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Katalin Reszegi (Debrecen)

A LINGUISTIC-TYPOLOGICAL STUDY OF THE MOUN-
TAIN NAMES OF TWO MOUNTAIN RANGES IN MEDIEVAL
HUNGARY ?

LINGVISTICKO-TYPOLOGICKA STUDIE ORONYM VE DVOU POHO RICH
STREDOVEKEHO MA DARSKA

Ve svéemclanku gredstavuji vrstvy jmen, které se vyskytuji ve starénymii Karpat.
V pribéhu svého studia jsem, kré@nsrovnani ligvisticko-chronologickych vrstev jmen
(slovanskéa a m#arska), pihlédla rovrez k aspektu jejich umi&ti: porovnala jsem nazvy
dvou pohai z lingvistického hlediska. Ve srovnavaci studovanskych a mdarskych
vrstev jmen se nejpodsté&isi rozdily objevily v pordru mezi jedno- a dvouslovnymi
nazvy. V maarské oronymii dominuji fedevsim dvouslovné nazvy, nebo jsou tyto dva
druhy struktur vicemenvyrovnané. Kontrast twd slovanska oronymie, kdergvladaji
jednoslovna pojmenovani. To j&mokazuje zakladni rozdily mezi pojmenovavacimi
zvyklostmi obou narol V mém pojednani jsou rovh zetelrt vidét rozdily regionalni.
Podstatné rozdily fizeme spdit v pojmenovavacich i igjmenovavacich zvyklostech
téchto dvou néarofl Zatimco ¥tSina (maarskych) jmen domacihoipodu byla v obou
oblastech vytviena prosednictvim syntagmatické konstrukce, tj. &luanim, obdobné
zpasoby tvorby jmen Ize mezi slovanskymi jmény najént s&Zi. Pro slovanskou vrstvu je
charakteristicka tvorba jmen préstinictvim formant, zatimco mezi ndarskymi jmény
hor se tento zZisob vyskytuje pouze okrajdv K rozdiim mezi déma zkoumanymi
horskymi pasmy jereba podotknout, Ze nazvy severniho golse v ma’arské oronymii
objevuji mnohentastji bez formalnich zrén. Naproti tomu jména slovanskéhévpdu
vyskytujici se v jiznim pohid jsou konstrukn¢ 1épe gizptisobena mdiarské oronymii,
obzvlas¥ diky svému propojeni s geografickymi apelativy.
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1. Introduction

The names of elevations comprise the largest ngstera in the Carpathian basin
surviving from the past, besides the names ofesetthts and waters. In my article |
introduce the name layers found in this old moumteime stock. During the course of
my study, besides the comparison of the linguistimnological layers of the names, |
also apply the aspect of location: | compare theasof two mountain ranges from a
linguistic point of view. In discussing the lingtiselements, | include the semantic

Y This work was carried out as part of the Rese@wup on Hungarian Language History
and Toponomastics (University of Debrecen — HuragaAcademy of Science).
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contents expressed by them and also introduceuthas for creating the names. With
the joint application of these three aspects, wereaeal the connections between the
semantic and lexical bases of name giving andutes governing name formatiéh.

| have restricted my corpus to two mountain ranggsg near each other,
bordered by the valleys of the rivers Hernad anth@gin the area of what used to be
Bars, Hont, Nograd, Heves, Gomor, Borsod and Abaujties). | have collected the
names of most of what today is the Northern Mounstathat is the names of the
protrusions of the Borzsény, Cserhat, Méatra, Bukkl £serehat mountains on one
hand, and the Selmeci mountains, the Javoros an&lthvak Ore Mountains on the
other. For the sake of historical fidelity, | findmore precise to designate the two
mountain ranges by their geographical situatioriems of the artificial landscape
names: the former will be referred to below asSbeathern, the latter as the Northern
range. The reason for my choice is the fact thatethare significant differences
between the name users in the two areas, evenhtibagwo mountain ranges in issue
here are adjacent to and parallel with each ohrerund the Northern range, there is a
much greater Slavic population. From the writingsLajos Kiss on the ethnic and
linguistic aspects of 10-f'entury Hungary, we can gain a picture of contemgo
ethnic and linguistic conditions, which suggestat th significant Slavic population
had lived in both areas before the Hungarians edté¢he Carpathian basin. The
Hungarians first occupied the Southern range, hodet settling there adopted a large
number of the place names of the Slavs alreadydithere’ As the proportion of
place names of Slavic origin is greater in the ntamms (especially in Nograd county
in north Hungary), the Slavic population are likéty have survived longer there.
However, we have no clear picture about the camulti of Slavic-Hungarian
bilingualism at that time. Even though at the toftthe 13—1% centuries, the common
people of the majority of the studied areas weeslpminantly Hungarian speakers, to
the North of the Ipoly valley, the Slavic peopldédtee 10" century survived in greater
numbers, and also, a significant-sized new Slawdpufation settled in these areas
during the 13-149 centuries”

The differences in the proportion of Hungarian &halvic name users supposedly
also reflect differences between the name stocksthef two areas. Since the

2 On the study of old Hungarian mountain names,atfo K. Reszegi, Possibilities of
Onomatosystematical. Comparative Research in UWrdlanguages (On the Examples of
Early Hungarian Oronyms), Folia Uralica Debrecesiari7,2010, pp. 95-111.

% Cf. L. Kiss, Magyarorszag foldrajzi és tarsadatmiulata az Arpad-korban, Magyar Nyelv
84,1988, pp. 129-155.

4 Cf. L. Kiss,Az Arpad-kori Magyarorszag Lipté megyéPilis megyéig, Magyar Nyelv 95,
1999, pp. 9-25.
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geographical features of the two mountain ranges essentially similaP, the
differences that are seen to be reflected in tmeenstocks can only be explained by
the linguistic conditions of their populations. Té®re, in the comparative study,
according to my presuppositions, we can expecini $ignificant differences in the
linguistic structures of the names as well as earthming customs and in the changing
of names. Studying the Slavic layer, however, cannberesting not only because of
its influence on the giving of Hungarian mountaianres but, due to the two-way
nature of the process, we must also study the patenfluence of Hungarian names
on Slavic ones, data permitting.

As a source for the compilation of the name stackhe two mountain ranges, |
used the volumes of Gydrgy Gyorffytsstorical geograph$). 150 data on the 119
names of 118 denotatums from the Southern rangeabodt 170 data on the 114
names of 111 denotatums of the elevations frompmallel Northern range were
entered into the database created on the badie atiove book.

Besides the mountain names proper (that is, thaserong together with the
Latin mons‘mountain’, monticuluslittle mountain’ etc. common geographical noun),
| also included in my studied name stock the nafoeparts of mountains, e.gal
meaning ‘mountain side’ anftbomlok‘forehead’ meaning the steeply dropping edge of
a mountain. Although the wonshonsoften appears alongside these names, too, it is
improbable that these names indeed served as rfanmike whole mountain, but they
must have rather designated only a part of its ltrue that there are also instances
when the name for a part of a mountain later bedlm@ame of the whole mountain.
However, in the majority of such cases, it is noger possible to clearly define the
objects designated by the names. Because of thertamties, | use the term
‘mountain name’ for every element of the heterogeisename stock created in this
way.

® There are differences in the terrain of the twoges: the Northern one is higher than the
Southern, where we can find hills rather than maimstand, furthermore, the Northern range
Is continuous whereas the Southern is slasheddhrby large valleys. All this, however, is
not likely to have resulted in differences in themes, but rather, the differences might be
reflected in the orographic common nouns built i@ names.

® Cf. G. Gyorffy,Az Arpad-kori Magyarorszag torténeti foldrajza 1-B4idapest 1963—-1998.
Gyorffy’s database almost completely covers the twauntain ranges in my study, with only
the data for Torma county and the Southern parBz#pes county missing from it. The
volumes published by Gyorffy, however, provide miéint and completely reliable data for
the study, as they contain the complete name stbcke sources relevant to the 10014
centuries.
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2. The Hungarian layer

The names created by Hungarian name-giving areptras different proportions
in the two orographic name stocks. About four-&ftif the protrusions of the Southern
range and only two thirds of the Northern range $iach a name in the studied period.
The majority of the mountain names created by Hriaganame-giving are two-patt
names. 57 % of the names in the Southern rangefdhes structure, and this ratio is
somewhat smaller in the Northern range: 52 %. Belowill discuss one- and two-
part names separately, organizing the name stoc8réiag to parts of speech and
semantic aspects within each group.

