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1. Theoretical questions of an onomastic description

Name giving and name usage are linguistic-anthogpchl universals:
although proper names are logically not necesdaments of a human lan-
guage, we are not aware of a language that dodsanetnames. Name giv-
ing tradition, however, varies from culture to cuét. Consequently, in this
paper | aim to introduce the method with which & sbe presentation of
toponym name giving traditions realisable, whicim then serve as a basis
for comparison of name giving traditions firstlytiween related languages
and secondly between other languages (for examggenally connected) in
general. In a unified description framework likesttve can see if the method
of name giving itself also shows universal quaditiand also if the factors
causing the similarities and differences betweanengiving methods can be
discovered, for example, if the genetics of lan@saig also visible in their
methods of name giving or if we may count on amgfiiences instead.

Uralic languages are especially suitable for swdlie these since there
are some among them that exist in different lingriand cultural contexts,
far from each other, and there are also thosehtdnzt been in a closer spatial
and cultural relationship for centuries or evenlenihiums. In this paper |
present an analysis model which in my opinion igatle for comparison
studies. | chose the Hungarian oronyms for desoripsince this toponym
category can be found in all Uralic languages.

Toponyms, toponym name giving can be charactetiyeseveral differ-
ent aspects: which feature of the place can bedratthe name, which ele-

! The work is supported by the TAMOP 4.2.1./B-09/DV-2010-0007 project. The
project is implemented through the New Hungary Dewment Plan, co-financed by
the European Social Fund and the European Redimnadlopment Fund.
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ments are used by the name givers to expresshihisthe name is created.
In my opinion, the complexity of name giving is me$fectively grasped by
Istvan Hoffmann’s name analysis model (1993). Beéhitoffmann’s theory

lies Rudolf Sramek’s axiomatic claim according thieh a given language
in all periods has rules and patterns which chareset the inventory of topo-
nyms and determine the creation of new names (113723). In the 1970’s,

Europe was concerned with the issue of regulardig$ patterns in names.
We should emphasise the results of ScandinavianFamdsh researchers,
and among them Eero Kiviniemi’'s toponym typologydsés (1978, 1990).

Kiviniemi’'s papers were of vital impact on Hoffmdamame study model.
Kiviniemi analyses the structure of names with tretato name giving mo-

tives and lexical features, the historical asphotyever, is missing. Hoff-

mann’s aim was to establish a typology which wonddke it possible to

discover the regularities in the name genesis anctibnality of toponyms.

The model considers the analysis of toponyms agiktic signs con-
ductible on two levels: synchronic (structural) adidchronic. The former
level partially refers to describing the motivatiinname giving and analysis
of semantic content; we aim at studying the tydanadels which serve as a
basis for name giving. This level is referred tdasctional-semantic analy-
sis (1993: 30-31, 43-44). The basic quality of najveng varies, and the
name giving-name usage mechanism as well as retat®dntic categories
characterise toponyrh#n general, but due to the different approachethef
speakers, there are proportional and typologicHerginces between the
name inventories of different languages.

The basic concept of a functional-semantic analgsiee name constitu-
ent. It is the segment of the name which proviadsrination about the de-
notatum, expresses a semantic quality of the damota(Hoffmann
1993: 30). There is no direct connection betweemame constituent and
each lexeme in the name. For examplg-mal (‘walnut’ + ‘hillside’) oro-
nym refers to a mountain (2), where a lot of waltrees grow (1), in the
Di6-mal hegyd€Dio-mal oronym +hegy‘'mountain’) name structure however
there are only two name constituent functions, ‘theuntain (2), whose
name isDi6-mal (1)’. Consequently, based on functional aspects,ca®
delineate structural types: mono- and two-compoakmames. Semantic

2 At this point of the study Hoffmann’s model shosigns of cognitive approach, which
is becoming increasingly popular in onomastics ai. Wlamely, Hoffmann’s starting
point is that name giving is a cognitive act, analt tcategories behind place name giv-
ing are related with forms of cognition and humanwledge in general (1993: 44).
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functions directly characterise only the name aturestts, therefore, all oro-
nyms can be characterised by one or two functions.

The operational condition for toponym use is toéhaverybody catego-
rise the linguistic formation of the segment oflitgadenoted by the individ-
ual into the same cognitional category: to proéess an element of topo-
nym category on the basis of linguistic procedussd for editing topo-
nyms. Through and in connection to structural asialthe name constituents
are also worth analysing from a lexical-morpholagiaspect. This involves
an analysis of the used linguistic means of fornaha in other words,
which linguistic (lexical, morphological, grammal} tools, i.e. name ele-
ments are used to express which functional-semantitent in a given pe-
riod, in a given region. There are many theoretuasibilities to do this, in
reality however the group of linguistic means usetbponyms can be well
defined (Hoffmann 1993: 31-32, 55-57).

