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I. General overview

The collection Pdhuzamos torté-
netek: Interdiszciplindris Jstorté-
neti konferencia a PPKE Régészet-
tudomdnyi Intézetének szervezé-
sében. Budapest, 2020. november
11-13. is an interesting new addi-
tion to the long tradition of works
dealing with the early history of
the Hungarians and the Hungarian
language. The book represents the
proceedings of a conference organ-
ized by the Institute of Archaeolo-
gy at the Pazmany Péter Catholic
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University (Budapest, Hungary) in
2020 and it is edited by two well-
known experts in archaeology and
the early history of the Hungari-
ans: Laszl6 Klima (the former chair
of the Finno-Ugric Department
at the ELTE University, Budapest,
currently a researcher in the De-
partment of Hungarian prehistoric
archaeology at the Pazmany Péter
Catholic University, Budapest) and
Attila Turk (active in both the Pre-
history of the Hungarian People
Research Group of RCH, Budapest,
and the Institute of Archaeolo-
gy at the Pazmdny Péter Catholic
University, Budapest). The book is
published in the series Studia ad
Archaeologiam Pazmaniensia and
also as the second part of the series
Magyar Ostorténeti Kutatécsoport
Kiadvényok devoted to the prehis-
tory of the Hungarians.

The volume consists of eleven
articles. The first half of the arti-
cles have been written by linguists,
and they deal with both methodo-
logical issues and more specific
questions of Hungarian and Ural-
ic historical linguistics; some arti-
cles deal with the history of Mord-
vin, Mari and Permic, so the scope
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of the book is larger than simply
Hungarian prehistory, contrary to
what is implied by the English title.
The other half of the book has been
contributed mostly by archaeolo-
gists and concentrates on vari-
ous issues of both Hungarian and
Uralic archaeology. The last article
stands out with its topic and meth-
odology, investigating the back-
ground of a Hungarian myth and
its impacts on prehistory.

The topics are connected to rel-
evant questions and debates of his-
torical linguistics and archaeolo-
gy, and most articles have an inter-
disciplinary approach. The book is
thus an interesting read for schol-
ars of Uralic historical linguistics
and for scholars of historical lin-
guistics in general.

In general, Pdrhuzamos térténe-
tek is well edited and clear to read.
The articles are accompanied by
many maps and tables. All of the ar-
ticles are written in Hungarian, but
they include abstracts and lists of
keywords in English (most articles)
or Russian or German (one article
each), and also the maps include
English explanations, making the
articles and their results somewhat
accessible to international audienc-
es, too. Here one should note that
the English abstracts and explana-
tions would have required a more
careful proofreading, as there are
various mistakes in spelling.

In the following, I will give a
short overview of each article of the
book and comment on some specif-
ic issues in more detail. I will focus
mainly on the articles dealing with
linguistics, but since the articles on
archaeology have an interdiscipli-
nary approach and are relevant to
linguistics as well, I will also briefly
comment on some problematic is-
sues discussed in them.

2. Presentation and commentary
of the articles

The first article of the volume is the
methodological essay by Zsuzsa Sa-
lanki, Beatrix Oszkd and Maria Si-
pos titled “A kétnyelviiség helye és
szerepe az alapnyelvi korban (The
place and role of bilingualism in
the era of proto-languages)”. The
paper discusses interesting issues
of prehistoric multilingualism, es-
pecially possible multilingualism
during Proto-Uralic times, a topic
that is important but challenging.
This is one of the most intriguing
articles in the book.

The article offers a good and
clear methodological overview:
both the methods and basic sources
of research on bilingualism as well
as those of research on protolan-
guages and the comparative meth-
od are presented. Overall, the use of
recent references of historical lin-
guistics and sociolinguistics in the
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article is impressive: even though
in the beginning of the article the
authors state that they will most-
ly refer to research written in Hun-
garian, many recent international
works on Uralic prehistory are re-
ferred to (such as various publica-
tions by Aikio, Kallio, Laakso and
Parpola).