2.1. One-part names

In this group, most data are sporadic occurrenckEhvare morphologically
identical with geographical common nouns. Fromdhea of both mountain ranges, a
great number of independent uses of the lexdmées‘crag’ and, to a lesser degree,
halom ‘mound’ are recorded. However, it is worth exam@ithe data available of
these two geographical common nouns one by one,simcthe basis of the context, it
turns out in most cases that they are common neuareences, i.e. the lexemes are
written in the documents as modelled on the Ladimmon noun elements referring to
locations (actually, as charter words): 1295: in lmgtch Seleumal dictd 1341/1347:
in latere 1Berch transit ipsumBerch caditque ad solarem vallem alteriBerch®
1276: super 1 altunholm seu monticulunt The geographical common nouns
referring to the protrusions may also have becohe pgroper noun names of the
mountains; however, the number of names includagc andHalom used as proper
nouns is very small in both mountain ranges, aragtoper noun nature of these
words is also hard to determine. Perhaps the faligwnes can be classified as such
from the Southern range: 1305: per verticem mogqtied vulgobeerchdicitur,*"
1327: per eudem montem qui vuldperch vocatur'? 1303/1352//1450: ad 1
monticulum Holm vocatum™ In these charter parts, the context may suggest th
these data are used as proper names. From theelorthnge, the data 1330:
monticuloBeerchmay perhaps be regarded as a proper name, orasigedi another

) The name constituent is the segment of the naniehvgives some information about its
denotatum or expresses any kind of semantic featurelation to the denotatum referred to
in the name forming situation (cf. I. Hoffmann, ieévek nyelvi elemzés®ebrecen 1993,
p. 30).

® G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 70.

% G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 125.

19°G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 218.

D G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 289.

12 G. Gyorffy 4, o. c. in note 6, p. 252.
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one in this chartetbérc + Ut ‘road’ (viam Beerchuth< bérc + Gt ‘at’).** The proper
name nature of 1318: ad monticult#nlum dicitur,*® however, is less obvious.
Besides the lexemd®rc andhalom only domboccurs as a name for a protrusion
in the Southern range: 1329/1406: monticulo ... vuligonh'® and in the Northern
range,mal ‘mountain side’ designates mountain (or more @&gi mountain side) on
its own, albeit, on the basis of the context, @@amon noun: 1276: supra qdal.”)
The Northern name @derendeg[1245]/1245:Grendu3*® too, contains a geographical
common noun: the lexengorond ~ gerind ~ girind ~ goérénth flat mound, ridge
rising out of a low lying area, bog or flootf. This lexeme is of Slavic origin but it
has been naturalized in Hungarian. The mountairerignaiej ([1077—1095]/+1158//PR:
Erdey® in the Southern range must also contain a geog@ptommon noun, which
may be a derivate of the noends ‘forest’ with the suffix-j (cf. halom > Halma).
The forms which actually became proper names fre@mggaphical common nouns
constitute only little more than one twentieth lné bne-part name stock in both areas.
In the one-part names of common noun origin, baesibde geographical common
nouns, to a lesser degree we encounter in both rsémoks designations of plants,
designations of animals and designations of substarwhich became the names of
protrusions usually affixed with some kind of formhamost often with the suffixs
and a little less frequenthd or -gy. This proportion is shown by names referring to
flora: the unmarke#dris ‘ash (forest)’ (1280Keuru3® and the affixed namedyires
< nyir ‘birch (forest)’ (1325/1347Nyre3?? andSzlds < sBl6 ‘grapes’ ([1265]/1265:
byrch Zeuleuy™® in the Southern area; and in the name stock oNirthern range,
the unmarkediikk‘beech (forest)’ (1260Bik*” and the market¥logyorés< mogyord

13 G. Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 815.

4 G. Gyorffy 1, o. c. in note 6, p. 85.

19 G. Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 139.

19 G. Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 154.

1 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 218; On the ptraenon of elements with the value of
Hungarian common nouns designating places in Lctarters and on the detailed review of
the various reasons for their use and ways theyused, see: I. Hoffman®z oklevelek
helynévi szérvanyainak nyelvi hatteserHelynévtorténeti Tanulmanyok 1, 20@p.50-59.

18 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 174.

19 Cf. L. Benl§ (ed.), A magyar nyelv torténeti-etimolégiai szétdr3, Budapest 1967—
1976.

29 G. Gyorffy 3, o.
2D G. Gyorffy 3, o.
22 G. Gyorffy 1, o.
23 G. Gyorffy 3, o.
) G. Gyorffy 3, o.

.in note 6, p. 42, 115.
. in note 6, p. 42, 76.

. in note 6, p. 789.

. in note 6, p. 139.

. in note 6, p. 150, 205.
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‘hazelnut’ (1291:Munoro9®> and Somogy< som‘cornel’ ([1245]/1245:Symug.>®
Among the names referring to the flora of the prsiwn, naturally, the appearance of
designations of trees is the most typical, andhan ¢ase of mountain names created
from designations of animals, designations of bads equally striking. Such are the
names of the Southern mounta®sokas < csoka ‘jackdaw’ (1303/1352//1450:
Choka3®*” as well as the NortherRar6s< raré ‘saker falcon’ (1327Rarou3.”® A
substance name is the basis for the mountain nislész > meészlime(stone)’
(1303/1352//1450Mee3* in the Southern range, and the mountain n&@encs
(1327:Karanch®” must also be classified here, inasmuch as it eafebived from the
common nourgdrongy ~ garancs ~ goronceieaning ‘clod of eartt?”) The Northern
Agyagos< agyag'clay’ (1279: Ogyogo$*? also refers to the soil of the protrusion.

Compound words rarely become toponyms. We can sagythis occurring in the
south range, in the case Réavaszlyuk1256: BerchRvvozli*>® which comes from the
common noun meaning 'fox hole’, by metonymic namang).

Underived adjectives only occur in the south rangigagos < vilagos ‘light’
(+1275/[XIV.]: Vylagu3®® refers to the colour of the mountain, aBels; < belss
‘inner, inside’ (1341/1347: ad monteBelsew*® probably refers to the location of the
protrusion. However, this latter name type hardiereoccurs in the Hungarian
mountain name system; therefore we can supposét thad evolved from a primary,
two-part nameBelsi-hegy meaning 'the mountain inside’ by elliptic struclr
changé6) The name containing a present participleng6 < dong ‘giving out a
buzzing sound’ (+1194Dungoy*” might have been motivated by the special sound
effect audible on that mountain.

Some mountain names are formally identical withrspeal names, such &lcs
(1280: Beylch®® cf. personal nameBelch®? in the Southern range arionrad

25 G. Gyorffy 3, o.
) G. Gyorffy 3, o.
20 G. Gyorffy 1, o.
28) G. Gyorffy 4, o. c. in note 6, p. 303.

29 G. Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 736, 815.

%) G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 209, 227.

3D Cf. L. Kiss, Foldrajzi nevek etimolégiai szétara2] 4th edition, Budapest 1988.
%2 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 227.

%) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 108.

%) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 139.

%) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 125.

%) Cf. K. ReszegiHegynevek a kdzépkori Magyarorszagbeprecen 2011, pp. 5%2.
31 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 1, 801.

%) G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 258.

. in note 6, p. 182.
. in note 6, p. 150, 174.
. in note 6, p. 736, 815.
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(1331/1394:Konerad*® cf. Conradué™) and Tiirk ([1245]/1245:Turk;*? cf. Turk*®)

in the Northern, the last one also being the nama people. The origin of the
mountain namézirk (1334:Zyrk)*¥ in the Northern range is probably a Slavic name.
It must be noted, however, that it is less typfoalpersonal names (cgyrekpersonal
name}® to become mountain names, especially without fots)athan for them to
become settlement names. Therefore, we must alsaday the possibility of personal
name > settlement name > mountain name transfer.