We refer to name segments as name constituents Hidmann
(1993: 56). He uses this term to refer to lexenmetoponyms and deriva-
tional morphemes having a role in name giving. &ertoponyms and name
constituents may consist of one or two name elesn&dhen analysing lexi-
cal name elements the basic categories may begiaspeech classes. These
— similarly to functional categories — can usudléy further divided accord-
ing to meaning: emphasising parts of speech haaingle in forming topo-
nyms and sometimes even denoting their differemm$o In a lexical-
morphological analysis the already mentiom&id-mal hegyename can be
divided into four name elementio (‘walnut’) plan name +mal (‘hillside’)
geographical common naméhegy(‘mountain’) geographical common name +
-e formant expressing possession.

If we would like to get a full picture of name gig tradition, besides
name giving motives and lexical characteristicsopbnyms, we should also
study which name giving methods form new toponyArglyses like these
are referred to as etymological toponym studieshigtorical analysis, be-
sides acquiring knowledge of name material’'s gemege also get to acquire
information about the history of change. Namely, st®uld take into ac-
count that the already existing toponyms — dudaéwr imodel impact and via
the speakers’ competence — fundamentally deterrtiaequalities of the
system’s new elements and also play a role in tia@age of linguistic struc-
ture of already existing toponyms (Hoffmann 1993}. 6

Istvan Hoffman originally developed the model tsai#be modern mi-
crotoponyms but later research had unequivocalbhyen that it is also per-
fectly suitable to characterise early name inveesoiThese studies primarily
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undertook the analysis of individual narrow ardadiyidual early comitats)
of toponym name giving. In my work, partially comtiag to the above and
also broadening the research, | introduce namagiand name usage tradi-
tion with regards to oronyms in a period of Hungarhistory, the early old
Hungarian period (896—1350). In connection to nagngng customs we
have to take into account that different name types show variations in
their systematic characteristics. Hills of differesize provided important
orientation to speakers in all periods and everyehthis is why they were
generally named by proper names. Although in dffiéparts of Hungarian
language territories people referred to relief gypé different size as moun-
tains, this did not really linguistically influenegeame giving, consequently,
results may be compared regardless of relief orlatiThe chosen period is
the period when the Hungarian toponym system waseldped in the Car-
pathian basin. Hungarians, after more than halfileemmium of migration,
arrived to their current habitat in the 9th centand settling down in the
Carpathian basin gradually named all its objects.

The main source of my work were the four volumeslistorical geogra-
phy of Arpad age Hungargy Gyorgy Gyorffy, which processes two thirds
of Hungarian territory in the period | studied. Splaborders of the study
were the borders of the country developed by tlte adrthe studied period.
Other sources from which | collected oronynNew document inventory
from the Arpad agéAUO.), Document inventory from the Anjou perig),
Early Hungarian toponym dictionary {KMHsz.) andEtymological diction-
ary of geographical namg&ENESz.).

2. Structural analysis

The functional-semantic description within the stusal analysis looks
into the semantic content of functional name cémstits and the model
types serving as foundation for name giving. Acaggdo Hoffmann, there
are three name constituent functions: type dendtingtion (F¥, semantic
content characteristic function (S), denominatingction (M). These func-
tions appear in oronyms with the following struesir F Bérc < bérc
‘mountain’), S Bukkds < bukkdésgrown with beech tree’), M\(iszoka<
ViszokaSlavic oronym), as well as S+Fdhér-halom< fehér‘white’ + ha-
lom ‘heap’), S+M Kis-Galya < kis ‘small’ + Galya oronym) and M+F
(Zsarnd hegye Zsarn6oronym +hegy‘mountain’). In the study | also aim
at presenting the other level of structural analysie lexical-morphological

3 Letters stand for the capital letters of Hungaegnivalents for the terms.
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characterisation, in order to see what linguisbief the different name giv-
ing motivations have in oronyms.

2.1. A frequent motive in toponym name giving isdenatg the
type of the place. This semantic role can only dest by type
denoting words, i.e. geographical common namesHgffmann 1999: 208,
Toth 2001: 132).

