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OLD TURKIC LOAN WORDS IN HUNGARIAN
OVERVIEW AND SAMPLES
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The paper gives an overview of earlier research on the Turkic loan words in Hungarian from the
Middle Ages until the work of L. Ligeti. It discusses the main achievements of Ligeti, who would
be a hundred years old this year. Finally the paper outlines the main aims and methods according to
which the authors work on a new etymological dictionary of the Old Turkic elements in the Hun-
garian language. Three sample articles close the paper.
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One of the main topics of the life-work of Lajos (or as he used his name in non-
Hungarian publications Louis) Ligeti was the research of the early contacts between
the Turkic and Hungarian languages and peoples. We shall reflect on his work in this
field below. To understand his legacy it is necessary to give a brief overview of the
earlier research, the state-of-art of the present investigations and we would also like
to put forward three samples of items in a planned work, which we consider as a ful-
filment of his last will.

1. A brief overview of earlier research

The comparison of Hungarian words with similar Turkic ones is as old as the Hun-
garian records, chronicles and diplomas. In the early Hungarian chronicles such as
the Gesta of the so called Anonymus (around 1200) and in that of Simon de Kéza'
(written 1282-1285) mainly Hungarian names occur which are claimed to be of
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' On the Old Hungarian chronicles, facsimile and text editions, translations etc. see Rona-
Tas (1999, p. 58).
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44 A. BERTA-A. RONA-TAS

Turkic origin.” Some titles also crop up. The ruler of the Danube Bulghars is called
in the work of Anonymus Keanus magnus dux Bulgariae (cap. 11), which is a Hun-
garian3rendering for the title gan where the original long vowel is adapted as a diph-
thong.

The chronicles are full of fantastic popular etymologies in the style common
to similar works in contemporary Europe. The Latin name of the Hungarians Aunga-
rus is derived from a place-name Hungvar, which in fact is a composite of the river
name Ung and the Hungarian word var ‘castle’, while hungarus is going back to
a Turkic form onugur (Réna-Tas 1999, pp. 282-289). The name of Almos, father of
Arpad, the leader of the Conquest, founder of the Hungarian royal dynasty, is derived
from the Hungarian word dlom ‘dream’, because his mother was visited in her dream
by the (totemic) bird the furul (Turkic togril). In fact the name is Turkic Almis.* The
fact that popular folk etymologies are used to underpin ideologies and historical
claims can be observed until the recent days.

The Ottomans occupied great parts of Hungary (16—17th centuries) and as a re-
sult bilingualism was not unusual among Hungarians. The famous Hungarian poet
Balint Balassi (1554—1594) wrote poems both in Turkish and in Hungarian (Németh
1952; 1955). Hundreds of Turkish words were used by Hungarians in their daily
speech or in their written documents (Kakuk 1973). The comparison of Hungarian
and Turkic words was nothing special, Ottoman words were written in Latin script
but with Hungarian orthography. In the work of Laurentius Toppeltinus de Medgyes
(1641-1670)° Turkic words were compared with Hungarians, while the Turkic ones
were cited with Hungarian orthography as satorlar ‘tents’ with Hungarian sdtor ‘id.’.
The Hungarian scholar Adam Ferenc Kollar (1718—1783) editing in 1763 the work
Hungaria et Atila of Nicolaus Olah (1493—1568), remarked in one of his notes that
though the Hungarian language seems to be related to the Oriental languages and
among them to Turkic, their structure is more similar than their lexical stock. Kollar
had a good knowledge of Ottoman Turkish.

In the middle of the 18th century three non-Hungarian scholars made some re-
marks on the relationship between Hungarian and Turkic. Martinus Fogelius (1634—
1675)° wrote a book with the title: De Turcarum Nephente libri V., quibus accedit
commentatio de affinitate linguae Turcicae et Ungaricae. Though this work seems to
be lost, some data about it survived and we know some of his sources.’ Fogel was the
first scholar who made a systematic comparison of Hungarian and Finnish, but this

% As e.g. Oluptolma or Ed, who are said to be of Cuman origin but allegedly lived before
the Conquest of Hungary, and joined the Hungarians during the Conquest. In fact the appearence of
the Cumans in the Hungarian chronicles are reflections of events in the 12th century and were
anachronistically flashed back three hundred years.

3 It is possible that the diphthong was already present in the copied form.

* On the Hungarian name Almos see Ligeti (1926; 1978) and Berta (2001).

> His work: Origines et occasus Transylvanorum was first published in Lyon in 1667, later
edited by G. Schwarz as Originum et occasuum Transilvaniae auctore Laurentio Toppeltino recen-
sio critica etc. in 1766. See Barczi (1958, p. 60); Togan (1968).

% On Fogel see Bérczi (1958, pp. 60—61); Kangro (1969); Laké (1969).

7 See Clauser (1935), Kangro (1969, pp. 15, 31).
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for him did not exclude the comparison of Hungarian and Turkic. Behind these ac-
tivities it is not difficult to recognise the influence of Leibniz. Johann Eberhard
Fischer (1697-1771)* wrote a book (originally a lecture before the Academy of St.
Petersburg) De origine Ungrorum (written in 1756, published by A. L. Schlézer in
1770),” stating that the Hungarians, who speak a language near to Finnish, came from
Yugria. Yugria is the ancient homeland also of the Yugurs, who were, according to
Fischer and Schlozer, the Uighurs, hence the Turkic words in their language. This
work had a great influence on later research. His famous Vocabularium Sibiricum on
which Fischer worked until his death, remained during his life unpublished. A first
version is mentioned in 1747. The two manuscripts kept in St. Petersburg and Gottin-
gen respectively were used by later scholars. Among his comparisons we find some
which were later “rediscovered” and are still acceptable, as Hungarian szé/ ‘wind’
compared with the Turkic word *yel as it occurrs in Chuvash, Tobol, Kazan, Kacha,
Chat, Chulim. Other Hungarian words of Turkic origin are compared with words
which have nothing to do with the Hungarian word, as e.g. dél, which Fischer com-
pared with Samoyed (Selkup) and Georgan items. Philipp Johann von Strahlenberg
in his book Das Nord- und Ostliche Theil von Europa und Asia etc. (1730)'° places
Chuvash among the Turkic languages together with Yakut and the Siberian Turkic
languages, together with the languages of the Usbeck, the Bashkir, Kirgiz, the
“Turkoman Tatars”, who are all Turks and have “fast einerey Dialect”. This is impor-
tant, because later for a long time Chuvash was considered as a Finno-Ugric language
and compared with Hungarian as such. Strahlenberg correctly compared Hungarian
with Finnish, Vogul, Mordwin, Cheremiss, (Komi-)Permjak Votjak and Ostyak, but
their common ancestor was, according to Strahlenberg, the Hunni or Unni. Strahlen-
berg has to be mentioned, because his work was widely used in Hungary in the sec-
ond half of the 18th century.

Thus it was Fischer and not Georgius Pray (1723—1801) who first compared
Hungarian words with Chuvash.'' Pray published his comparisons in his books (4n-
nales veteres Hunnorum, Avarorum et Hungarorum 1761; Supplementum 1764; Dis-
sertationes 1775).

From the end of the 18th century on many scholars compared Hungarian words
with Turkic ones, and slowly it became clear that these words may have been bor-
rowed from one or another Turkic language and thus cannot be used for determining
the origins of the Hungarians. Small steps in methodology were also made. Samuel
Gyarmathi (1751-1830) stated, that to the borrowed words a Hungarian robe was
given (...a quibus plura vocabula mutuata, hodie civitate hungarica donavimus in
Affinitas 1799, quoted after Barczi 1958, p. 62). Istvan Horvath (1784—-1846) seems
to have been the first who tried to clearly distinguish words of Ottoman origin and
those words, which have been copied earlier (Horvath 1833, p. 37; Barczi 1958,

¥ See Doerfer (1965); Gulya (1967; 1984; 1994; 1995).

° On the influence of Fischer and Schldzer on the Hungarian scholars, among them on
Csoma de Kérds, see Szilagyi (1987).

10 See the Preface of Krueger in the reprint of the book (1975).

' As it was claimed by Bérczi (1958, p. 61).
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p. 62). In the next phase scholars refined the chronology of the borrowings, but pos-
tulated that the oldest layer shows that the Hungarian language is somewhere in the
middle of the continuum of Finno-Ugric and Turkic languages, being related with
both. One of the most influential scholars in the second half of the 19th century was
Pal Hunfalvy. According to him (1877) Hungarian is somewhere in the middle be-
tween Finno-Ugric and Turkic, but perhaps “a bit” nearer to the Finno—Ugric lan-
guages. This was the time when Armin (Herman) Vambéry (1832—1913) joined the
discussion.