The mountain name3édes(1247:Dedus,*® Gyl (1075/+1124/+1217Gcohly,*”
Lapasd(1227: Lapasd*® in the Southern range developed from settlememtesaby
metonymic name-giving. The name of BérzsényMountains (1138/132Belsun*®
can also be traced back to a settlement namemesdrom the name of the village
(Nagy) Borzsonyand is probably of Slavic origin. In the Northeamge, it is only the
mountain nameLam (+1135/+1262/15661.0m)°>® which supposedly contains the
Slavic name of a nearby village. Although less ¢gpi it is also possible that the
transfer worked the other way around: mountain narsettlement name.

The name of the forest covering the mountain candesignate the protrusion in
the cases olarerds (< var ‘mountain’ + erds ‘forest’; 1265: per montem ...
Warerdey*” in the Southern andpatbiikke(< apat‘abbot’ + abiikk‘beech /forest/’;
[1266]/1266/1274 Apat Byky,52) Feketeerd (< fekete'black’ + erds ‘forest’; 1413:
Fekethe erdey?® in the Northern range. However, we can also imaghat these
name occurrences were indeed the names of thetdopesper, despite the Latin
designationrmons‘mount(ain)’. It is not rare in the archaic statethe language for
name forms primarily designating forests to be usgenountain names. Besides the
metonymic development forest name > mountain naineee are also examples of the

%9) Cf. K. FehértoiArpad-kori személynévtar. 1000-1301, Budapest 2004.
40 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 229, 230.
4D K. Fehértdi, o. c. in note 39.

42 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p.151, 238.

K. Fehértdi, o. c. in note 39.

) G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 538.

49| . Kiss, o. c. in note 31.

8 G. Gyorffy 1, o. c. in note 6, p. 736, 769.

40 G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 242, 247.

G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 249.

G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150.

9 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 183, 215.
) G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 263.

%2 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 155, 254.
®3) G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 457.
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opposite development/relationship: the mountaineed with forests that had special
economic value such as being suitable for logging &eding pigs on acorns,
frequently occurred in the charterssilva ‘forest’ and not asnons‘mount’.>” Some
examples of this from the examined stockBisrzsony(+1258: silva Berse)r> and
Métra (1216 [1217]/1230silva Matra®).

The names of other different places in the vicirofythe mountains also often
became names of the protrusion by metonymic nawiaggi Most commonly, two-
part place names became mountain names in this lwathe Southern range, the
basalt plateau calleMledves(1290/1303/1479Medu3®” probably received its name
from a stream calletMedves flowing in the vicinity, although not proven bwta in
this area, but occurring in other plaé®sThe nameszsaklaza(1295: Ysaaclasg” <
Izsakszemélynév +az ‘clearing, hay-growing arealaz*®) andMiklésluga(1248/1326:
Myklouslugd® < Miklés personal name + ltig ‘forest meadow’, Mikléslugd?)
contain the names of meadows. This primary topooygpe can also be found in the
Northern rangeHegylaz(1290/1303/1479Hyglaz®® < hegy+ 142), Okérmes (1291:
Wkurmezeli®¥ < 6kor ‘ox’ + mez ‘meadow’). The nameMunuhpest(1266/1283:
Munuhpes)l“) must have primarily meant the cave in the sid¢hef mountain, as it
contains the geographical common nqst ‘cavity, cave’, its first part supposedly
being the common nounonohmeaning ‘monk, hermit’.

A significant portion of one-part names are of 8larigin. In the Southern range,
a quarter of one-part names exhibit Slavic origieg. Kemenc(1331/1394:Ke-
mench®® < Slavickamen‘stone’, Orl ([1245]/1245:0r1)®” < Ancient slavic*orsls
‘eagle’®® In the Northern range, this ratio is significarttigher: two-fifths of one-part

>4 L. Kiss,Hegynevek a torténelmi Magyarorszagon, Magyar N9&8lv1997, p. 166.
%9 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 184, 24092

°9) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 67, 92, 1130, 123, 139, 144, 146.

) G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 485; G. @fp4, o. c. in note 6, p. 209.
%8) . Kiss, 0. c. in note 54, p. 160.

%9 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 70.

%) L. Benls, o. c. in note 19.

®D G. Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 736, 767.

%2 . Kiss, o. c. in note 31.

®3 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 485.

) G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 543.

%9 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 545.

%) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 229.

") G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 174.

®8) L. Kiss, 0. c. in note 31, p. 2/284.
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names belong to this group, elradissza(1256/[1266?]/1297//152MHradyscha®,
< hradiste ‘castle place”® Visnyice (1295/1315:Wysnichg'> < Slavic vi&ia ‘sour
cherry’/® These names as part of the Hungarian name systenbe described as
having a naming function.

2.2. Two-part names

2.2.1. Among thesecond partof the two-part names of the mountain names in
both ranges, quite understandably the most comnmas @re orographic common
nouns, occurring in great variety in the names athlranges. In this position, the
lexemehegy‘mount(ain)’ is the most common. The geographa@hmon nourbérc
‘crag’ occurs in almost the same number in the examined areas, whereas the
similarly frequent use of the lexenké ‘stone, rock’ is only typical in the Northern
range. Besides these, but in smaller numbers, wesea the geographical common
nouns halom and mal ‘mountain side’ in this role in both ranges. Wen canly
encounter the following orographic common nounghi name stock of the Southern
range:fé ‘mountain; top of a mountain or rock® hatar ‘a line or band dividing areas
or an object marking it'’kdz ‘an area dividing things from each othdp,‘lower part
of a mountain or hill”® and verd ‘Southern mountain sidé® e.g. Ferté$s
(1341/1347: Fertysfe)),’® Vatolyaszots (1295: Watulozout)’” Nagydél versje
(1341/1347Nogdelwereig’® On the other handomlok'steeply dropping edge of a
mountain’® and hat ‘elevation with a wide top, platea@nly occur in the Northern
range, e.g. Csisztamlok (1294/1321/XVII.: Chysta humluk®® Kecskehat (1278:
Kechkehat®" Havasok'snowy mountains’ may also belong here, but ityamtcurs in
the name stock in Latin translatidBolcsahavasok1255:alpesGolchg).??

%9 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 151, 238.

9. Kiss, o. c. in note 31, p. 1/567.

"VG. Gyorffy 2, o. c. in note 6, p. 461, 530.

2. Kiss, 0. c. in note 31.

3 G. A. Hefty,A térszini formék nevei a magyar népnyelvben, Madygelvir 40,1911, pp.
155-169, 206-216, 259-265, 300-308, 361-370, 458-46

) G. A. Hefty o. c. in note 73, p. 367.

) L. Kiss, 0. c. in note 31, p. 2/755.

%) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 124.

M G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 70.

8 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 125.

9 G. A. Hefty o. c. in note 73, p. 211.

8) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 233.

8 G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 210, 265.

82)G. Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 40, 98; G. G¥¥12, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460.
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Besides geographical common nouns, we can onlytipdnyms as the base parts
of two-part names in the name stock of the Soutmange, and there only in the
namesKis-Galya (1325/1347:Kysgalg®® and Nagy-Galya(1325/1347:Noggalg.®”
This shows that differentiation as a name-formirgdenmust have been rather rare in
the case of old Hungarian mountain names.

2.2.2 As opposed to function-denoting second parts ofpart mountain names,
the range of lexemes constituting fivet parts of the namesis quite varied.

