezden gelinebilse bile bazen bilingli ya da bilingsiz yapilan hatalar olaylar
biiyiik oranda gergeklikten koparmaktadir. 2022 Bollywood yapimi olan Samrat Prithviraj adli film bu
durumun en ag¢ik 6rneklerinden birisidir.

Filmin basindan sonuna bir Isldim devletinin hiikiimdar1 olan Muizziiddin Muhammed b.
Bahédeddin Sam Hint topraklarina akinlar diizenleyen merhametsiz bir yagmaci olarak tasvir edilmistir.
Buna karsin Cavhan devleti tahtinda bulunan Raca Prithviraj son derece comert, diismanina saygi duyan,
esir almasina ragmen onu serbest birakan, hicbir sekilde iskence etmeyen bir kral olarak gosterilmistir.
Filmin oyuncu tiplemelinde bile biiyiik bir tarafgirligin oldugu dikkat gekmektedir. Ornegin Prithviraj
yakisikli, giiler yiizlli, sefkatli bir surette izleyici karsisina ¢ikarilirken diismani olan Muizziiddin
Muhammed tam aksine ¢irkin, bed surath ve hi¢ giilmeyen birisi olarak gosterilmistir. Bu ayrim
calismada bahsedildigi gibi gergekte olmamasma ragmen sultanin kardesi olarak gosterilen Mir
Hiiseyin’de de tezahiir etmis, o da biitiin giizel insani 6zelliklerle sergilenmistir.

Ister Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammed, ister kendisinden iki yiiz y1l once Hindistan seferlerini
gergeklestiren Gazneli Sultan Mahm{d olsun Miisliiman hiikiimdarlarin énceligi islam dinini bélgede
hakim kilmakti. Ancak bahse konu sinema filmi Islamiyet’in cihad politikasina higbir sekilde
deginmeden Sultan Muizzliddin Muhammed’i Hindistan’1 zenginlik ve kdle kaynag: olarak goren bir
hiikiimdar olarak tasvir etmistir. Bu yaklasimla esasinda Islamiyet yanlis bir sekilde tanitilmustir.

Filmde aktarilan ¢ogu tarihi hadisenin de gercekle yakindan uzaktan alakasi yoktur. Gurlular ile
Cavhanlar arasinda meydana gelen savaglara Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammed’in kardesi Mir Hiiseyin’in
sebep olmasi, sultanin birinci Tarain savasinda esir edilip Prithviraj tarafindan kendisine merhamet
edilerek serbest birakilmasi, ikinci Tarain savaginda Prithviraj’in esir edildikten sonra yogun iskencelere
maruz kalmasi ve nihayet savagsamayacak durumda da olsa Sultan Muizziiddin Muhammed’i 6ldiirmeyi
basarmasi gibi filmde aktarilan sahnelerin tamami gercek disidir.

Samrat Prithviraj’da zaman zaman Ortagag Hint hanedanlarindan Tomaralar ve Ghadavalalar
gibi devletlerin siyasi durumlarina; bazi Hint inamslarma yer verilmistir. Ilging olan ise Hint i¢
hadiselerine dair aktarilan bilgilerde kaynaklardan elde edilen ¢ikarimlarla herhangi bir tahrifatin
olmamasidir. Bu durum Isldmiyet’in ve Miisliiman devletlerin kiiciik diisiiriilmesi adma bilingli bir
tahrifatin yapildig: tezini giiclendirmektedir.

Beyan ve Aciklamalar
1. Arastirmacilarin katki orani beyani: Birinci yazar %100
2. Cikar catismasi: Herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atigsmasi bulunmamaktadir.

3. Etik Raporu: Arastirmada herhangi bir canliya ait veri kullanilmadigindan dolayi etik kurul
onay1 gerekmemektedir.
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4. Arastirmanin Modeli: Arastirma makalesidir. Bu ¢aligmada aragtirma yontemi olarak tarama
modeli kullanilmistir. Konuya yonelik ana kaynak ve arastirma eserler kronolojik olarak taranmis ve

kritige tabi tutularak sonuca ulasilmaya caligilmistir.
5. Bilgilendirme: Makale bagimsiz arastirma makalesidir. Herhangi bir tez, ya da sempozyumdan
iiretilmemis olup daha 6nce yayimlanmak {izere herhangi bir dergiye verilmemistir.
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