The next phase of the research is usually called “the Ugric—Turkic War”. The
scholarly discussion was heated, some of the overtones were not devoid of romantic,
sometimes of nationalistic features. The discussion was accompanied by newspaper
debates. The “Turkic party” defended not only etymologies or the place of the Hun-
garian language among the other languages, but also the “heroic past” and persons of
Hungarian gentry descent accused the other party of endangering the self-confidence
of the nation. The central figure of the “Turkic party” was Vambéry, who had an un-
precedented command of modern and old Turkic languages, a vast knowledge on
secondary literature, but at the same time he was an autodidact, who never learnt
linguistics, in fact never frequented any course at any university.'> In 1867 he left
Hungary for Turkey and after four years of study and a short interval, he visited
(sometimes risking his life) the Turkic-speaking people of Inner Asia. He was inter-
ested as much in the role of Russia and England in Central Asia as in the origins of
the Hungarians.

The main protagonist of the “Ugric (Finno-Ugric)" party” was Jozsef (Josef)
Budenz (1836-1892),"* who was born in Germany. After having finished his studies
at the University of Gottingen, where he was the pupil of, among others, Theodor
Benfey, he came to Hungary in 1858. Budenz, who worked in Hungary first as
a teacher at a gymnasium, was later invited by P. Hunfalvy to the library of the Hun-
garian Academy of Sciences. He became “Privatdozent” in 1868 and full professor of
Altaic" Studies at the University of Budapest in 1872.

Budenz gave a painstaking review (1871) of the first work of Vambéry on the
Hungarian and “Turco-Tatar” word comparisons (1870). Budenz in (1871) and in his
later papers refuted the claim of Vambéry, that Hungarian has Turkic words, which
are of the genetic inherited stock of the Hungarian lexicon. He claimed that all words
which are of Turkic origin are loan words, and also pointed out that in the great
material collected by Vambéry (about 740 etymologies), there are acceptable Turkic
etymologies, words the Turkic origin of which has to be refuted (“illusive compari-
sons” and comparisons which are not even “illusive”), “unimportant comparisons”

'2 The best bibliography of the works of Vambéry is Coco (1986). See also Kakuk (1971),
Hazai (1976). A book in English on his life is Alder — Dalby (1979).

'3 On the history of the term Ugric see Rona-Tas (1996).

'4 On Budenz see Futaky (1968), Lako (1974) and Laké (1980) with a comprehensive bibli-
ography of and on Budenz.

15 «“Altaic” denoted then, following the usage of W. Schott, what we now would call Ural-
Altaic.
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(onomatoepics, words which are loan words also in Turkic) and there are some words
with obscure or uncertain origin. According to Budenz more or less acceptable loan
words number 146 out of which since then about 30 more had to be deleted.

Even more dangereous was what the opponents of Vambéry called ironically
the “neologisms”, Turkic words created by Vambéry. One of these non-existent
“ghost words” misled even some well-known scholars. In his work on the Chagatai
langauge'® Vambéry gave an item as kazmak with the meaning ‘graben, herumirren,
herumstreifen; creuser, errer’. To the well-known verb gaz- ‘to dig, to dig out’ he
added a non-existing homophonous word. This was derived from Turkic az- ‘to go
astray’. Vambéry observed that in some cases there do exist doublets with and
without initial k- in Turkic'” and simply created the verb gaz- ‘to go astray’ from the
existing az-. The ghost-word was then incorporated into the Chagatai dictionary of
Pavet de Courteille (1870) and from it the word began its history in the scholarly
literature. Among others the etnonyms Khazak and Khazar were derived from this
ghost-word."®

The long debate ended with the “victory” of the “Ugric party”. Vambéry, who
became full professor of Turkology at the University of Budapest in 1870, changed
his positions during the debate, but remained faithful to his basic ideas until his
death."” Two clear theses are the results of the debate: 1. The Hungarian language is
of Finno-Ugric origin, the words of Turkic origin in the Hungarian language are all
loan words. 2. A great amount of those words in Hungarian, which are of Turkic
origin show features peculiar to the Chuvash language.

The work of Budenz was continued by Jozsef Szinnyei (1857-1943), who first
taught at the University of Kolozsvar (today Cluj, Romania) and from 1893 he occu-
pied the chair for “Comparative Ural-Altaic Studies” at the University of Budapest.
In 1883 he wrote a severe review on the book of Vambéry, published both in Hun-
garian (Vambéry 1882a) and in German (Vambéry 1882b). Szinnyei was a Finno-
Ugrist. However, his book Herkunft der Ungarn, ihre Sprache und Urkultur (1920;
second edition: 1923) was of the few works which made the results of the earlier re-
search known to a readership which did not read Hungarian. He was also the mentor
of Julius Németh.”

' Vambéry (1867) has the title Cagataische Sprachstudien, but since he could not distin-
guish between Chagatai and contemporary written Uzbek material, he considered both to be “Cha-
gatai”. This mislead e.g. even Radloff, who quotes sometimes in his great dictionary written Uzbek
forms as Chagatai.

'7 Such doublets are of different origin. Turkic karpuz/karbuz and arbuz ‘water melon’ is of
Iranian origin and the initials with and without k- may be due to problems of substitution. See
Doerfer (1967, pp. 380-381), on the feature in Mongolian see Pelliot (1944), in the Kipchak lan-
guages Halasi-Kun (1950).

'8 Since the publication of the Old Turkic inscriptions of Terh and Tes we know that the
Turkic name of the Khazars was Kasar. The hypothesis that the Khazars spoke a z-Turkic language
was built on this ghost word (see Gombocz below). On the history of the question and the origin of
the name of the Khazars see Rona-Tas (1982a; 1983).

' Vambéry (1914). An overview on the “Ugric—Turkic War” is Pusztay (1977).

" On Szinnyei see Lako (1986).

Acta Orient. Hung. 55, 2002



48 A. BERTA-A. RONA-TAS

While Szinnyei made no original studies in Turkology, Bernat (Bernhard)
Munkacsi (1860—1937) undertook field-work among the Chuvash in 1885. Munkacsi
wrote a long series of works in which he dealt with Hungarian words of Turkic
origin.”' The works of Vambéry, Budenz, Szinnyei and Munkécsi were the most
important forerunners on which Zoltdn Gombocz (1877—-1935) could build his work.

Gombocz, professor of Altaic Studies at the University of Kolozsvar from
1914 and professor of Hungarian language at the University of Budapest from 1920,
was a linguist who studied the history of the Hungarian and the Finno-Ugric lan-
guages. However, it became clear very early to him, that the contacts with the Turks
and their languages may offer indispensable data and important solutions to ques-
tions otherwise difficult to deal with. He had an excellent command of comparative
and historical Altaic studies of his time** and worked with original Chuvash material.>*
After a long series of studies on Turkic elements in Hungarian®® he wrote the first
synthesis on the Old Turkic loan words in Hungarian (Gombocz 1912). The work in
German was preceded by two Hungarian publications in 1907 and 1908 respectively.”
The research on Hungarian common words of Turkic origin was completed by an-
other monograph on the early Hungarian personal names of Turkic origin (1914—
1915). In his famous Die bulgarisch-tiirkischen Lehnworter in der ungarischen Spra-
che (Gombocz 1912) published as a monograph in the series Mémoires de la Société
Finno-Ougrienne as vol. 30, he dealt with 231 loan words. The high scholarly value
of this book can be seen also from the fact that after a hundred years of research
only about 20 words*® had to be deleted from his list, the remaining ones are still ac-
ceptable.”” To the main list 78 entries have been added, which had been considered

2! On Munkécsi see Kalman (1960) with additions by J. Harmatta and M. Pall6. His com-
plete bibliography is in Olah (1967).

22 His paper Zur Lautgeschichte der altaischen Sprachen (1912-1913) has been unduly ne-
glected.

* He compiled a small Chuvash wordlist (1906) and published e.g. a paper on the Chuvash
praesens 4futurum (1924).