Even though the article is very
thorough and well-written, some
minor shortcomings can be not-
ed. It would have been good to refer
to the article by Kallio (2006) that
discusses fundamental issues re-
lated to the dating of Proto-Uralic:
the authors mention that the Ural-
ic protolanguage would have dis-
persed in the 4th millennium BCE
at the latest, but later datings have
been supported in recent research,
especially in Finland (for exam-
ple, Parpola’s 2012 article that the
authors refer to, supports Kal-
lio’s shallow dating of Proto-Ural-
ic), and it would have been good to
mention the possibly more recent
date of Proto-Uralic, even if this is-
sue can be debated. Also, Sammal-
lahti (1988) could have been men-
tioned alongside the UEW as a
source of Uralic etymology, espe-
cially as Sammallahti’s reconstruc-
tions have played a big role in loan-
word research.

As a general note it would have
been interesting to read more on
the contacts of the speakers of

Proto-Uralic, as this topic is impor-
tant when the possible bilingual-
ism of the speakers of Proto-Ural-
ic is discussed. Even though the ar-
ticle describes different contact sit-
uations and gives a thorough look
at the methodology of the research
on bilingualism, the article does
not offer ready answers to wheth-
er speakers of Proto-Uralic or lat-
er protolanguages were indeed bi-
lingual, and what kind of role bilin-
gualism played in the various con-
tact situations (such as Baltic loan-
words in Finnic).

The article is followed by San-
dor Cstcs’s treatise on Hungari-
an-Permic contacts “A masodlagos
permi-magyar nyelvi érintkezések
kérdése (Uber die sekundire Kon-
takte zwischen den permischen
Sprachen und dem Ungarischen)”.
This is a topic that has a long re-
search history and has been also
discussed by Cstcs in several earli-
er publications. The present article
is, in fact, largely a repetition of his
earlier remarks published in 2007.
An addition to the 2007 materi-
al is, however, the inclusion of the
Ob-Ugric languages into the com-
parison of possible common inno-
vations in phonology, morpholo-
gy and syntax. Csucs states that he
added Ob-Ugric-Hungarian paral-
lels in order to have a point of com-
parison to the possible Hungarian-
Permic parallels.
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The scrutiny by Cstcs includes
some good remarks and observa-
tions, but unfortunately the ma-
terial is not entirely up-to-date.
There are problems especially with
the lexical material. In his treat-
ment of possible Permic loanwords
in Hungarian, Csucs does not dis-
tinguish the cognate sets that could
formally go back to Proto-Uralic
from etymologies that clearly can-
not be regular cognates. The ety-
mological analysis remains on a
surface level and many phonolog-
ical details (substitution patterns)
are not treated comprehensively.
The lexical material is taken from
the UEW, and references are miss-
ing to recent works (such as WOT)
that deal with the same etymolo-
gies and sometimes offer compet-
ing explanations.

I will here focus on some of the
etymologies discussed by Cstcs
and only briefly comment on some
of the other issues:

Cstics presents three probable
loanwords from Permic into Hun-
garian, along with a longer list of
potential loans. The three probable
loanwords are, according to Cstcs,
Hungarian eziist ‘silver’ <« Ear-
ly Proto-Permic (“korai proto-
permi”, in Cstcs’s terminology)
*dz-vesks id., Hungarian kenyér
‘bread’ <« Early Proto-Permic
*kener or *keyjir ‘pearl barley, groat’
and kiiszob ‘threshold’ « Early