In both ranges, among the most typical common rpyafixes are designations of
plants, which can occur without affixes or in anfioending in -s, as shown lBorsé
hegy <borsé‘peas’ (1298/1390Borsowhyd,®® Szilfabérce <szilfa‘elm tree’ (1256:
Zylfabercy,®® S#14-mal < szl ‘grapes’ (1295: berctBeleumal®” Bodzashegy <
bodza ‘elder (1248/1326:Bozyasheg ~ Bozyash§ Bukkosfé < bikk ‘beech’
(1341/1347: Bykusfey®® Hagymas kozbérce < hagyma ‘onion’ (1341/1347:
Hagmaskwzberch® and Szederjek$ < szeder ~ szederjblackberry’ (1326:
Zederiesk)?® in the Southern range. Name parts referring to flbea of the
protrusions occur in the Northern range in neallg same ratio with or without
suffixes: Javorhegy < javor ‘maple tree’(1291:Jaurheg,’® S#ls-mal < szl
‘grapes’ (1219: Zevlevmal,®™® Kortvélyeshegy < kortvély ‘pear tree’ (1332:
Korthweleshygh ~ Kurthwelusheyg® Somosbérc <som‘cornel tree’ (1333/1334:
berchSumu}’® Szlds-hegy (1260Sceleushy)y®

) G. Gyorffy 1, o.
8) G. Gyorffy 1, o.
G. Gyorffy 1, o.
G. Gyorffy 3, o.

. in note 6, p. 789.

. in note 6, p. 736, 789.

in note 6, p. 785.

.in note 6, p. 42, 108.

87 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 70.

%) G. Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 767, 768.

89 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 124.

) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 125. The struetof the namélagymas kozbércand the
judgement of the function of the name parts areettam. On the basis of the above division,
the first part refers to a place where wild onignew and the second part means a mountain
back in the middle (cf. L. Kiss, Viz-, hegy- és gyihevek a kdézépkori Heves megyéb
Magyar Nyelv 87,1991, p. 76.). However, the name can also be divekHagymas-koz
bérce in which case the first part may be the place endtfagymas-kézwhich cannot be
proven by direct data. In the latter case, howether,semantic structure of the name is also
different: it refers to a location.

U G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 105.

92 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 543.

%) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 155, 250.

) G. Gyorffy 1, o. c. in note 6, p. 40, 91.

%) G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 512.

ooopoo

O 000



Stati 247 ctA onomastica LV

The names containing designations of animals, wbatur less frequently, show
a similar ratio with respect to the markednesshef first part: Galambokbérce <
galamb‘pigeon’ + -k plural marker (1265Golombuk berchy’” Sertéshegy <sertés
‘pig’ (+1258: Sertes heyg ~ Serteshpy) Csokasks < csoka‘jackdaw’ (1315/1339:
Chokask”® Nyulasbérc <nyl ‘rabbit’ (1268: Nulosberch™®® in the Southern area,
and Bagoly-ké < bagoly ‘owl’ (1240: Boglky),**" Kecskehat <kecske'goat’ (1278:
Kechkehgt*®? Sélyomks < sélyom‘falcon’ (1243/1335:Solyomkep'®® Olyvesbérc
< 6lyv‘buzzard’ (1341 Wluesbercht®® in the Northern.

In the Southern range, there is an extraordinddalge number of substance
names:Homokhegy <homok‘sand’ (1280:Homoched*®® Ké-hegy <ké ‘stone’
(1250: Kuhyg),'® Kg-méal (1327: Kuma),’*” Agyagosbérc < agyag ‘clay’ (1227:
Ogogovs berch'® Kovesbérc <kd (1298/1390:Kuesbere [Kuesberd[*® Koves-
hegy (1295Kueshey*® Meszesnal <mészlime(stone)’ (1280Mezesmal*V It is
a less typical category in the Northern area: m camly be found in the names
Kovecsedralom < kovecs ‘pebbles’ (1337: Kuechusholh*? Kévesbérc ‘stone’
(1327:Kuesberch*?

The names of buildings always occur in mountain @&am an unmarked form, as
shown by the Southern nami€&polnabérce <kapolna‘chapel’ (1341/1347Capulna-
berchg™* and Var hegye <var “fortress’ (1295:Warhyg).*** In the Northern range,

%) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 205.
9 G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 263.
%) G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 241.
99) G Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 736, 767.
9G. Gyorffy 4, o. c. in note 6, p. 238.
101)G Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 499.
192)G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 210, 265.
199G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 533.
19 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 517.
19 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 321.
1) G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 258.
199 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 289.
198 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 249.
19 G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 785.
10 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 261.
UG, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 321.
112G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 551.
13 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 302.
19 G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 125.

c.
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
c
19 G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 70.
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only the nameVar-hegy (1333/1334:Waarheg™® refers to a building on the
protrusion.

The further common noun elements of varied semardrdent involved in the
construction of the names occur either with or witha formant.lker-ké < iker
‘twins’ (1262: Ykurky,**” belonging to the Southern corpus, designates tatoysions;
Nyergesbérc <nyergessaddle shaped’ (122Nerges berct'® refers to the shape of
the mountain; and the first part of the nanieshegy <dr’'guard’ (1304/1335//1376:
Ewrhegh™'? andFertésfs < fertés’a place where animals can batti& refer to the
function of the mountain. The names of the Northama present a similar picture:
Eleshérc < éles sharp’ (1331/1332/XVIIl.:Elesberth,**) Hegyeshegy < hegyes
‘pointed’ (1255:Hygyshyg,*?? Lyukaskéve <lyukas‘having a hole in it' (1296/1488:
Lwkaskwy*?® refer to the shape of the protrusidalvanyks (1267/1272:balwan-
kew**” may designate a place of pagan worship ‘idol’, ibig also possible that it is
in connection with the flora of the protrusion:nitay have had a lot cAilanthus
glandulosatrees growing on it, whose Hungarian name is ‘ide¢’ *2°

The most striking difference is found in the prdpmr of mountain names
containing underive@dijectival elements: such names constitute a ninth of the two
part name stock in the Southern range. There aderived adjectives in the names
Kékhalom <kék'blue’ (1270/1284:Keykholm,*?® Kerekkd < kerek‘round’ (*1248/
1326: Kerekky),'?” Kozéphegy < kozép‘middle’ (1256: Kuzephyy'?® Kozépmal
(1280: Cuzepmal®® and also inKozépbérc (1258:kuzepberch?® 1298: Kvzep-
berech,**! which designates two different mountaifis.the corpus representing the
Northern range, underived adjectives constituteuahrgreater proportion, some one-
fifth of the two-part names, and these adjectivaseha more diverse range of

110 G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 512.
1 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 200.
118 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 249.
119G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 144.
120)|  Kiss, o. c. in note 90, p. 76.

121G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 153, 274.
122G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 40, 98.
123G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 224.
129 G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 78.

125 Kiss, 0. c. in note 54, p. 164.

120G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 64.
120G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 107.
128) G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 108.
129G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 76.
130G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 88.
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meaning. The namBlagybérc <nagy ‘big’ (1269/XVIIl.: Nogberk [Nogberchf*?
refers to the size of the protrusionjrosko < vords‘crimson’ (1327:Wereskml33) to
its colour, Lagy-ké < lagy ‘warm’ ( [1219])/1219: Lagky,**” Meleghegy <meleg
‘warm’ (1331/1347:Meleekhegft® to its temperature an8zarhegy <szar ‘bald’
(1295/1315Zarheg™®® refers to its lack of vegetatiofthe name¥o6zépbérc (1280:
Kuzepberch™"” Kozépks (1240: Cuzepkd*® and Kozbérc <kodz ‘middle’ (1243/
1335/XVII.: Kbzbercz*? 1269/XVIII.: Kuzberch*? 1280:Kuzberch,**" which is the
name of three different protrusions, designata¢haive location of the mountains.

Adjectival participles play a lesser role in thenswuction of two-part mountain
names. In the name stock of the Southern areagmrearticiples can be founders-
mal < vers ‘Southern’ (1303/1494Werewmadl**? refers to the temperature of the
mountain, although the first part may also be régdras a geographical common
noun. The first part of the nantdomlol6k8 (+1258: Homlolo kw'*® was derived
from the verbhomlol ‘topple, subvert, destroy’, and it may refer to acaying
mountain**? The nameAkasztéhegy <akaszt‘hang’ (1291:Akaztowhegy* in the
Northern range may retain the memory of a gallaws that had once stood on it, as
hanging used to be quite a common judicial proaasshe times of landowner
jurisdiction. The past participle in the narkiasadtké < hasad‘split’ (1330, 1331:
Hasathkeur”s) may refer to the condition of the protrusion.