2% See his bibliography in Zsirai (1935). In 1907 Gombocz wrote a review on an inedited
Hungarian—Turkic comparative dictionary of J. Thury. Thury (1861-1908) was for a short time
(1906-1908), as successor to Vambéry, professor of Turkology at the University of Budapest. On
Thury see Kakuk (1971).

3 On his later views see Gombocz (1960), his university lectures from 1930, edited by Ligeti.

%% The words which Gombocz considered to be of Turkic origin and proved to be not, are
the following: agdr ‘greyhound’, baké ‘hangman’, béke ‘peace’, bodor ‘curly’, cége ‘fish-weir’,
csihol ‘to strike fire’, csoka ‘jack daw’, csoport ‘group’, gydva ‘coward’, igér ‘to promise’, kancso
‘jug’, kelengye ‘dotal gift’, kopo ‘foxhound’, kod ‘fog’, kut ‘well, fountain’, 666! ‘gulf, bosom’, po-
dor ‘to twirl’, sajt ‘cheese’, szaru(fa) ‘rafter’, szemdles ‘wart’, tinik ‘to vanish, to change in an-
other form’. Most of these words have no better etymologies, but those of Gombocz cannot be
accepted. Some are inner Hungarian derivations and/or onomatoepica (csoport, csihol, kopod, podor,
szemdles), some are Uralic or Finno-Ugric (kdd, szaru), a few are Slavic (agar, cége), one is Ira-
nian (sajt).

*" This means that the word is of Turkic origin, but does not mean that the etymology or the
argumentation is necessarily good, or has to be accepted without any addition, see below.
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by ‘[hze8 earlier research as Turkic, but which were not acceptable for Gombocz as
such.

For Gombocz the historical implication of the early Hungarian—Turkic linguis-
tic contacts were of paramount importance. He called first the loans “old loans from
Turkic”, later “the Turkic loan words borrowed before the Conquest”.*’ The notion
“bulgarisch-tiirkisch” was due to the studies of Ashmarin on the language of the Vol-
ga Bulghars.” In his monograph Gombocz excluded Khazar as a source language.”'
Gombocz first suggested the Volga-Kama region and the language of the Volga-
Bulghars as the place and source language of the borrowings. He suggested as the
time for the beginning of the Hungarian—Turkic contacts the period “after 600”
(Gombocz 1912, p. 205). In 1921 Gombocz changed his opinion and placed the first
contacts to the North of Caucasia, to the region of the Kubans, its beginnings to the
5th and its end to the 7th century.*

Gyula (Julius) Németh (1890-1976),” who got in 1919 the chair for Turk-
ology at the University of Budapest, many times returned to the problems of the
Turkic loans in Hungarian. He succeded in separating the so called “middle layer” of
the Turkic loan words in Hungarian, those words which were borrowed after the
Conquest (895) from the Cumans and Pechenegs who migrated into the land inhab-
ited by the Hungarians (Németh 1921). Important are also his works in which he used
the newly discovered Old Turkic material, the Orkhon inscriptions and the Turfan
material. In some of his works he added new data or arguments to the earlier re-
search, in others he suggested new etymologies.’* Németh considered as his opus
magnum his book on the formation of the conquering Hungarians published in
1930.% This was based on the etymologies of the early Hungarian tribal and personal
names, the overwhelming majority of which he considered to be of Turkic origin.

Németh in his earlier works placed the first Hungarian—Turkic contacts, fol-
lowing Gombocz’s second opinion, to the Kuban region. Later he changed his views,

% Out of the 78 a few are nevertheless of Turkic origin as apol ‘to kiss’, dié ‘nut’, herjé
‘a small predatory bird’, karvaly ‘sparrow hawk’, katang ‘chicory’, orvos ‘doctor, physician’, valyu
‘trough’, vék ‘a hole in the ice for fishing’.

% The Conquest of the Carpathian Basin by the Hungarians was not without antecedents,
begun in 895 and ended in 902, see Rona-Tas (1999).

30 See Ashmarin (1902), to which Munkécsi called the attention of Gombocz.

3! His main argument was that the -z- in the ethnonym Khazar, which he considered to be a
self-nomination excludes that the Khazars spoke a language with -r- in place of Turkic -z-, a feature
typical to Chuvash and the loans in Hungarian. See note 18 above.

32 See Gombocz (1960). One of his arguments for his second opinion was the supposed
place of Khuvrat’s Bulgaria. On this problem see Rona-Tas (2000).

33 On the life and activities of Németh see Rona-Tas (1978). The bibliography of the works
of Németh can be found in Németh (1990) which is a reprint edition of his papers written in Hun-
garian.

3* See the two bibliographies of Németh, the first in 1960 in the Németh volume of Acta
Orientalia Hungarica, and the second in 1990 in the second volume of the reprint collection: Né-
meth (1990).

33 He worked on the second edition until his death. The manuscript was edited and pub-
lished in 1991 by Arpad Berta. A critical review of the problems of the origin of the early Hun-
garian tribal names with other Turkic etymologies is Berta (1998).
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and based mainly on some Bashkir tribal and clan names, he returned to the first
opinon of Gombocz.*®

An important step in the comprehensive study of the Turkic loan words in
Hungarian was the activity of Géza Barczi (1894—1975). The former Romanist Bar-
czi was professor of Hungarian linguistics, first at the University of Debrecen and
later at the University of Budapest. His paper on the earliest contacts of the Hungar-
ian and Turkic languages did not find wide acceptance.’’ In three excellent papers
(Barczi 1965; 1971; 1972) he analysed the adaptation of the Turkic loan words by the
Hungarian language. His short etymological dictionary of the Hungarian language
published in 1941 contained 228 items of Turkic origin from the old and the middle
layers. Due to his profound knowledge of Hungarian historical linguistics, sound criti-
cal methodology and his good knowledge of the secondary literature in Turkology,
very few of the 228 items are not acceptable as being of Turkic origin.*®

The first great and full synthesis®” of the origins of the Hungarian lexical stock
has been compiled by a group of scholars led by Lorand Benké (1921-), professor of
the Hungarian language at the University of Budapest and was published between
1967-1984 in three plus one volumes.* The aim of the work was to give a critical
view of the earlier studies. It adds at the same time the earliest data of the Hungarian
words, thus uniting the historical data and the etymology in one article. The bibliog-
raphy closing the paper covers the most important earlier Hungarian literature. For
any further studies this work became an indispensable tool.*'

36 See Németh (1972) which is a biography of Gombocz. The only Turkologist who tried to
defend Németh’s second opinion was L. Rasonyi.

37 Barczi claimed that Hungarians had contacts with Turkic people already in the time of
the Ugric period, that is when the ancestors of the Hungarians, Voguls and Ostyaks lived together,
see Barczi (1952). The etymologies underpinning these contacts are unacceptable ( nyak ‘neck’,
nyar ‘summer’, harang ‘bell’, hattyu ‘swan’). The word homok ‘sand’ is of Turkic origin, but per-
tains to the old loans of the Chuvash type. On the problem of the earliest contacts of Hungarian
with the Turkic languages see Rona-Tas (1988a).

38 These are bdn (a title), kut ‘well, fountain’, podor ‘to curl’, and sajt ‘cheese’. His close
personal friendship with L. Ligeti secured him a good access to the latest results of Turkology. An
important feature of the book is the fine distinction grading the etymologies according to their
certitude or well-foundedness.

39 The first etymologial dictionary by Florian Matyas (in three volumes 1868—1871) is only
of historical interest. The etymological dictionary of the Hungarian language written by Janos
Melich (1872-1963), a Slavist, from 1914 until 1936 together with Gombocz and alone until 1944
reached only the first items beginning with g-. It contains less than a third of the Hungarian word
stock but includes proper names, titles, etc. of historical importance. Some items written by Gom-
bocz contain new data and signalled changes in his opinion.

" The research group has consulted Susanne Kakuk on the Turkic material. Her data and
suggestions were supervised by L. Ligeti. Two important remarks have to be made. Ligeti corrected
only mistakes but did not give his own opinion, and Benkd did not always accept the views of
Kakuk and Ligeti.