Proto-Permic *kosip id. Regarding
the potential loanwords, the crite-
ria for borrowing are not very clear,
and it would have been better if the
author had listed more arguments
to support the idea that these words
are indeed loanwords from Permic
into Hungarian. For example, the
word family involving Hungari-
an lebég, libég ‘float’, levegd ‘air’,
reconstructed as *lemps ‘schwe-
ben, fliegen’ in the UEW, is a pos-
sible loan from Permic according
to Cstcs. However, there are irreg-
ularities within Permic (Udmurt
lobi-, Komi leb-), meaning that the
Proto-Permic reconstruction is not
clear, and it is also unclear what the
original vowel in Hungarian is. In
this case it is very difficult to prove
a loan from Permic into Hungar-
ian, as we do not know enough of
the history of the Hungarian and
Permic words. Metsdaranta (2020)
assumes that the Permic words re-
flect Proto-Uralic *limpd- ‘fly’, but
the Hungarian vocalism (the open
e in the standard language and i in
some dialects) does not fit this re-
construction regularly (from Pro-
to-Uralic *i one would expect ¢ in
Hungarian regularly, cf. *pintV- >
féd ‘cover’). It can be stated that be-
fore a Permic origin for Hungari-
an libég, lebég, etc. can be assumed,
several issues need to be settled.
Another problematic example is
the comparison of Hungarian nagy
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‘big’ with Komi na3 ‘geizig’, naé
‘ganz, ganz und gar’. Csucs gives
a reconstruction with *I- (Proto-
Finno-Ugric *16#¢3), but this is er-
roneous (a typo?), as there is no
trace of *I anywhere in the daugh-
ter languages. UEW reconstructs
*n8ncés ‘stark, hart’ The irregu-
larities within the Komi dialects
(¢ vs. 3) make it unclear how old the
word is, and it is dubious whether
this has anything to do with Hun-
garian nagy ‘big’. It should be not-
ed that the word nagy has also an
alternative etymology presented
by Widmer (2007: 302-304) which
should have been addressed some-
how in this context (even if Wid-
mer’s idea of deriving nagy from a
Uralic stem *nu- ‘upper part’ is not
very convincing).

For Hungarian imdd ‘pray’, a
borrowing from Proto-Permic vomi3
is possible according to Cstcs, but
also competing loan etymologies
have been suggested: the possible
Turkic etymology (? West-Old Tur-
kic *vim-, reconstructed on the ba-
sis of East Old Turkic um- ‘ask for,
covet’) is discussed as a possible
but uncertain etymology in WOT
(455-457), and Harmatta (1997: 74)
has assumed an Iranian origin (hy-
pothetical Iranian *wi-mand-, un-
attested but assumed by Harmat-
ta on the basis of the alleged In-
do-Iranian root mand- ‘recite a li-
turgical text’; this is listed among

the implausible Iranian etymol-
ogies by WOT: 1339, and in fact it
is not quite clear what is the evi-
dence for this Indo-Iranian root,
as one does not find a Sanskrit or
Avestan root reflecting *mand- in
EWAia or AiWb). Even if these ety-
mologies have their problems, these
should be addressed before a loan
from Permic could be suggested.

It can be stated that many of the
examples listed by Csucs involve
problems and it is dubious whether
they can be loans from Permic into
Hungarian or vice versa. However,
this does not mean that it would be
futile to assume such contacts and
that there would be no promising
examples at all. But it is in any case
clear that the grounds are much
shakier than Csucs lets us assume,
and the issue of early Permic-Hun-
garian contacts is far from set-
tled. Also the three loanwords that
Csucs considers convincing might
require a closer critical scrutiny.

Cstcs also discusses some oth-
er possible common phonologi-
cal, morphological or syntactical
innovations shared by Hungarian
and Permic, for example the infin-
itive suffix -ni, voicing of word-ini-
tial stops, loss of the Uralic genitive
case and development of new gen-
itive markers, loss of Proto-Ural-
ic past tense marker *$ and the ten-
dency to change the inherited SOV
word order towards SVO. Here it is
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important to note that Fejes (2020)
has shown that many of the paral-
lels suggested by Cstics (2007) most
likely do not result from contact:
some are parallel developments,
and some typological similari-
ties are inherited from Proto-Ural-
ic. Fejes accepts only the voicing of
stops and the infinitive suffix -ni as
possible evidence of contacts; see
the table in Fejes (2020: 91).