Numerals only occur in the Northern nani#om-hegy <harom‘three’ andKeét
halom <két‘two’ which, as also shown by their Latin names,yrh& the joint names

130 G. Gyorffy 1, o.
132 G. Gyorffy 4, o.
139G, Gyorffy 4, o.
139G, Gyorffy 3, o.
139G, Gyorffy 2, o.
130 G, Gyorffy 2, o.
13 G. Gyorffy 1, o.
138 G, Gyorffy 2, o.
139G, Gyorffy 2, o.
140 G, Gyorffy 4, o.
140G, Gyorffy 1, o.
142 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 250.
1439 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 241.
149 | Kiss, 0. c. in note 54, p. 131.

149G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461.
148 G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 40, 100.

in note 6, p. 760.

in note 6, p. 298.

in note 6, p. 209, 289.

in note 6, p. 150, 155, 250;Lc Kiss, o. c. in note 31, p. 2/8.
in note 6, p. 461, 483, 526.

in note 6, p. 461, 530; cf.Benks, o. c. in note 19.
in note 6, p. 93.

in note 6, p. 461, 499.

in note 6, p. 460, 533.

in note 6, p. 210, 298.

in note 6, p. 139.
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of three and two hills, respectively: 1291: ad 3 ntes Harumheg"” illetve
1232>1347: ad duo monticula ... vulgethalm**®

Besides the different proportions of adjectival nedmts, the other striking
difference is that in the stock of the Southerrgerihere is a much greater proportion
of proper noun name elements; and this differeagaastly shown in the place name
first parts.

We can suspect a personal name in the Southernsnapechalma (1261/1271.:
Apucholma,**® Buku lese (1265:Buckulesi®™® Bata kove ([1240]: Bathakug,*>"
Gyulahalma (1366/XVIII.:Gyula halmd,**? Jelesbérce (1341/1347elusberchg™®
in which a geographical common noun affixed witbemitive suffix was attached to
the personal name. In the Northern name stocke tisea slightly bigger proportion of
name parts derived from personal namBgnos kdve (1245/1264Danuskug™>?
Karoly lese (1243/1335Karulesy),'® Matyas hegye (1341/1347Mathyashege™®
Szélathegye (1324/1326Zolachyugy™®” Tobidslese (1243/1335, 1243/1335/XVII.
Tobiaslesy.**® These names may suggest the names of landownels.dh the case
of protrusions, however, the landowner relatiorleiss obvious than in the case of
settlements, as it is much less likely that mounstaivould have belonged to one
person due to their size and nature. The anthrop@nfirst part of mountain names
may also have had other functions besides this.

In the first part of two-part names, place namesipm large numbers only in the
Southern aredn the first part ofTelekeskdz (1298/1390Thelekuskuz">® the name
of the nearby settlement can be traced. The smafithe namévakjanvarahegye
(1337/1446:Makyanwaraheg)}m) IS not obvious. Perhaps the name of the building
atop the mountain (Makjanpersonal name + the common noudtr ‘castle, fortress’,
affixed with a possessive personal suffix) app@atke first part. The first part of the

150 G. Gyorffy 3, o.
18 G, Gyorffy 2, o.
19 G. Gyorffy 1, o.
10 G, Gyorffy 3, o.

in note 6, p. 150, 155, 236;K: Fehértdi, o. c. in note 39, p. 723.
in note 6, p. 461, 519; cf.lehértai, o. c. in note 39.

in note 6, p. 785, 811.

in note 6, p. 42, 114, 134.

140 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 543.
148) G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 515.
149G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 67, 118; cf. Rehértdi, o. c. in note 39, p. 71.
150 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 229; cf. K. Feidé o. c. in note 39. p. 152—153.
10 G. Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 810; cf. K. Feldé o. c. in note 39, p. 96.
152 G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 292; cf. K. Feid& o. c. in note 39, p. 339-340.
1539 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 125.
159 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 548; cf.lehértoi, o. c. in note 39, p. 236.
19 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 533; cf.lehértdi, o. c. in note 39.
1%0) G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 485; cf. K. Feldé o. c. in note 39.

C.

C.

C.

C.
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namedkreshegyfé (1341/13471icrushygfew,'®" Magashegybérce (1256Mogosheg-
bercy)*®? and Nagydélversje (1341/1347Nogdelwerei®® are themselves two-part
mountain names. In these names, a part/whole aedtip is likely to be expressed,
that is, the whole of the name may refer to a pathe protrusion designated by the
first part (cf.lkres-hegy< iker ‘twins’ + hegy Magas-hegy< magas'tall’ + hegy
Nagy-dél< nagy‘big’ + dél‘Southern mountain side’). In the Northern rangayan

the first part ofJaszohavasok (1286alpis Jazoy'*? and KassaiNagy-hegy (1317:
magnus mons Cassouien$i¥ feature toponyms. However, these mountain nanees ar
only on record in Latin, and it is hard to judgeetier they are the translations of
really existing Hungarian names or rather circumpsions.

A special group of names of internal genesis istituted by the two-part names
whose first part ofSlavic origin was combined with a Hungarian geographical
common noun. In the latter role, in both corpusies,lexeméegyoccurs most often.
This is shown by the nameBugyihé hegye (1283:Budihohege'®® Konyhahegy
(1327: Kuhnyahed'®” Zsarna hegye (1256:Zarnahygg,*®® Zsarné hegye (1321:
Zarnohygy™®® from the Southern range as well as the naBegonyahegy (1327>
XIX.: Bagonya-hegy*’® Ladica hegye (1323: Ladychahygp'™™ Szolhegy (1291:
Zolheg,*"® Viszokahegye(1323: Wyzukahyge’® from the Northern range. Besides
this, in the Northern range, the nobérc also occurs frequentl\Briz6 bérce (1331/
1394: Brizoberche ~ Brizoubeerch¥* Ladicabérc (1232>1347Lasichaberch’’
Vidoszabérce (1341:Viduztaberchg'’® Zalatna bérce (1291:Zalathnaberchg’”
Although the wordbérc is of Slavic origin, it entered the Hungarian laaga quite

180 G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 125.
162 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 108.
1839 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 125.
169G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 40.
189G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 40, 103.
186 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 205.
169 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 209, 289.
188) 5. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 108.
19 G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 153.
170G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 151.
"G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 516.
172G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 543.
1) G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 510.
17 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 229.
19 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 461, 515.
178 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 493.
1 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 501.
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early!”® and was certainly attached to the Slavic namesHisngarian common noun.
Besides this, on one or two occasiohaJom and ké also appear in the Southern
corpus:Garaboshalom (1256Garaboshali'’? Szlovikkéve (1281 Slovyk Kevg'®®

The name group containing toponyms of Slavic origiamong the most common
name types in both mountain ranges. However gtriking that in the Southern range,
these names have become two-part names combined Wittngarian common noun in
a much larger proportion, in over two fifths of easAt the same time, in the Northern
area, only slightly over a quarter of names comgim part of Slavic origin have such
a structure. On the basis of the last name-givimasp, these names are classified as
part of the Hungarian name layer: they were crebtetHungarian name-givers in a
way that a Hungarian geographical common noun lexdesignating a type of place
they attached to an already existing Slavic nammweéver, it is worth taking into
account and studying the name forms already funicigph as mountain names as
elements of the name layer in which they had oaigid, as these name parts can
naturally shed light on the characteristic featufethe Slavic name stock as a system.

2.3.Based on all of the above, we canmmarize what we know about the
Hungarian name layer as follows: in both mountainges, two-part names constitute
the majority of the name stock, but in the Northexnge, the proportion of the names
with such a structure is somewhat smaller. In dp@hyms of the two areas, the range
of linguistic devices constituting the names is @midentical, and the only more or
less significant differences are in the proportudrspecific linguistic elements: in the
Southern range, we can find more names containingo@er noun constituent,
whereas the proportion of adjectives is smaller.t@nother hand, the corpus of the
Northern mountain range is dominated by names gonta different adjectival
elements, and parallel with this, the number ofppronames, especially toponymic
elements is smaller.