*Out of the 10 714 basic words treated by the etymological dictionary about 220 are
marked as being of sure or very probable Turkic origin and pertaining to layers before the Ottoman
contacts.
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In 1993 appeared the first fascicle of the Etymologisches Worterbuch des
Ungarischen under the editorship of L. Benkd. The six fascicles contain about a third
of the lexical stock separately treated in the Hungarian forerunner,”” and include the
new opinions (among them a few new Turkic etymologies)” published since the
Hungarian version and in some cases changes in the view of L. Benké.**

The more detailed Hungarian and the very condensed German monographs
close a long period of research. They weighed the results of earlier Turkological
research®” and pointed decisively to the Hungarian side of the etymology, in many
cases convincingly demonstrating that notwithstanding the Turkic side, serious
problems have to be envisaged on the Hungarian side of a given, earlier suggested
etymology. Unfortunately the great progress in Turkology in the last twenty years is
not reflected in the two works.

2. The work of L. Ligeti

The Turkic elements in the Hungarian language were always in the focus of interest
of Lajos (Louis) Ligeti (1902—1987), professor of Central Asiatic languages at the
University of Budapest.*® His first paper published in 1924 was connected with the
research of Chuvash, his first etymological remarks on the etymology of the Hungar-
ian name of Turkic origin (Almos)*’ appeared in 1926. In 1978 he began to publish
a series of studies on old Hungarian names of Turkic origin, which were later repub-
lished with his earlier papers on Turkic loan words in Hungarian in a two-volume
reprint publication in 1979.*® In the last days of 1986, a few weeks before his death
was published one of his major works on the Turkic connections of the Hungarian
language before the Conquest and in the Age of the Arpads (Ligeti 1986). This book
is the summary of his research of more than 50 years.

The main chapters deal with the Chuvash criteria of the Hungarian words of
Turkic origin, the convergent development of the Turkic and Hungarian historical
phonologic systems, and the main characterstics of the non-Chuvash Turkic lan-

2 Many of the items dealt with separately in the Hungarian volumes were grouped into one
item. A few neologisms were added.

* As e.g. dszok ‘gauntry (for supporting barrels)’.

* The consultant for the Turkic material before the Ottoman period was A. Rona-Tas. He,
however received only those words for commenting which were considered by L. Benkd as being
of Turkic origin.

4 Here only the most important Hungarian scholars can be mentioned, whose work added
new etymologies to the earlier ones: Tibor Halasi-Kun, Antal Horger, Elemér Moo6r, Dezsé Pais,
Lajos Katona, Margit K. Palld, Laszlé Rasonyi, Gabor Bereczki, Istvan Mandoky Kongur, Istvan
Vasary.

4 After the retirement of J. Németh as chair of the Department of Turkology, Ligeti fol-
lowed him as the chair of Turkology retaining the chair of Central Asiatic Studies, founded by him.
Ligeti retired in 1973 and S. Kakuk followed him in the chair for Turkology.

T He later changed his views on the name of Almos, father of Arpad, the founder of the
first Hunsgarian dynasty, see Ligeti (1978).

8 See the bibliography in this volume pp. 5-23.
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guages. A chapter summarises the results of the research on the early contacts of
Hungarian with other languages before the Turkic contacts. The longest chapter deals
with the mutual influence of Turkic and Hungarian, in detail only with the Turkic
impact on Early Hungarian. The second part of the book gives the ethnic and histori-
cal background of the Turkic—Hungarian contacts. There are no elaborated etymolo-
gies in the book (which we can find in the separate papers of Ligeti), the Hungarian
words of Turkic origin are only quoted as illustrations of linguistic or historical, cul-
tural statements. Ligeti treated or quoted altogether about 280 Hungarian words of
Turkic origin. It is very difficult and it is surely not the task of this paper to evaluate
his contribution to Turkology and especially to the study of the early Turko—Hungar-
ian contacts. Two things characterised his works. A profound knowledge of all rele-
vant data and a rigorous, always critical methodology. He was one of the very few
scholars who never worked with isolated data, but involved all knowledge which
may have been useful to understand and correctly interpret the data. He was always
keen to present the “background”, the historical implications, the cultural setting. The
legacy of Ligeti is a difficult one: to continue his work.*’

3. Towards a new etymological dictionary
of the Hungarian words of Turkic origin

Both the great achievements in Turkology and in the research on the history of the
Hungarian language made it possible and desirable to fulfil the last will of Ligeti.
This work, as we hope, will serve the advance of Turkology. After the discov-
ery, collection, conservation and first, in many cases, tentative, publication of the
huge Old Turkic material form the Eastern part of Turcia, Turkology faces now the
task of the detailed elaboration of the Old Turkic linguistic material. The Old Turkic
material is, however, in most cases restricted to what we call East Old Turkic — texts
and glosses written in Asia. With the foundation of the first Turkic Khaganate in 552
AD, the political situation changed in Eurasia. Turkic became a language of social
and political prestige, and was written in a number of alphabets. The spread of the
Turkic koiné during the second Khaganate, the missionary work of the great religions
among the different Turkic tribes, produced a Turkic literature of admirable richness,
and glosses in the literature of all nations which were in contact with the Turks. Less

* Even in this very sketchy overview we must mention those scholars, who were not Hun-
garians, but have dealt with the Turkic loan words in Hungarian. Excluding earlier works of only
historical interest, it was H. Paasonen who was among the first scholars interested in the non-
Finno-Ugrian words in Hungarian. The wife of Paasonen was Hungarian and he had an excellent
command of Hungarian and the literature written in Hungarian. Two scholars N. Poppe and
G. Doerfer made remarks which went beyond single etymologies. Their work was, however, ham-
pered by the fact that there was no up-to-date history of the Hungarian language available to them
in a non-Hungarian language. Of great value is the Turkish etymological dictionary of H. Eren
(1999). Eren was a pupil of Németh and has an excellent knowledge on Hungarian linguistics. If
a Turkish word has even a remote connection with a Hungarian word, this is usually mentioned in
his dictionary with reference to earlier literature.
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is known of the language or languages contemporary to East Old Turkic and spoken
West of the Urals and Lake Aral. Though we have a few uncertain hints that Turkic
people used some scripts in East Europe, it is only the so-called East European
Runiform Script which is known from this time in that area. We know about more
than a hundred, mostly short inscriptions, but until now the script resisted decipher-
ing. Among the sources helping the study of the West Old Turkic™ languages,
glosses, names and titles can be mentioned in non-Turkic sources. In Byzantine, Ara-
bic, Persian, Armenian, Georgian, Latin and Slavic sources’' scattered material has
been preserved. Another source is the history of the Chuvash language, the only liv-
ing language which is pertaining to the West Old Turkic group. For the study of Old
West Turkic an important source, though with restricted value, is Volga Bulghar
from the end of the 13th until the middle of the 14th century.’® Even less is known of
the language of the Danube Bulghars,” the Khazars®* or the Avars™. Taking into ac-
count the scantiness and scarcity of other data, the Old Turkic loan words preserved
in Hungarian offer a welcome and rich source for the reconstruction of West Old
Turkic.

The importance of the Turkic loan words for the reconstruction of the history
of the Hungarian langauge and people, as we mentioned above, has always been in
the foreground of the research. The Hungarian scholars, however, have never seen
this problem as a narrow task of Hungarian Turkology. An eminent Slavist, learned
in Turkology, Istvan Kniezsa,® following the steps of such scholars as Janos Melich,
always called the attention to the close connections among Old Turkic, Old Hungar-
ian and OIld Slavic. Ligeti has dealt with the question in some of his papers in de-

9 West Old Turkic is a regional term denoting all Turkic languages which were spoken
West of the Urals and the Aral Lake, in East Europe, until the end of the Old Turkic period, i.e.
until the establishment of the Mongol Empire of the Chingisids. Languages of the Chuvash type
were typical of this region, but we cannot exclude the existence of other non-Chuvash-type Turkic
languages. A non-Chuvash-type langauge was spoken by the Pechenegs, who entered East Europe
after clashes with the Khazars and after having occupied the former homeland of the Hungarians
called Etelkuzu. The migration of Kipchak — Cuman and Oguz — Uz groups into East Europe can
also be detected in the sources from the end of the 9th century, maybe even earlier. On West Old
Turkic see Rona-Tas (1988b; 1998).

31 A good overlook on these sources is Golden (1980).

32 On the language of the Volga Bulghar inscriptions see Rona-Tas—Fodor (1973); Hakim-
zjanov (1978); Rona-Tas (1982b); Tekin (1988); Erdal (1993).

33 The decipherment of the so-called List of the Danube Bulghar Royal Princes remained
unsuccesful in spite of the monography of O. Pritsak (1977). Scattered Danube Bulgharian glosses
and two short inscriptions have been published by Besevliev (1963; 1979) and others.