To comment on some issues,
the emergence of voiced stops in
Hungarian and Permic, for exam-
ple, is probably not a shared phe-
nomenon: Csucs is right in doubt-
ing common innovation here, and
it seems overtly optimistic (see also
Fejes 2020: 80) to assume that even
the beginning of these phenome-
na had something in common. In
the inherited Uralic vocabulary
in Hungarian the voiced stops are
rare, and the processes leading to
the emergence of the stops seem to
be very different from those in Per-
mic, where voiced stops frequent-
ly appear in inherited words. In
Hungarian, voiced stops are found
mostly in loans and words of un-
clear origin, and very few plausi-
ble examples are found in inher-
ited vocabulary. Regarding loans,
WOT is uncertain as to whether
the reconstructed West Old Turkic
had word-initial voiced *d and *g or
not, meaning that the emergence
of Hungarian voiced stops in the

Turkic loans is not sufficiently well
understood at present - see the dis-
cussion in WOT: 1077-1080.

In addition to cases where Hun-
garian and Permic show develop-
ments that are similar even if they
are not necessarily connected (such
as the voicing of initial stops), Cstics
also discusses some cases where the
arguments for Permic influence re-
main quite unclear. The origin of
the voiced d in the Hungarian 2sG
verbal ending and possessive suffix
is one such case. The origin of the
voiced d is unclear, but it seems to
be a long shot to assume Permic in-
fluence on voicing here. It is known
that clusters of a nasal and *t were
present in various forms of the 2sG
possessive suffixes in Proto-Ural-
ic (see Janhunen 1982: 32; Salminen
1996: 25), and it would not be im-
plausible at all to assume that the
ACC.2SG *-mta, GEN.2SG *-nto that
would regularly give d in Hungar-
ian would have been generalized
into the nominative as well (if the
reflex of *t was lost in the nomi-
native, d < *-mtV in the accusative
could have been generalized). Ac-
cording to Kulonen (2001: 160-161),
the -n- element would have denoted
plurality in possessive suffixes and
Hungarian 2sG d- < *nt- would be
generalized from plural forms.

Regarding the origin of the
Hungarian accusative -f, differ-
ent solutions have been suggested.
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Honti (2022) does not mention this
case suffix among the reflexes of
the Uralic *-tV ablative. The -t ac-
cusative has occasionally been re-
constructed even for Proto-Uralic
(Honti 1996: 68; Sipécz 2006: 29),
but this has been disputed by Sal-
minen (1996: 26).

The article by Cstcs is followed
by several articles discussing con-
tacts between Turkic and Ural-
ic languages from various points
of view. Gabor Zaicz writes on
the Mordvin-Turkic contacts in
“A mordvin nyelv kapcsolatai a vol-
gai area torok nyelveivel (The rela-
tions of the Mordvin language with
the Turkic languages of the Vol-
ga area)”, stating that he is basing
his study mostly on earlier pub-
lications. The author dealt with
this topic already in his unpub-
lished dissertation in 1970, and he
has published a study with a sim-
ilar name in three parts in Folia
Uralica Debreceniensia in the years
2017-2019 (the latter opus is noted
to serve as the predecessor and also
as the source of the present work).
The article indeed gives an impres-
sion of a summary or overview of
earlier works, with few references
and little argumentation, and al-
though it does give a good overall
picture of the topic, it would have
made it easier for the reader if the
author had presented more actu-
al arguments to back up his claims.
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Some particularly problemat-
ic issues include the lack of argu-
mentation and donor forms when
Iranian loanwords are discussed.
A more thorough discussion of Ira-
nian loanwords would have been
especially interesting, as the Irani-
an influences in Mordvin have not
received much attention in recent
research, compared to many other
branches of the Uralic family.