3. The Slavic layer

In connection with the Slavic name layer, the pgubsi can occur that some of
these names may not have actually been part dfitingarian toponymic system, but
were only used by the Slavic population. This stispi, which is impossible to either

178 Although the first data on the wotsérc are from the 1210s, in the following years it
occurs in large numbers in the charters descritifigrent areas of the country. It shows that
this word was already in use in a large part ofHlu@garian language area in the first half of
the 13" century. Its high frequency suggests that it nmaste been adopted much earlier (cf.
K. Reszegi, Bérc, hegy és halom a régi helynevankielynévtorténeti tanulmanyok 1,

2004, p.153).

119G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 125.

180 G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150.
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clearly prove or disprove due to the length ofdristtime involved, can especially be
reasonable with respect to the one-part mountaimesa However, names
complemented by Hungarian geographical common noasisve could see in the
previous part, were undoubtedly known and used loygdrian name users, too. In the
case of names where no structural change happingdyorth examining the names
of nearby places on the basis of the charter temtaining the name, as Hungarian
toponymic data from the vicinity of the protrusi@there may be names of mountains
among them) may prove that a particular name ofiSlarigin belonged to the
Hungarian name system. For example, $zényamountain of the Northern range is
said to be located between the villages Almaalfra‘alma’) and Bél (<Bél personal
name), and besides the mountain na®esogy(< som‘cornel’) and Gerendedq<
gerend‘a flat mound, ridge rising out of a low lying arebog or flood’), and the
Slavic Orl; so Hungarian name users must have certainly linetthis place at that
time, and they must have known the mountain nantglafic origin. We can also be
sure of Hungarian name use when the phonetic f'esatira particular name reveal the
Hungarian sound change processes. By the dissolofidhe word-initial consonant
cluster, the Hungarian place narRédis was formed from the SlaviPles, and the
SlavicKamenegoriginating from theeommon nourkamen‘'stone’ was turned into the
HungarianKemenc In archaic times, Hungarian words used to onlgtaion either
palatal or velar vowels. The formBugyihd hegyeand Brizé bércealso suggest
Hungarian name use, as the word-final sour(g p) of the prefix of Slavic origin,
originally functioning as a suffix, became vocatiza them.

Among the old names of the protrusions of the twonntain systems, we can find
primarily Slavic names in fairly large numbers. Hoxgr, their proportion is different
in the two areas: in the Southern range, only evdtly one is of Slavic origin,
whereas in the Northern range, some one-third efrthmes are supposedly Slavic
loan names.

It is rather difficult to make claims about the pootion of names belonging to the
specific name layers. One reason for this is thettet are several names which can be
traced back to both a Slavic and a Hungarian etymbe place nam&arab and the
first part of Garaboshalomcan be related to the ancient Slavic wgstb» meaning
‘hill, ridge’.*®" On the other hand, both names can equally benatigil from the

181 v/, SmilauerPrirucka slovanské toponomastiky. Handbuch der slawisdl@onomastik,
Praha 1970, p. 75; V. To6th, Az Arpad-kori AbaljRers varmegye helyneveinek torténeti-
etimoldgiai szétaraDebrecen 2001, p. 60. In this case, the root ofitsepart ofGarabos-
halom may have been affixed with the Hungarianisuf, following the adoption. We can
see a similar change in the case of the mountammreRaidas which will be discussed below.
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Slavic common nougrab(r)» ‘hornbeam’*®? Besides, in the case Gfarab, we have
to take into consideration the metonymic formatioom the name of the nearby
settlementGarab, which could have equally happened in both theviSland the
Hungarian name systenmtsowever, we can also suspect a Hungarian pers@maén
Garah'® in the examined name parts and, what is more, énctise ofGarabos
halom, even the personal namBarabos'®¥ where the formation from the personal
name undoubtedly happened in the Hungarian nantersys

In the case of some names of ultimately Slavicioyig is also impossible to
clearly ascertain whether it was a case of the tmlopof the Slavic toponym
originating from a Slavic common noun or whethee thlavic common noun was
adopted by the Hungarian language and thus sewwvehkeabasis for the name of the
protrusion as a Hungarian common noun. For exanipéemountain namé&alya can
be traced back to the old Slavic common ndga/a, meaning dtreeless, grassy
mountain, grazing land®® However, it is questionable how it became parthef
Hungarian name system. It is very probable thatHbegarian mountain name is the
adoption of the Slavic toponyfGo/a, originating from a Slavic common noun. On
the other hand, it cannot be excluded that the Sillic *go/a was adopted by
Hungarian in contact with western Slavic (cf. Humga dialectalgalya ‘mountain
clearing; bald /treeless/ mountaif® and the nameSalya may be the result of
Hungarian name-giving. What makes the classificatibnames into name layers even
more difficult is that some of them must be regdrde Hungarian formations on the
basis of the last name-giving phase: the attachivketiite last name element or name
part. However, these often contain Slavic mount@mes. The namiBugyihd hegye
might have been derived in this way, the first feihg formed from a Slavic personal
name such aBudich affixed with the Slavic suffixow,'®” expressing possession,
and in Hungarian, the geographical common nbegy may have been secondarily
attached to this, affixed with a possessive peissuafiix. On the basis of the last
name-giving phase, the mountain naRalascan also be considered as a Hungarian
derivation, which presumably contains the Slavmotoym originating from the ancient
Slavic noun*ruda ‘ore’,*®® but it is probably an internal Hungarian genestsciv
came about by the addition of the presumably Huagasuffix-s.

182)y/. Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 71.
183 K. Fehértdi, o. c. in note 39.

189 K. Fehértdi, o. c. in note 39.

185, Kiss, 0. c. in note 54, p. 163.
186) |, Kiss, o. c. in note 31.

187y, Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 29.
188)|  Kiss, 0. c. in note 31, p. 2/429.
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The names belonging to the Slavic layer are, almattout exception, one-part
names. We can only encounter two-part mountain samethe Northern range:
Csernahora, Kamenahordahe majority of the names (57 % in the Northerrgeaand
73 % in the Southern range) entered the Hungaaamersystem without any structural
change, such as the mountain na@aya, Lyuko, Naszalgnd Oszrain the Southern
andBucsonyDrazga, Pilis and Szitnyain the Northern range. However, some of the
names of Slavic origin were combined with a Hurgyaigeographical noun: thus were
created theBugyih6 hegyeand Brizé bércetype names, mentioned earlier. The
combination of names of Slavic origin with a Hungarfirst part or a Hungarian
formant is peripheral.

3.1. One-part names

In the Slavic name layer, we can see a totallyedit distribution of name
forming methods from the Hungarian mountain namekstThe most striking feature
is that in the formation of the Slavic mountain mamndifferent suffixes play a much
greater role. Therefore, as the Slavic corpusestitote a significantly smaller group
in both ranges, | find it the most appropriate igcdss it on the basis of morphological
structure.

Especially in the Northern area we can find naaféged with formants in great
numbers: approximately half of the names are ddrieems. In the Southern range,
name-forming formants have been attached to onlyaater of the names, which is, in
the case oBugyihdhegye and.yuké(1325/13471Lukow)*®® the suffix ow, originally
used to express possesstdh.The mountain nameyuké may be explained from the
Luk(a) form of the personal nameukacsor, it could also originate from the ancient
Slavic word*luks ‘onion’, affixed with the adjectival suffixow. Furthermore, we
must also take into account the possibility ofdtggin from the Slavic wordl oks
‘bow’. 2% Besides-ows, only the suffix-vka ~ wka occur in the Southern area in the
name Pelecske(1295/1389/XVIII.: Pelleczk®'®? which comes from the common
noun pleSs meaning‘baldness, bald mountain; bald peak; bald mountaithout
vegetation™®® The mountain nam®srzsony which might be the adoption of the
Slavic place haméBrézane meaning ‘those living on a hill or bank? reflects a
settlement-name-giving form: in Slaviganeis a frequent settlement name endit®y,

189G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 789.