> See Golden (1980) and the results of the Khazar symposium in Jerusalem 1999 (yet
unpublished).

35 There is a debate about the language of the Avars which by some scholars was consid-
ered as Mongolian, by others as Turkic, in the near past also Manchu-Tunguzian came into consid-
eration. We have no place here to go into details of these discussions. Turkic was surely spoken
among the Avars. The question is how far the Slavisation of the Avars had gone at the time when
the Hungarians conquered the Carpathian Basin.

® Turkological remarks are scattered among others in his major work on the Old Slavic
elements in Hungarian, see Kniezsa (1955).
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tail.”” There exists a sizeable group of words which are present in both Old Hungar-
ian and Old Slavic and are of Turkic origin. Though their relationship is not always
clear, their study offers important conclusions both for the linguistic and the histori-
cal—cultural connections among Turks, Hungarians and Slavs, three dominating eth-
nic groups in East Europe of the Early Middle Ages.

The authors of this paper have set as their aim the compilation of an etymo-
logical dictionary of the Hungarian words of Turkic origin. We have, however, ex-
cluded the words of Ottoman origin on which an excellent monograph exists in
French by S. Kakuk (1973).

As to the Hungarian word stock we have included words (1) present in the
modern Hungarian language, (2) words which are present only in some Hungarian
dialects and (3) words which are not used in present Hungarian, but the earlier exis-
tence of which can be shown by historical sources. We have excluded proper names
used by the Hungarians, but included ethnic names in use in Old Hungarian.

The Turkic origin means that the word was copied from a Turkic language,
but does not necessarily mean that the word is of ultimately Turkic origin. There are
words of Chinese (H gydngy ‘pearl’ «— OT jinjii), of Indo-European (H a/ma ‘apple’
< OT alma), of Indic (H bors ‘pepper’ «— OT burc) or of other origin, which were
only mediated by a Turkic language. In these cases “etymology” means to give the
source of the Turkic word. Concerning the words which are not demonstratebly of
non-Turkic origin, “Turkic etymology” means that we give, as far as possible, the
morphological structure of the Turkic word. We agree with the views of Erdal and
his methodological rigour as explained in Erdal (1991, pp. 32—33) and use also his
symbols. Turkic words can be divided into two groups. Into the first group pertain
those Turkic words which have a clear morphological structure. They contain a lexi-
cal base and derivational suffix(es). In this case the function of the suffix has to be
demonstrated in Old Turkic and not supposed ad hoc, as it has been done in many
cases before. To the second group pertain those Turkic words which have not, or
seem not to have a structure where a base and a derivational suffix can be separated.
This group surely contains words with suffixes already not productive in the earliest
sources of Old Turkic and those which never had derivational suffixes. While in the
first case the demonstration of the Turkic origin of the word is given by its morpho-
logical analysis, in the second case only the distribution of the word in the Old, the
Middle and/or the New Turkic languages can be adduced as argument. Therefore we
introduced a new structure of the presentation of the Turkic data which can be seen
in the following three samples. This type of presentation is based on former ideas of
Ligeti™ and was first used in the dissertation of Réona-Tas in 1970.” The different

37 See Ligeti (1966; 1975; 1977, etc.).

3% A system of grouping the Turkic data by Ligeti has been published in the introduction of
Barczi (1941, p. XV), and can also be seen in many of the papers Ligeti published.

% We do not follow the system of Risénen (1969—1971) or Sevortjan (1974), who grouped
the words according to their (seemingly) identical or similar outlook.
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groups have “leading” representatives.”’ If we have no data from these languages we
always indicate this with a “~ sign.®’ Additional data from other languages or other
sources of the “leading” languages are cited only if their testimony is of etymological
relevance. In a group of cases the word which is or could be the etymon of the
Hungarian word is present only in a very restricted number of Turkic languages, but
the word base and the suffix are present in a wide range of sources and langauges. In
these cases we cite the base word from the sources where it is present. However if
the word formation with clear morphological structure is present in more than one of
the branches of the Turkic languages and it is present in Old Turkic, we, as a rule, do
not cite the base from other branches.

The words are arranged according to the alphabetical order of their present
Hungarian form. Indexes, among them an Old Turkic one, will help to find a Turkic
word.

The item begins with the “head”, where we summarise the essence of the ety-
mology, reconstruct the form which was copied and the form which has been adapted
by the Hungarian on the two sides of the arrow («—). Of the Hungarian historical data
we give the earliest one, mainly after the Hungarian historical-etymological diction-
ary (TESz, see Benkd 1967; 1970; 1976; 1984) or the Etymologisches Worterbuch
des Ungarischen (EWUng, see Benkd 1993; 1995; 1997). Sometimes it is necessary
to give the first occurrence in the early diplomas and the first occurrence in a word-
list or a text where the meaning is given or indicated. The old Hungarian data are
given in their original orthography and their tentative contemporary pronunciation in
square brackets [ ] in a simplified English transcription for the convenience of the
reader. After the “head” we give an indication to the grade of probability of the ety-
mology. If the etymology is, according to us, sure, there is no indication. However if
the etymology is of debated origin, or only probable but not sure, or it may pertain to
different Turkic etymons, we indicate this after the “head”. Etymologies which have
been convincingly refuted by TESz and/or EWUng are not included. In an appendix
we plan to treat those etymologies which have been suggested since the closing of
EWUng but we consider them as unacceptable or highly problematical.

The second part contains the Turkic data in a reasonable transcription. In the
case of the Old and Middle Turkic data the abbreviations begin with a siglum
denoting the script in which the source was written (eg. U — Uighur, R — Runic etc.).
The meaning of the word is given as it can be found in the source publication cited.
The Turkic data are followed by the Mongolian data if they give a hint to the chro-
nology of the Turkic one. If the Turkic word has entered other languages, this fact, as
a rule, is not mentioned. The data are followed by a short discussion of the main
problems with or around the etymology. We have, however, avoided long discus-
sions of other opinions. Such discussions have to be published in separate papers. If
our opinion is different from that of EWUng, this is indicated.

50 The selection of the “leading” sources had sometimes principal reasons, but in other cases
simply practical ones.
This means of course only that we did not find data and not that they do not exist.
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The bibliography closing the item gives only the most important and the re-
cent literature. As a rule works which do not deal with the etymological problems of
the Hungarian words are not cited. Cited are, however, those which figure in the dis-
cussion. Preference was given to literature in non-Hungarian.

The work is helped by a small group of our pupils in Szeged and a Board of
Consultants: M. Erdal (Frankfurt), Lars Johanson (Mainz), Jens Peter Laut (Freiburg),
Klaus Rohrborn (Gottingen), Claus Schonig (Mainz/Istambul), Marek Stachowski
(Krakow), Istvan Vésary (Teheran/Budapest), Peter Zieme (Berlin). The work was
and is helped by several institutions and funds.*

4. Three samples from the Etymological dictionary
of the Hungarian words of Turkic origin

We have selected three samples from the items beginning with the letters A, A and B.
The first word has problems on its Turkic side, the second raises a principal question
of language borrowing and the third offers a new insight into the structure of the
Turkic word, at the same time has an irregular feature in the history of the Hungarian
word.

® acs ‘carpenter’. 1222// 7PN Afu, 1230 ?PN Alchi [a:1¢i], 1233 PN Alch [a:l¢], ca.
1395 alch [a:1¢] dcs«— *agacci < agac + ¢l | OT igacci, T agacci.