The discussion of Turkic loan-
words is also not very thorough.
For example, the main criteria in
differentiating between the loans
from Chuvash and the earlier va-
rieties of Bulgar Turkic remain un-
certain. There is no detailed dis-
cussion of sound substitution and
the example etymologies are not
analyzed in detail. Some referenc-
es relevant to Turkic—-Mordvin con-
tacts are also missing that clear-
ly should have been mentioned,
such as Rogacev et al. (2013). Nor
does Zaicz refer to Réna-Tas’s (1988:
765-768) discussion of Turkic influ-
ences in Mordvin.

Klara Agyagasi tackles the
complicated topic of Mari-Tur-
kic relations in her article “A mari
nyelv kapcsolatai a volgai area to-
rok nyelveivel (Kontaktsr Mapuii-
CKOTO s3BIKA C TIOPKCKMMU SI3BI-
apeaa)”.
A well-known researcher on the
topic, Agyagasi has written exten-
sively on this issue, most recently
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in her 2019 monograph Chuvash
historical phonetics. It is known
that Mari historical phonology has
made some important steps in the
last few years (Aikio 2014; Metsi-
ranta 2020), and some of the ide-
as presented earlier by Gabor Be-
reczki (1992; 1994) regarding Pro-
to-Mari reconstruction have been
disputed in these recent works.
Agyagasi largely follows Berec-
zki’s views, and as she bases her
chronology of Mari-Turkic lexical
contacts on developments in Mari
(and Turkic) historical phonolo-
gy, it is natural that the acceptance
of her ideas depends on the cor-
rectness of the reconstructed pho-
neme systems and their phonolog-
ical developments. A critical re-
view of Agyagasi’s (2019) ideas of
Mari vocalism and the stratigra-
phy of Mari-Chuvash contacts has
been recently presented by Holo-
painen and Metsdranta (2020), and
I will not repeat those observations
here, but I simply want to point
out that not all of Agyagasi’s ideas
are based on solid evidence. This
means that even though Agyagasi
has some good ideas, her ideas re-
garding the stratigraphy of Turkic
loans in Mari cannot be accept-
ed as such. Nevertheless, I want to
stress that even if one does not ac-
cept Agyagasi’s results as such, her
present article is still an interesting
contribution and worth reading

for all scholars of Mari and Chu-
vash - hopefully there will be
more interaction between the dif-
ferent views on Mari vocalism in
the future.

Agyagasi is followed by Klara
Sandor, who deals with methodo-
logical questions and problems
with the donor languages of the
early Turkic loans in Hungarian
in “A torék-magyar nyelvi kapcso-
latok Ujraértelmezésének lehets-
ségei (The possibilities of reinter-
prating [sic] the Turkic-Hungari-
an language contacts”. A specialist
of both sociolinguistics and early
Turkic languages, Sandor challeng-
es many prevalent views (presented
in major works like WOT) and of-
fers a thought-provoking read that
is among the most interesting ones
in this book. Even if one does not
agree with her, she shows clear-
ly how problematic it is to deter-
mine the stratigraphy of prehistor-
ic loanword layers, and what kind
of a role sociolinguistic variation
can play.

Sandor provides interesting
and plausible arguments to doubt
the stratigraphy of West Old Tur-
kic loans, she even criticizes the
very term. Sandor assumes that in-
stead of several different chron-
ological layers, the Turkic loan-
words in Hungarian might reflect
synchronic dialectal diversity in
Turkic at the time of borrowing.
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This is an interesting suggestion,
and in principle possible, but un-
fortunately Sédndor provides few
concrete examples to back up the
claims. To prove this, one should
deal in more detail with all the cas-
es where WOT (and earlier schol-
ars) assume possible chronologi-
cal differences, such as the substi-
tution of the Turkic affricate *¢ (see
WOT: 1088-1094 for a discussion of
the different reflexes of this sound
in the loanwords into Hungarian).
One should also keep in mind that
many details in Hungarian histor-
ical phonology still remain poorly
understood, which makes it diffi-
cult to distinguish possible chron-
ological differences in loanwords.