190/ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 29.

19y, Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 115; L. Kiss, o. c. in note B. 2/58.
192)G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 307.

193y, Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 143; L. Kiss, 0. c. in nole B. 2/347.
199 Kiss, o. c. in note 31, p. 2/178.

199y, Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 30.
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but it only occurs in mountain names secondarilyemyhas in this instance, there is
metonymic name-transfer behind it.

In the Northern area, formants show a rather mareeg picture. The adjectival
suffix -uris is quite frequentAszalna, Szitnya, Zalatna bérce. Aszgh208:Azalng**®
supposedly comes from the Slavic common ntes{(v)la ‘sharpening stone®” The
mountain namézitnya([1245]/1245:Cytun)**® can be traced back to the Slavic word
sit ‘rush’, and it designates a place overgrown witshes:>® The first part oZalatna
bérce must be etymologically related to the ancient Slavommon nounzolto,
meaning ‘gold?°® and thus indirectly refer to gold mining on theumtin. The idea
of it being related to the first part of the nanidh® nearbySzalatna patakanay also
arise, which is also of Slavic origin, containimg tSlavic water name originating from
the common noutisolts ‘salty bog, salty spring™ In creating the mountain names
of the Northern range, the role of the formasnfs is also significant:Kemenc,
Visnyice. In the mountain nameKemen¢ the Slavic wordkame: ‘stone’ was
suffixed?°® and the mountain namésnyicecontains the Slavic common nouiia
‘sour cherry’?®® The suffic-u¢» forms a noun from an adjectit®” therefore, it can be
supposed on the basis of the function of the fotrfaat first, a-»j» adjectival suffix
was attached to the common noun root, and the radnsmiffix -»¢», Or -ica was
secondarily attached to it. The name of the moan@erbencs(1258/1334:Guer-
bench?® may be the derivative of the old Slavic wgr@ében, meaning ‘small hill or
ridge, crest’ affixed with a diminutive suffix¢s.>°® In the first part of the names
Ladica hegyelLadica-bércthe suffix was attached to the ancient Slavic commoun
*| edo ‘cleared woodland®” This mountain name may also have come about fhem t
settlement naméadica which cannot be proven by direct data, and thdeseent
name metonymy may have equally happened in eitierSlavic or the Hungarian
name system. Besides the above, the formrawt which is primarily an adjectival
suffix, can also be discovered among the namekeofNbrthern area: in the first part

19 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 229.

19y, Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 136; L. Kiss, o. c. in nole B. 2/291.

198 G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 174.

19y, Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 161; L. Kiss, o. c. in nole B. 2/586.

200\/ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 198; L. Kiss, 0. c. in nole B. 2/798.

DR P6czos, A Sajé vizrendszerének nyelvi rétédagyar Nyelvjarasok1, 2003, p. 491.
202)\/ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 87.

293)\/_ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 191; L. Kiss, o. c. in nole B. 2/769.

209y Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 29.

20 G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 541.

208)\/ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 16, 72; L. Kiss, 0. c. inedtL, p. 1/497, 1/531, 2/130.
200y Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 110; L. Kiss, o. c. in nole B. 1/171.
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of the nameBrizo bérce in which it was affixed to the Slavic tree nabreza‘birch’;

its meaning is therefore ‘birch foreét® In the case of the settlement and mountain
nameDréné (1291: Dreno),?*® also affixed with the suffixows, the direction of the
change is not obvious. If the mountain name carefarded as primary, it is probably
of Slavic origin, whose root is the ancient Slav@indsrns ‘grass, lawn?? The first
part of Bagonya-hegyis a Slavic personal name such *&ogoj, affixed with the
adjectival suffix-ina, expressing possessiott The mountain nam®iliske (1222:
Plescd®*® was formed with the suffixvka ~ wka (for its history as a Slavic common
noun, see the nankelecskeabove).

In the Northern range, the use of compound suffigealso typical: the names
HosztniceandLisznecwere formed by adding the suffixés,n-ica and*»n-sC. In the
nameHosztnice([1245]/1245:Hostnicd,**® the suffix may have been attached to the
ancient Slavic common nougosb, meaning‘traveller, visitor'?*¥ The mountain
nameLisznec(1271: Lyznech**® may be explained from the Slavic common noun
léss meaning ‘forest®'® In some names, you can find the suffiriks:>*" Veternyik
(1243/1335/XVII.: Veternyi§,?*® as well as the formantjane characteristic of
settlement namesBucsony (1341: Buchun.?*® However, this suffix only occurs
secondarily in mountain names; therefore a Slasfitesnent name can be suspected in
this mountain name, even though it cannot be dyrgcbven with data. The original
Slavic meaning of this was ‘those living in the tleéorest'??%)

Besides the names having been formed by a sufipe@ally in the name stock of
the Southern range, the possibility arises thdagi&Scommon noun became the name
of the protrusionwithout a formal change An example of this isGalya
(+1275/[XIV.]: Gala; 1315/1339: Gala),?*" the name of two mountains in the
Southern range, which can be traced back to theStdslic common nourigo/a,

208)\/ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 38.

209 G Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 193, 222.

210y Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 60.

21y Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 29; L. Kiss, 0. c. in note 11/136.
212 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 250.

213 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 151, 193.

219 cf. V. Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 70.

219 G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 267.

2189)\/ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 112.

211y SmilauerVodopis Starého Slovenskaraha — Bratislava 1932, p. 500.
218 G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 533.

219G, Gyoérffy 2, o. c. in note 6, p. 461, 517.

220\/ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 30; L. Kiss, 0. c. in note 11/259.
22D G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 43, 139;@orffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 767.
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meaning dtreeless, grassy mountain; mountain grazing laBdsides this, as we saw
above, in the case Gfarab (1234/1550Grab)?*? andGaraboshalom, we can suspect
that they may come from the geographical commomrgaubs ‘hill, ridge’. In the
Northern range, the geographical common npilis (1245:Py|is),223) meaning ‘bald
mountain top; a bald place without vegetation’ atstrurs as a mountain name
without a suffix.

In the Northern mountain name stock, the namestloérokinds of places also
appear. PresumablyDrazga (1331/1394:Drazgd®?? was named after the forest
covering it, the root of which is the old churcha®t noundrezga ‘forest’.?® A
landscape name also appears in the mountain rgBzaduszkq1308: Zudizca,**®
which comes from the ancient Slavic wésd-téska meaning ‘gorge®?”

In the case of the nanmiém, which designates both a mountain and a settlement
we can suppose the primacy of the mountain nanme:Slavic wordloms ‘stone,
debris’ became the name of the protrusion withofdgreal changé® The mountain
nameRudas(1327:Ruda3®*® was created by the adoption of a toporuta(< ruda
‘ore’); that is, in the Slavic name system, it reéel to mining on the surface or inside
the mountain. We can also encounter the ndRugla in the Northern range
(1258/1334:Rudd.?®*” The Northern nam&zol-hegy(1291: Zolheg*" contains the
Slavic common nousa’ ‘salt’.?%?

The designations of animals could have been bttt mountain names without
formants, as shown in the Southern range by thesigmiovik kdvewhose root is the
ancient Slavic noun solwjs ‘nightingale’>®® The mountain nameKuna
(1303/1352//1450Kwna)>** presumably comes from the Slavic designation ahah

kuna‘marten’*® andNyerce(1268: Nerce**® from nerce‘mink’. Both designations

222G, Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 243, 322.

22 G. Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 188.

228 G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 229, 230.

225 | Kiss, 0. c. in note 31, p. 1/391.

2260) G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 150, 229.

220\ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 168; L. Kiss, 0. c. in note . 162.
228)\/_ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 113.

229 G, Gyorffy 4, o. c. in note 6, p. 209, 251.

230 G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 541.

2D G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 460, 543.

232)\/. Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 167.

233)\/. Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 167.