OT igacci (UPfahl 19 before titigéi ‘maison, wall-maker’), igacjilar ‘varddhakina =
vardhakinah’ (B5:12), yigac ‘aga¢’ (AQB), yigac¢ ‘wood, tree or shrub, penis, par-
sang’ (AK); MT yigac ‘aga¢’(UY-A 76:2,3, -B 33:7, 34:1), igac (8x), yigac¢ (1x)
‘Baum’ (UOg), yigac¢ ‘bois, arbre’ (UHy, UHyS), Agac ‘personal name’ (UCiv-
SA:09), iga¢ ‘Holz’ (UCiv-WP:03); agac ‘tree’ (ABF), agac ‘tree, wood, fuel, stick’
(AGul), agac (1x), yigac (25x) ‘agag’ (AHMA), agac, yigac¢ ‘derevo, derevjannaja
palka; mera dliny’ (AHSF), agac yonici ‘oblesyvajuiéij derevo’ (AIM), agac yongici
‘diilger’ (AIMI), agac ‘tree’ (AKD), yigac ‘tree’ (AKor), agac, yigac¢ ‘derevo, dere-
vjannaja palka; mera dliny’ (ANehF), yigacci ‘carpenter’, yigacci yonguci ‘id.
(ARDg), yigac(c)i ‘plotnik’ (ATef), yigac ‘agag’ (AY-C); agac, igac, yisac (AChag),
yigac (?); ‘farsah (mera dliny), derevo plodovoe i neplodovoe’ (AChagB), yigac ‘de-
revo’ (AChagMA), yigac ‘wood, parsang’ (AChagS); agac¢ ‘Baum’ (LCCI, G), agac
‘bugiinkii manasinda’ (AAH), — (AAHI), — (ABul), agas ‘bois, gaule, baton’, hurma
agaci ‘dattier’ (ADurl), gayyin agasi ‘bois de peuplier ou de bouleau’ (ADurll), agac
‘Baum, Holz” (AHou), agac ‘Stock’, alma agaci ‘Apfelbaum’ (AKav), agac ‘tree,
branch, stem (of a bamboo), pole, wood, wooden part (of a lance)’ (AMGh), agas
‘palka, les, derevo (material)’ (ATuh); agac ‘arbre, objet en bois, barre, madrier,

52 We have to offer our thanks to the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, to the University of
Szeged, to the OTKA (the Research funding council of Hungary), and we got a special research
fund granted by the Ministry of Education.
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hampe’ (AmTr); agac ‘sopa, degnek; bir kilometre kadar olan bir uzunluk (8l¢iisii)’
(AOtT); NT Chuv yivas ‘derevo’; K agac ostasi ‘stoljar’ (RTat), agas ‘derevo’
(Bashk), agas ostahi ‘stoljar’ (RBashk), jigacci (usta) ‘stoljar, plotnik’ (Kirg), agassi
(Kaz), agassi usta (Kklp), agas ustasi, agas usta (RKklp), agassi ‘stoljar’ (Nog),
agac ‘derevo’ (CrTat), agac (KarH), agac¢ ‘derevo’ (KarT,S), agac usta ‘stoljar’
(KumB), agac usta ‘stoljar’ (Krch-Blk); O agalci (ussa) ‘plotnik’ (Tkm), agasci
(TkmAB), agaccilalayan ‘wood polisher’ (AzE), agag¢¢i ‘Celovek, sazajuscij ili vyra-
§¢ivajuscij derevija’ (Tt); Kh haya¢ ‘Baum, Holz, Stock, Parasange’ (KhalD); T yo-
goc ustasi ‘plotnik’ (Uzb), yayaci, yay’aci, yay’acci “‘woodworker, carpenter, joiner’
(Turkil)), yagacci, yagasci ‘stoljar, plotnik’ (MUyg), ayasci, aysci, ayacci ‘stoljar, dre-
voobdelocnik’ (Sal), ayas¢i ‘menuisier, charpentier; bucheron’ (SalK), yigasci ‘sto-
ljar’ (YUyg); S agas ‘derevo’ (Alt), agas (agac-) ‘derevo’ (Khak), agas, agis “wood’
(FY), iyasci ‘lesnik, lesnoj storoz’ (Tuv), nes (neji) ‘derevo’ (Tof), nas, nais ‘derevo’
(Karagas? see Radloff 1893, p. 149). Y mas ‘derevo na kornju i srublennoe, kak
stroitel'nyj material’, mas uuha ‘plotnik’ (Y), mas, mas ‘Baum, Holz, Wald’ (Dolg).

The relationship between T igac¢ and agac is unclear, yet they surely belong
together. If the word igac is a der. of I “vegetation’ (see i tarig ‘Getreide’ USitatapP:
187), the suff. is + g4¢ (Erdal 1991, p. 84) and all word forms with initial y- are
secondary. In this case agac is a form due to assimilation. However Halaj /- may
point to a PT *p-. In this case the yi- Anlaut is the earlier: Ai- > yi- (> i-) and
ha- > a-. It cannot be excluded that the hend. i iga¢ may, however, go back to an
earlier *i agac and in this case igac¢ would be a secondary form which then became
independent, got a y- and reinfluenced agac¢. Chuvash yivas points to an earlier
*agac. Some MT sources have yagac, and it cannot be decided whether this is due to
the neglection of a kesra or it is reflecting a data close to Turki and MUyg. The -g- in
the data from the AChagB seems to be a misreading of the MS. Tofalar res goes back
to an earlier nas$, which probably comes from nas < nagac < yagac. In a few cases
we find a secondary nasal where there is or was no nasal consonant in the following
syllable: cf. Tofalar: 77t ‘molodoj’ < yigit. More difficult is the case of the origin of
Yakut mas and Dolgan mas, mas. It is unlikely that it would have a common origin
with Manchu-Tunguzian *mo ‘tree, wood’ *mésa ‘wood, forest’, Mongolian modu(n)
‘id.”. Excluded can be also Chinese mu ‘tree’, which goes back to an earlier form
with a final -k Yakut final -s can go back to -s, -z, -§ and -¢. A *magac would,
however, result in something like *mias, a *migac in *mis.

Some T languages form the word for ‘carpenter’ with the suffix +¢/, other use
the composition agac ustasi ‘master of wooden objects’ or similar expressions.

The OH -/~ is due to hypercorrection alternating with long vowels, see bdlcs,
bucsu, bocsat etc. This secondary -/- disappeared only after the 16th century. The
disappearance of the intervocalic guttural occurred in H. Two earlier PNs (1222,
1230) quoted by Benkd (1993, p. 5), both placenames, can hardly pertain here. The H
word denoted ‘carpenter’ from the earliest times. In OH the word presumably had
also the meaning ‘master manufacturing the wooden parts of the yurt’.

* Vambéry (1882a, pp. 227-228); Radloff (1893, p. 149); Munkacsi (1901,
pp- 190, 196); Gombocz (1912, pp. 35, 168); Vambéry (1914, p. 136); Gombocz
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(1914, p. 27; 1940, pp. 87, 93); Barczi (1958, p. 7); Németh (1965, p. 55); Doerfer
(1965, p. 73); Ligeti (1965, p. 288); Benkd (1967, p. 94); Résénen (1969, p. 7); Clau-
son (1972, p. 80); Sevortjan (1974, p. 71); Ligeti (1986, pp. 298-299); Réna-Tas
(1987/1988, p. 216; 1988a, p. 755); Erdal (1991, p. 84); Benkd (1993, p. 5); Sta-
chowski (1995, pp. 270-274).

e apol ‘to nurse, take care of”. D: p1372/c1448 “to kiss’, 1589 ‘to caress’, 1784 ‘to
care of” | a:pol ~ apol < *op + HDVSuff -/ | cf. OT dp- ‘to kiss; to sip or suck
in the air or a liquid’, op- ‘to gulp down, swallow’.

Of doubtful Turkic origin.

Back vocalic verbal stem:

OT op- ‘to swallow’: azii turitk suv drsdr opoyin ‘oder wenn (es) klares Wasser ist
(so) will ich es trinken’ (RTToyl:1-3); op- ‘to swallow’ (AQB), op- ‘to gulp down
(water or other)’: dr suw opdi ‘the man gulped down (abba) the water (or other)’
(AK); MT - (UOg), — (UY, UHy, UCiv); — (ABF, AGul), op- ‘(ndpiirdeterek)
icmek’ (AHMA) — (AHSF), — (AIM), — (AIM, AKD, AKor), — (AM), — (ANehF,
ARDbg, ATefs); op- ‘baiser’, (AChag but pmek ‘embrasser’), — (AChagB, AChagMA,
AChagSC); oparmac ‘obsculo’, opmac ‘obszulum’ (LCC,-I), op- ‘abba’ (AAH), —
(AAHI), — (ABul), — (ADur, AHou, AMGh) op- ‘proglatyvat', vypivat' srazu, osusat”
(read by Fazylov as 0b- see dp- ‘celovat”), obur ‘zloj duh, ¢udovisce’ (ATuh), op-
‘baiser, embrasser’ (AmTr no ¢ in Am), op- ‘somurup yutmak’ (AOt); NT Chuv vup-
‘(ust.) portit', napuskat' poréu, prinosit' nescast'e (o zlyh duhah)’, vopaska ‘ovrag’
(ChuvA), vupar, vupkan ‘zloj duh’; K up- tr. ‘provalivat'sja (o zemle); (prost.) zrat,
lopat', treskat” (Tat), up- ‘zasasyvat', zatjagivat” (Bashk), opkok ‘nenasytnyj, prozor-
livyj” (Kirg), opsor ‘(¢ujsk.) zadnyj, prozorlivyj’ (Kirg), op- ‘to eat up, gorge, swal-
low’, obir ‘glutton, insatiable; vampire’ (Kaz), — (KKlp), op- ‘zasasyvat', zatjagivat';
pozirat', s"edat' vse srazu’ (Nog), — (CrTat), op- ‘pohiséat’; pogloscat” (KarTH), op-
‘kiissen” (KumN, Sev), uppa ‘poceluj’ (Krch-Blk); O intr. op- ‘provalivat'sja, osedat”,
hop- ‘provalivat'sja, obvalivat'sja, obrusivat'sja (vnutr' cego-1.)’, (Tkm); hop- “vpity-
vat'sja’ (Az); obur ‘greedy, gluttonous’ (Tt), up- ‘to kiss’ (TtDapud Clauson 1972);
obur, hobur ‘prozorlivyj, zadnyj; obZora; (mif.) oboroten', vurdalak’ (Gag); Kh —;
T iip- ‘celovat” (Uzb), — (Turkil), opgan ‘obzora, prozorlivyj” (MUyg); — (Sal), op-
‘celovat” (YUyg); S opconis- ‘celovat'sja, pocelovat'sja’ (AltT); op- ‘vtjagivat', vsa-
syvat'; einsaugen, einzichen’ (AltTelR), — (Khak), op- ‘vtjagivat', vsasyvat'; einsaugen,
einziehen’ (ChulR), upgan ‘liven’, silnyj dozd” (Tof); ¥ tr. uop-, uoba- ‘brat' v rot (ili
derzat' vo rtu) ¢to-libo tverdoe ili gustoe — stol'ko, skol'’ko mozet udobno pomestit'-
sja; vkladyvat' sebe v rot kusok, klast' (brat’) sebe v rot pomnogu (pisci), zrat', lopat',
pozirat', pogloscat'’; hapnut' (o vzjatke)’ (Yak), uobu, obu ‘Bissen, Happen’ (Dlg).

Back vocalic nominal stem:

OT —; MT —; NT Chuy —; K — (Tat), — (Bashk), op ‘vdyhanie, vtjagivanie dyhaniem
v sebja’ (Kirg), — (Kaz), — (Kklp), — (Nog), op ‘laska’ (CrTat), — (Kar), upay det. =
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obiiw ‘imja dejstvija’ of dpmek ‘celovat” (Kum), — (Krch-Blk); O xopuk- ‘zadyhat'-
sja; pugat'sja, strasit'sja, ispityvat' strah, bojazn” (Tkm), — (Az), — (Tt); Kh —; T —
(Uzb), upli- “vzdyhat', ohat” (MUyg), — (Sal), — (YUyg); S — (Alt), — (Khak), xoptak
‘zadnyj, alényj, prozorlivyj’ (Tuv); ¥ uop ‘kusok, vkladyvaemyj v rot za odin raz,
zevok’ (Yak), uopca ‘Bissen, Happen.” (Dlg).

Front vocalic verbal stem:

OT Jp- ‘to drink, kiss (the ground)’ (AQB), dp- ‘to sip’: miin opdi ‘he sipped (hasa)
the soup (or other)’ (AK); op- ‘to kiss’: ol mdni opdi ‘he kissed (qabbala) me’ (AK);
MT - (U), — (ABF), dp- ‘to kiss’ (AGul), op- ‘6pmek’ (AHMA), Jp- ‘celovat”
(AHSF, ANF ), ? (AIM), 6piis ‘buse, 6pme’ (AIMI), dp ‘kiss!” (AKD), — (AKor),
? (AN), — (AMGh), — (ARbg), op- ‘celovat” (ATefs), — (AYC); dp- ‘embrasser’
(AChag), — (AChagB), dpti ‘pocelovat” (AChagMA 263); dp- ‘kiissen’ (LCC,-G),
op- id. (AHou, imp. opgil), op- ‘baiser, embrasser’ (ADurK), dp- ‘kiissen’ (AHou),
op- ‘kiissen’ (AKav), — (AMGh), op- ‘celovat” (ATuh); opmejik ‘Opiicik’ (OTtT);
NT Chuv —; K iip- ‘celovat” (Tat), iip- ‘celovat” (Bashk), ép- ‘celovat” (Kirg), dp-
‘id.” (RKaz), op- ‘celovat', rascelovat” (Kklp), op- ‘celovat', rascelovat” (Nog); dp-
‘celovat', rascelovat” (CrTat); dp- ‘celovat” (KarT), ép- ‘celovat” (KarH), dp-
‘celovat” (Kum), — (Krch-Blk); O dp- ‘celovat” (Tkm), op- ‘celovat', pocelovat”
(Az), 6p- “to kiss’, hopiirdet- ‘to sip noisiliy’, (Tt), op- ‘celovat” (Gag); Kh ep- ‘kiis-
sen’ (Kh); T dp- ‘celovat” (UzbDSev), op- ‘celovat” (Turkil), dp- ‘celovat'; ljubzat”
(MUyg); — (Sal), - (YUyg); S — ¥ —.

Front vocalic nominal stem:

K dpte- “to kiss’ (Kaz).

Mongolian: ugu- ‘to drink, to eat liquid food, to absorb liquids’.

The Turkic word family is of onomatoepic origin. It described the noise of
sipping, sucking. The fact that in some T languages we find an initial /- may be due
to the onomatoepic character of the word and is not necessarily the reflex of an old
*p-. In the later languages a semantic differentiation occurred. The front vocalic forms
were associated with a lighter noise with a higher pitch and hence the semantic con-
nection with ‘kiss’, while the back vocalic forms with a somewhat more noisy action
‘swallow, sip’ expressed at a lower pitch. The OT data show that the differentiation
occurred relatively late and it is not complete in some languages. From the meaning
‘to swallow’ developed the meaning ‘glutton’ and ‘evil demons who suck as vam-
pirs’. The late and not total differentiation of the front and back vocalic words is also
evident from the fact that the T word for ‘lungs’ dpke surely pertains here. In some
languages the semantic connection was lost and derivations as Middle Kipchak obur
or Chuvash vupar, vupkan (the latter a Tatar loan word) can denote other evil de-
mons as well. The connection of T obur with such Slav words as Russian upyr,
Bulgarian upir, Czech and Slovak upir, Polish upior and perhaps German Vampir is
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debated (see Vasmer 1953—1958). The T word also denotes the action of imbibing
water into the soil. Derivates denote places which sip the water as ravines, etc. It is
interesting that we find the nominal base op/0p and the verbal base op-/0p- without
any morphological differentiation. In some sources it is impossible to differentiate the
readings op/dp.

The original form of the H word was with short a- and it denoted ‘to kiss’, then
through the meaning ‘to caress’ developed the present meaning ‘to care of, to nurse’.

The H word was connected with the Turkic already in the middle of the 19th
century. The comparison was also mentioned by Vambéry (1870, p. 121) and the
otherwise severe critique of Budenz dealt with it as a possible comparison (1871,
p. 77). The comparison was refused later by Gombocz (1912, pp. 211-212) because
of “lautliche schwierigkeiten”. This was surely based on the fact that Gombocz could
not see a possibility of T o — H o > a. However he himself pointed to such words as
H apro in which before the second long ¢ the original o became a (Gombocz 1912,
p. 147). From the phonetic point of view it is important that the H /a/ is a labial
vowel and therefore a foreign /o/ could also be replaced by a H /a/. The chronology
of the labiality of H /a/ is debated, but it was surely present in Old Hungarian.
According to Benkd (1967, p. 165) the word is of unknown origin, its connecting
with T is “erroneous”. Pall6 pledged for the T origin and under the influence of her
arguments Benkd (1993, p. 41) slightly changed the opinion to “Herleitung aus dem
Atiirk ist kaum warsch[einlich]” and claimed that the word is a derivate from a fic-
tive stem of unknown origin. Horpacsi suggested that the stem of the H word had to
be an onomatoepic one, and Berta has demonstrated that the T words have to be
traced back to an onomatoepic base. This leaves us with two onomatoepic bases. On
the T side we have op/dp(-) and on the H side ap (< op). There is a H denominal
verbformative suffix -/ and a deverbal one, the latter has a frequentative function, it
was earlier very productive, but now it is obsolete. Thus the base of the H word apo!
(> dpol) can be either a verbal or a nominal stem.