Hopefully the arguments pre-
sented by Sandor will provoke fur-
ther discussion on the problemat-
ic and insufficiently understood as-
pects of early Hungarian-Turkic
contacts. It is true that despite the
conclusions of WOT being large-
ly accepted by many research-
ers (such as Agyagasi 2019; Bakro-
Nagy 2021), the reconstruction of
West Old Turkic has also received
criticism (Erdal 2018). However, it
should be noted that the other ev-
idence for West Old Turkic - pos-
sible loans in Alanic/Ossetic and
Slavic - should be taken into ac-
count, even if the material is scanty
compared to the number of loans
in Hungarian.

The editor Laszl6 Klima in
“A finnugor nyelvhasonlitas ha-
zai tOrténete és egynémely 6stor-
téneti csodabogarak. Zsirai Miklos
(és masok) tévedései (A history of
research on the linguistic related-
ness of Hungarian and Finno-Ug-
ric languages, with some odd ducks
from the sea of linguists. Miscon-
ceptions by Mikloés Zsirai and oth-
ers)”, one of his three (!) papers in
the volume, deals with curiosities
in the history of Uralic linguistics.
Klima’s account shows interesting
examples of erroneous views that
have circulated within Uralic lin-
guistics for decades, when people
do not pay attention to the original
sources.

The last paper in the linguis-
tics section is by the turkologist Ba-
lazs Sudéar, who continues the in-
teresting methodological discus-
sion in his essay “A magyar nyelv
honfoglaldsa (The Hungarian lan-
guage conquest)”. This method-
ological discussion is, alongside
the contributions by Salanki et al.
and Sdndor, one of the articles in
this book that can be most warm-
ly recommended. The main prob-
lem presented by Suddr is how we
can know when the Hungarian lan-
guage really entered the Carpathi-
an Basin, as the written sources do
not really say anything about this,
and the traditional explanations in-
volve various problems: there is no
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clear evidence of mass migration of
Hungarians, and we know little of
the demographics of the Carpathi-
an Basin around the time of the al-
leged Landnahme of the Hungar-
ians in the late gth century (there
is some evidence of a pre-conquest
population remaining in parts of
the Pannonian plain). Suddr com-
pares different strategies of lan-
guage replacement, and he notes
that the Hungarian conquest does
not really fit any of these. Future
works on Hungarian ethnohisto-
ry and on the Hungarian conquest
of the Carpathian Basin will have
to address the questions raised by
Sudar.

Sudar mentions that typological
evidence for different kind of mi-
grations would be useful, but this
is complicated by the need to ana-
lyze every situation individually. It
can be mentioned in this context
that Janhunen’s (2008) paper on the
Turkic conquest and language re-
placement in Anatolia could proba-
bly be used as part of such an inves-
tigation, and the detailed treatise
on the spread of Slavic by Lindstedt
and Salmela (2020) would also be
useful in such discussions.

The second part of the book
consists of archaeology, histo-
ry and folkloristics, and it con-
sists of five articles, with an obit-
uary to Istvan Fodor ending the
book. The first article “A finnugor