2349 G, Gyorffy 1, o. c. in note 6, p. 736, 815.

235\ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 104; L. Kiss, 0. c. in nole B. 1/813.
230 G. Gyorffy 4, 0. c. in note 6, p. 271; cf. L. Kiss c. in note 31, p. 2/253.
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of animals also entered Hungarian as common ndknsg(nercg, so the mountain
name may also originate from Hungarian name-gifrer® a Hungarian designations
of animal lexeme. Furthermore, the possibility gbexsonal name transfer cannot be
excluded, eithe?*” In the Northern range, an designation of animay @ppears
without a formal change in the mountain na@w its root must be the ancient Slavic
*orul» ‘eagle’>®

In the Northern range, in the name stock of Slawigin, the designations of
different buildings also appear as names for monsitén the names coming from the
words Hradissza ‘place of a castlé®® and Kapla (1326: Kapula ~ Kapala®*®
‘chapel’ 2*V

In the construction of the mountain names of Slavigin, adjectives also play a
part besides nouns. The size of its denotatum jesged by the mountain name
Matra, which probably existed at the time of the occigmabf the Carpathian basin
and, according to the most likely explanation, bsse word must have been the
Southern Slavic wordMatora (gora or planing), that is, ‘old, or big (mountainf*?
In the case of the mountain naMszra([1240]: Oztro),**® the shape of the mountain
must have served as a basis for the name-givisigpalse word ithe feminine form of
the adjective*ostrs ‘pointed; sharp®*¥ The common noun history of the mountain
name Naszaly1075/+1124/+1217Naza)**® is the western Slavinosal ‘big-nosed
(person)’, and it may refer to a mountain on whiadge or side there is a protruding,
nose-like featuré’® The rootgolbok ‘deep?*” of the mountain name&olboka
(1315/1339Gulbukad?®*® makes the primacy of the mountain name less likaysuch
a semantic content is not typical of mountainshBps the name of a stream of water
flowing in the valley next to the mountain may haween transferred to name the
protrusion®*® The rootdolns ‘lower’ occurs in a name of both ranges each, ded t

230 K. Fehértéi, o. c. in note 39.

238) | Kiss, 0. c. in note 31, p. 2/284.

239 | Kiss, 0. c. in note 31, p. 1/567.

240 G Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 547.

24| Kiss, 0. c. in note 31, p. 1/681.

242) | Kiss, 0. c. in note 54, p. 155—156.

223 G. Gyorffy 1, o. c. in note 6, p. 810.

249/ Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 135; L. Kiss, 0. c. in nole B. 2/291.
249 G. Gyorffy 4, o. c. in note 6, p. 209.

240) | Kiss, 0. c. in note 31; L. Kiss, 0. c. in n&#, p. 103.

240y Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 66; L. Kiss, 0. c. in note B12/52.
248 G, Gyorffy 1, 0. c. in note 6, p. 743, 767.

29 Cf. |. Hoffmann (ed.), Korai magyar helynévszétar 1000-1350. 1. (hb@songrad
varmegye, Debrecen 200%,130-131.
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first part of the Southern nani2olna bérce (1295Dolnaberchy,”® as well as the
Northern nameDolla (1333/1334:Dolla)**" both refer to the relative place of the
mountain or, alternatively, they can both be exmdifrom the Slavic geographical
common nourdolina ‘valley’. * Besides these, in the Northern range, the adistiv
vysok ‘high’ and cist» ‘clean, clear’ also appear as constituents of nainmames:
Viszoka bérce, Csisztahomlok. All of these names, having been derivedmfr
adjectives, and also some of the names derived fimuns, feature a feminine ending,
which may be explained by their use alongside tlai& feminine main pargora
‘mountain’ or by the analogy of such toponyms.

3.2. Two-part names

In comparison with the Hungarian name layer, we @aly find a few two-part
name forms among the Slavic names. The secondopdtie namesCsernahora
(1243/1335/XVI1.:Csernahord>® ‘black mountain’ andkamenahorg(1278:Kamena-
hora)254) ‘stony mountain’ contains the Slavic geographicaimmon noungora

‘mountain’ 2>®

4. Other layer

Beyond Slavic and Hungarian name-giving, the pagsilof German origin also
occurs, especially in connection with the mountaame Rigel (+1326/1330/1446:
Riege)®*® in the Northern range, which may originate frora tid high German noun
righe, meaning ‘precipice, crevice, gorge’. Nevertheldts uniqueness also raises
doubts about the correctness of this derivation.

5. Summary

In my paper, during my investigations based oneddht criteria, | have focused
on two main principles. Firstly, it was my aim totroduce the chronological and
derivational layers of the mountain names, and rs#lgo to make a comparative
analysis of the mountain names of two well-defir@das. However, the mode of
discussion | chose brought to the surface the nagialifferences present in the

250 G, Gyorffy 3, 0. c. in note 6, p. 42, 70.

2D G, Gyorffy 2, o. c. in note 6, p. 461, 512.

252)\/. Smilauerp. c. in note 181, p. 56; L. Kiss, 0. c. in note 311/380.

253 G. Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 457, 460, 533.

259 G. Gyorffy 4, o. c. in note 6, p. 210, 265.

259) v/, Smilauer,0. c. in note 181, p. 69. The mountain name wabahly adopted by the
Hungarian language following the sound chaggeh happening in the Slavic languages, that
is, presumably in or after the LZentury— cf. I. Kniezsa,Magyarorszag népei a Xl-ik
szazadban. In: J. Serédi (edEmlékkonyv Szent Istvan kiraly haldlanak kilencsadik
evforduléjan 2, Budaped38,p.373).

250 G, Gyorffy 2, 0. c. in note 6, p. 495.
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individual name layers. Therefore | find it espéygiappropriate to summarise the
results of my study by paying attention to all of abjectives.

In the comparative study of the Slavic and Hungamame layers, the most
important differences are between the proportioromd#- and two-part names. The
Hungarian mountain name stock is dominated by tewd-pames, or at least, the two
kinds of structures are more or less balancedofirast, in the Slavic name stock,
there is the hegemony of one-part names. This lgletwows the basic differences
between the name-giving customs of the two peopesy study, in accordance with
my earlier expectations, regional differences was® shown. Within the Hungarian
name stock of internal genesis of the two mountamges, we can see differences
between the proportions of one- and two-part naonm$: among the names of the
Northern range, there are somewhat more one-parefiahan in the Southern range.
This can perhaps be explained by the influencenefSlavic name model, that is, in
the Northern area, also shown by the large numbeames of Slavic origin, there is a
bigger Slavic population, who prefer one-part nanmaesd their customs of name-
giving and name use may have also influenced thegbiian name users.

Between the studied name stocks, no relevant differs can be pointed out from
a linguistic aspect. However, it may be worth memtig that the circle of Hungarian
geographical common nouns secondarily attachedmoes of Slavic origin is rather
narrow, compared to the variety of geographical mmm nouns attached to names
with Hungarian first parts. One explanation forstimnay be the smaller number of
names with Slavic first parts. On the other hanel,cannot exclude the possibility that
the Hungarian geographical common noun appearisgi®ehe name part of Slavic
origin did not actually constitute a part of theuntain name in real language use, but
only appeared alongside the name as a kind of eafmay element in order for the
charter drafter to refer to the type of the terfaature designated by a non-transparent
name.

Significant differences are shown between the nareating and name-changing
customs of the two peoples. While the majority Biufgarian) names of internal
genesis were created in both areas by syntagmatistraiction, i.e by compounding,
similar ways of formation can scarcely be found agithe Slavic names. However,
name creation by formants is characteristic of $tevic name layer, whereas it is
peripheral among Hungarian mountain names.

Of the differences between the two mountain ranges,worth pointing out that
the names of the Northern range appear in the Hiamgaame system without formal
changes more often. As opposed to this, the nam&awic origin of the Southern
range have structurally been better adapted tdHtnegarian name system and thus
became two-part names in greater proportion bygoeombined with geographical
common nouns. This may be explained by the intenacif name use customs. In the
name stock of Slavic origin of the two ranges, thierences between the use of
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formants — in the South, only a quarter of the rarmed in the North, half were
formed in this way — may also originate from thetféghat Hungarian name use
customs may have had a bigger influence on theicSteame users; whereas in the
North, the Slavic name creation norm was adhereddie strongly.
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