The T origin of the H word cannot be proved. We cannot exclude that onoma-
toepics might be copied, but since these words have the motivation in imitating real
sounds it always remains a possibility that the same or very similar onomatoepic
words appear independently in different languages.

* Vambéry (1870, p. 121); Budenz (1871, p. 77); Munkacsi (1902, p. 274);
Gombocz (1909, p. 24); Kora (1913, pp. 281-282); Benkd (1967, p. 165); Gombocz—
Melich (1914-1930, pp. 111-113); Clauson (1972, p. 4b); Sevortjan (1974, pp. 464—
465 [op-], pp- 539-542 [op-]); Pallo (1982, p. 19-21); Kakuk (1985, pp. 267-269);
Horpéacsi (1993, pp. 340-341); Benkd (1993, p. 41); Berta (2001, pp. 395-408).

e béka ‘frog’. 1295 PN Bekafolo, 1308 GN Bykato, ca. 1395 beka «— *baka < bak-
+gA | OT baga ‘frog’.

OT baga ‘frog’ (U 11, 35,21, AK); MT — (U), — (ABF), baga ‘frog’ (AGul), — —
(AHMA), baga (AHSF), — — (AIM), — (AIMI), — (AKD), baga ‘frog’ (AKor), — —
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(AM), baga ‘ljaguska’ (ANehF), — (ARbg), — (ATefs, AYC); baga, bagacanaq ‘tortue,
grenouille’ (AChag), — (AChagB), baqa canak ‘tortoise’ (AChagSC); baga ‘rana’
(LCCI), ? (AAH), baka ‘kurbaga’ (AAHI), gabircaqli baga ‘tortue’ (ABul), boga
‘tortue’ (ADur), boga ‘Frosch, krote’ (AHou), — (AKav), baga ‘frog’ (AMGh), baga
‘ljaguska, morskaja Cerepaha’ (ATuh); baga, baha ‘grenouille’ (AmT), baga ‘kap-
lumbaga, kaplumbaganin kabugu’ (AOttTS), NT Chuv —; K baka ‘ljaguska; (fig) za-
por, derevjannyj zasov (dveri) basovaja klavisa; balansir (priposoblenie na melnice)’
(Tat), baga ‘ljaguska, ulitka’ (Bashk), maya, maqa, baya, paya ‘ljaguska’ (SibT),
baka ‘ljaguska; (fig.) suhoparyj Celovek; celovek (hudoj) kak palka’ (Kirg), baga
‘ljaguska’ (Kar, H, T), baga ‘id.’ (Kar. K), baga ‘frog’ (Kaz), baga ‘ljaguska’
(Kklp), baka ‘ljaguska’ (Nog), baqa ‘ljaguska; ljagusacij’ (CrmTat), baga ‘ljaguska’
(KrchP); O gurbaga ‘ljaguska® (Tkm), baga ‘id’. (TkmD.), baga ‘ob"edinjajuscee po-
njatie: ljaguski i Cerepahi’ (Az), baga ‘tortoise shell’, kurbaga ‘frog’ (Tt), (gur)baya,
baqqa, baya, bayé, baqa, bayi, baqga, baqqa, baqga, baqgd, bagga, baya ‘Frosch’
(Khor), baga ‘Frosch’ (SOgh); Kh baga ‘Schildkrote’ (KhalD); T baga ‘ljaguska’
(Uzb), paga ‘frog’ (Turkil), baga, paga ‘a frog’ (TurkiSh), paqa ‘ljaguska’ (HUyg),
paga, paga, paqga ‘ljaguska’ (Sal), paya, paya ‘grenouille’ (SalK), paga ‘ljaguska’
(YUyg), paga, paga ‘ljaguska’ (YUygM), paga ‘muskuly ruki (vySe loktja)’,
(YUygM); S paga, paqa ‘ljaguska’ (AltB), baka, paga ‘ljaguska’ (AItBQK), paga,
paga-pagalcay ‘ljaguska’ (Hak), maga ‘ljaguska’ (CChulR), paga ‘ljaguska’ (Tuv),
baga ‘ljaguska’ (Tof); Y baga ‘ljaguska’ (RY), baga ‘Frosch’ (DIgS).

Mo. baga ‘frog, toad’ (L).

The T word is a deverbal noun from the onomatoepic word bak- with a simpli-
fication of the consonant cluster (*bak-ga > *bakka > baka). Chuvash Sapa ‘frog’ is
a Russian loan word (« Zaba).

The H GN Begas fow ‘frog lake’ recorded from 1315 does not pertain here,
but points to Kipchak (Cuman) origin. The H historical data (as Byka, see above)
show that we have to suppose in the original T language an illabial @ in the first
syllable which was substituted by H e, see diszné, gyertya and not a H dissimila-
tion.

* Vambéry (1870, pp. 130, 1914, p. 139), Budenz, (1871, p. 77), Gombocz
(1912, p. 42), Németh (1935-1939, p. 528), Risénen (1937, p. 252), Benké (1967,
pp. 269-270), Doerfer (1967, p. 438), Clauson (1972, p. 311), Sevortjan (1978,
p. 40), Benkd (1993, p. 91), Emmerick—Rona-Tas (1992, p. 229), Fedotov (1996,
p. 435), Berta (2000a, p. 57-69).
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Source: Gombocz, Z. (1912): Die bulgarisch-tiirkischen Lehnwdrter in der ungarischen Sprache.

A. BERTA-A. RONA-TAS

Worterverzeichnis.

1. acs [in den ilteren sprachdenkmilern bis zur ende des
15. jh. fast ausschliesslich ales, geschrieben alez, alch, alts, s. NySz.,
OklSz.; dles kom. Gomor, MTsz.] *zimmermann; handwerker’.

< alttschuw. *ayadly, vgl. tar. Rapr. jayasei 'der holzarbei-
ter, zimmermann’ zu jaya& 'baum, holz’ = tel. alt. leb. kkirg. kas.
osm. krim. kar. T. RabL. ayad | koib. Kaman. ayass, ayys | baschk.
Karak. ayas | karg. Casvr. Baid | schor. kirg. Rapn. ayad | tolos
Rapu. anas | uig. RapL. jyrad | tschuw. Paas. jovdé, jivas id.

Zusammengestellt von VAmsiny, Magy. Ered. s 300; vgl
noch Mu~xxAcsi, NyK XXXII, 271. Anders wird das ungarische
wort verbunden von FAmiin, NyK II, 2.

2. apol ‘kiissen’ <C *op-, vgl. uig. kom. osm. dsch. Rabpr.
6p- | kas. Bal. ib- ’kiissen’. Vgl VAmsgry, NyK VIIT. 127. Bu-
DENZ, -NyK X, 77, Munkdosy, NyK XXXII, 274, 277.

Apol ’kiissen’ kann von apol 'pflegen’, "warten (jmnden)’ nicht
getrennt werden: in der ilteren sprache waren beide formen in
beiderlei bedeutungen gebrauchlich, und die bedeutungsdifferenzie-
rung ist erst spiter vor sich gegangen. Wegen lautlicher schwie-
rigkeiten abzulehnen.

18. béka [beka JordC. 20, 21, 941 (o: brkd); béka kom
Sopron, Vas, MT'sz., biéka kom. Veszprém, NyelvFiz. NXX1V, 76; da-
gegen: bika kom. Komarom, Nyitra, Nagy-Kinsag, MTsz.] ’frosch’.

< alttschuw. *byka, vgl. osm. ZeNk. kom. CCum. baga 'nom
genéral des animaux batraciens’, 'rana’ | dsch. KOx. kas. BAu. baschk.
IKATAR. baka ‘frosch’ . koib. KaTan. paya | alt. Vers. paga, pagan |
jak. BouTL. baya | burj. CasTr. baka, baya | mandschu. Zach. vaksan,

vaksan (=vak-8an?) id. Zu mong. b- = ma. v- vgl. mong. bara-
yun ’droit, ¢oté méridional ou occidental’ = ma. wargi 'unterhalb,

westlich, wester’. S, Scumipr, Journal of Peking Or. Soc. IV,
44 - 5.

Helsingfors.
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