alapnyelvi korszak a régészet tiikré-
ben (The Proto-Finno-Ugric (PFU)
period in the Light of the Archaeo-
logical Research)” is by Jozsef Vigh.
He presents findings of archaeolo-
gy in careful detail, and his paper
can be lauded for tackling some re-
cent issues raised by Saarikivi and
Lavento (2012). Nevertheless, it has
to be said that it remains unclear
to me how it is determined that the
particular archaeological phenom-
ena discussed by Vigh can be con-
nected with Proto-Finno-Ugric in
particular (not to speak of the dif-
ficulties in assuming this protol-
anguage at all). It should certain-
ly have been stated that the Finno-
Ugric node is not very widely ac-
cepted among linguists, especial-
ly outside of Hungary (see Aikio
2022: 3—4; Salminen 2002).
Another point of criticism is
that references to some impor-
tant sources on Uralic prehistory
and homeland studies are lacking.
There are no references to works of
Parpola, who has discussed Finno-
Ugric prehistory from the view-
point of archaeology and linguis-
tics in several works (such as Par-
pola 2012). Also Kallio’s (2006) in-
fluential paper on dating and locat-
ing Proto-Uralic would have war-
ranted a reference in such a work.
Vigh is followed by Laszlé Kli-
ma, who discusses archaeologi-
cal traits of early Hungarians in
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the Volga region in “Magyar nyo-
mok a Volga-vidék régészetében
(Hungarian traces in the archeol-
ogy of the Volga Region)”. Klima
assumes that the similar archae-
ological items in the Volga region
and Hungary are due to secondary
contacts that took place already af-
ter the conquest; the Volga Bulgars
were possible mediators.

The third article on archaeolo-
gy, “A korai magyar torténelem ré-
gészeti kutatasainak aktualis ered-
ményei és azok lehetséges nyelvé-
szeti vonatkozasai (Recent advanc-
es in archaeological research on
early Hungarian history and their
potential linguistic relevance)”, is
by the editor Attila Tiirk who pre-
sents new views on the Hungari-
ans’ migration route, challenging
earlier views in sources like WOT.
Regarding linguistic arguments,
Tiirk moves in similar lines as San-
dor, assuming that the early Tur-
kic-Hungarian contact period was
significantly shorter than has been
traditionally assumed. Tiirk states
clearly that this shorter period of
contact would fit the recent results
of archaeology better. However, as
mentioned above in my comments
on Sandor’s article, many phono-
logical details of the loanwords
need to be settled before this kind
of scenario can be accepted. On
the other hand, Tiirk mentions a
possibility that the earliest Turkic

loanwords could have been bor-
rowed in Siberia already, and this
is an interesting suggestion that
could be pursued further.

Laszl6 Klima’s final piece in
the book is titled “A magyar 6s-
torténet hajnaldn, Nyugat-Szibé-
ridban (At the dawn of Hungari-
an prehistory in Western Siberia)”
and it deals with an earlier period
than the paper by Tiirk. As is of-
ten the case with research on very
early linguistic history, the author
has claims that cannot be accept-
ed as such. The article discusses in-
teresting points of Ugric and Hun-
garian prehistory (also referring
to possible sources from Antiqui-
ty that might depict the Ugric peo-
ples), but much of the linguistic ar-
gumentation remains speculative.
Klima makes use of the shared vo-
cabulary of the Ugric languages,
but it is disputable how secure this
evidence is, as the Ugric vocabu-
lary listed in sources like UEW in-
volves numerous irregularities.

For example Klima mentions
the shared Ugric horse vocab-
ulary as evidence that the Pro-
to-Ugric speakers were pastoral-
ists, but much of the horse vocab-
ulary is irregular: even the word
for ‘horse’ (Hungarian 6 : lovat,
North Mansi lo, North Khan-
ty loy) displays irregular vocal-
ism, and many other words relat-
ed to horses, such as the word for
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‘saddle’ (Hungarian nyerég, East
Mansi nayar, East Khanty noyar)
involve similar problems. In gener-
al, there are so many uncertainties
regarding the history of Ugric that
archaeologists should be extremely
cautious.

Klima also discusses the prob-
lems of the dating of the split of
Proto-Ugric; here a reference to
Helimski (1982: 59-61) could be
added. Iranian loanwords in the
Ugric languages are not mentioned
by Klima, although they can be po-
tentially helpful in the chronolo-
gy of Ugric linguistic history (see
Korenchy 1972; Holopainen 2019:
339-343), but Klima does not com-
ment on the loanwords in this
context.

On the other hand, Klima as-
sumes that the Ugrians learned
horse-hunting from the Irani-
ans in the Andronovo archaeo-
logical culture. Due to the prob-
lems with the reconstruction of
the Ugric horse vocabulary men-
tioned above, this claim is prob-
lematic. In this context, it is inter-
esting that Klima does not men-
tion Harmatta’s (1997) Iranian ety-
mologies for the Ugric horse vo-
cabulary. Iranian lexical influence
would fit Klima’s idea of the Irani-
an origin of Ugric horse hunting,
but Harmatta’s etymologies are
not very convincing: for example,
the assumed Iranian etymology for

Ugric ‘horse’ (Hungarian [6 etc.)
relies on Harmatta’s “East Iranian”
reconstruction *loya (< Proto-Ira-
nian *bgraka-) ‘horse’ (Harmatta
1997: 72), which is not based on at-
tested East Iranian evidence but is
completely speculative. Klima does
mention Napol’skikh’s (2001: 371)
Tocharian etymology for the Ugric
‘horse> Napol’skikh assumes that
this word is a loan from “Para-To-
charian” *ldwa- ‘Vieh’ (< Proto-To-
charian *liiwa), but the assumption
of “Para-Tocharian” is problemat-
ic as such, and the meaning of the
attested Tocharian words (Tochari-
an A lu, B luwo) is ‘animal/bird’ ac-
cording to Adams (2013: 606), mak-
ing the semantic side of the ety-
mology implausible.

I cannot judge Klima’s conclu-
sions on archaeology, but his arti-
cle is in any case an interesting ac-
count of possible archaeological ev-
idence on early Hungarian, and de-
spite my critical remarks on some
linguistic issues above, some of
Klima’s conclusions on the early
spread of Ugric can be correct.

In the last article of the book,
Somfai discusses a widespread mo-
tif among the “Altaic” and Ural-
ic peoples in “A Fehérlofia mese
mitolégiai hattere (Mythological
background of the Hungarian tale
‘Whitemare’s Son’)”, the only pa-
per on folkloristics in the volume.
Somfai assumes that the spread of
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the similar motif was due to con-
tact, but it remains unclear what
the exact route of this motif to the
Hungarians was.

The obituary to Istvan Fodor is
written by the two editors, both stu-
dents of that renowned archaeolo-
gist who passed away in 2021. The
obituary lists the scholar’s impor-
tant achievements but also goes
quite deeply into personal issues,
describing the problems in Profes-
sor Fodor’s relationship with his
two students.

3. Concluding remarks

As T hope to have shown above, the
articles are of varying quality and
depth. The most important studies
are the ones by Salanki et al., San-
dor and Sudar, as they tackle impor-
tant methodological questions and
provide new perspectives on old-
er problems. It is difficult to com-
ment on the book as a whole, as the
articles included are quite differ-
ent in both content and approach.
As a general remark it can be stated
that the book tackles some impor-
tant problems of both Hungarian
and Uralic prehistory, and though
it does not present a synthesis of ei-
ther, it presents discussions of indi-
vidual topics. In this way the book
can be recommended for scholars
interested in Hungarian and Uralic
historical linguistics, but it cannot

be recommended as an up-to-date
general guide to Uralic prehistory.

As Hungary has a lively tradi-
tion of prehistoric research, it is un-
derstandable to publish a volume of
studies on the history of Hungar-
ian written by Hungarian schol-
ars. However, as this book includes
studies on the history of other Ural-
iclanguages, too, it might have been
a better option to invite also schol-
ars from outside Hungary to con-
tribute, especially as views on many
central issues on Uralic prehistory
differ across countries today. Per-
haps a larger international sym-
posium and publication on these
topics would be a good next step.
While we wait for this, scholars of
Uralic studies outside of Hungary
will certainly find thought-provok-
ing material in many of the articles
of this present book.

Sampsa Holopainen

Fellowship holder of the Austrian
Academy of Sciences (APART-GSK)

at the Department of European and
Comparative Literature and Language
Studies of the University of Vienna
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