Geographical common names usually appear connextibe basic com-
ponent of two-componential names, to the first congmt expressing se-
mantic content characteristic, i.e. they are ugubt second component with
S+F structure. In structures like this geographiaaheshegy‘larger promi-
nence in the ground’, Bérc ‘hill, smaller prominence in the ground’ and
halom ‘smaller prominence’ are the most common. The fo@nponent is
very diverse, for example, the first componenEekete-hegyfekete'black’

+ hegy‘mountain’) is a colour, the first componentkies-béroéles'sharp’

+ bérc ‘hill’) refers to the form of the prominence. Thame Mike halma
(Mike personal name #alom ‘heap’) guards the relationship of the promi-
nence to a person called Mike. Other names withmalas structure are
Kerek-domb(kerek‘round’ + domb‘hill’), Bukk-t (bukk‘beech’ +f4 ‘hill-
peak’),Nagy-gyir (nagy'‘large’ + gyir ‘hill’), Szép-havagzépbeautiful’ +
havas ‘tall mountain (covered in snow)’)Bagoly-k& (bagoly ‘owl’ + k&
‘rock’), Koves-lej§ (kdvesrocky’ + lejts ‘slope’).

The type denoting name constituent may also cortogbe toponym first
component, creating names with M+F structure. Thesees can be char-
acterised with a ‘prominence named X' semantic @ottin these names the
Hungarian geographical common name was usually eiad to a Slavic
oronym: Viszoka hegyéViszokaoronym +hegye'mountain’), Szlovik kdve
(Szlovikoronym +ké ~ kdve'rock’), Zsarno hegy€Zsarndoronym +hegye
‘mountain’).

We can also find a small number of geographical mom names by
themselves, i.e. F structure names, for examplab (‘hill’), Halom (*heap’),
Tew (‘hilltop’), Mal (‘hillside’).

2.2. Name users frequently borrow toponyms from nanmersus other
linguistic communities. Borrowed names, name ctunstits, always have a
denominating function. This semantic role is alw#yst of a
real toponym, and its task is solely to refer te tlenotatum, it does not ex-
press anything else for the speakers of Hungaaaguage (cf. Hoffmann
1993: 47).

Among Hungarian speakers, borrowed names are fndguesed in un-
alternated form (as names with M structure), faregle the Slavic oronyms
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Papaj (< Ancient Slavic*popeb ‘ash’, FNESz.Nagy-Papa), Doboc (<An-
cient Slavicdebs ‘oak’, Smilauer 1970: 57Rizun(< Slavicps3eno'millet’,
Smilauer 1970: 150). Among Hungarian oronyms thei@ small number of
names with M structure of Romanian and German mrigtahaberg(Ger-
manLitahariver name < Althochdeutsdft ‘hillside’ + aha ‘water’, Forste-
mann 11/2: 92; Deutsclberg ‘mountain’), Pod (< Romainanpod ‘plateau,
terrace’, FNESzPad).

We can find denominating function in the first campnt of two-
componential names (names with M+F structure) ivet frequently. Oro-
nyms belonging here can be further grouped accgrdinvhether the name
constituent with a denominating function is of oute inner genesis. For
example, in the first component Bfizé bérce(< Slavic berza‘birch’) or
Pilis-hegy (<Slavic plé% ‘baldness’). In this name type first component of
inner genesis is significantly less frequent. Extanfipr this isDi6-mal hegye
(Di6-mél oronym +hegye‘'mountain’) two-componential oronym, in which
case the geographical common namgyewas linked taDié-mal (dio ‘wal-
nut’ + mal ‘hillside’).

Among oronyms in the early periods there are vevy iames with S+M
structure, for exampl&is-Galyg created from adjectivkis (‘small’) and
Slavic oronymGalya The second component with a denominating function
is usually a loanword. The emergence of this naype tan be explained by
the fact linguistic elements expressing a featarag be linked as first com-
ponents to elements of the toponymic system. Isgluases the earlier topo-
nym becomes an element with a denominating fungtiche new toponym,
irrespective of what functional features it hadieafcf. Téth 2001: 137).

2.3. 1t is especially characteristic of natural nameirgivthat people de-
note objects which do not yet have names and aredftn their environment
after a certain feature of theirs. The group ohgros classified in this group
as well as the linguistic elements expressing sémaantent largely differ.
The name constituent with a semantic content
characteristic function may form an oronym by itg&), but
it is most frequently used linked to a geographaahmon name (S+F), and
sometimes to a name constituent with a denominétinction (S+M).

The majority of monocomponential oronyms containgngame constitu-
ent with a semantic content characteristic functieess formed via local
contact. This functional quality characterises éxample Geszte, Nandor
names, which are identical with the names of neadilements. This se-
mantic content is also frequent in two-componentiames:Akna hegye
(Aknasettlement name fiegy ‘mountain’ with a derivational suffixe ex-
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pressing possessionporog-hegy(Dorog settlement name fegy ‘moun-
tain’).

Besides settlement names, forest names also app&age numbers in
oronyms (cf. Kiss 1996: 442). For examiereked(kerek‘forest of round
form’), Bodzaserdej€bodzas'containing elderberry’ +erds ‘forest’), Hol-
I6kerek (holl6 ‘raven’ + kerek‘forest’) were primarily forest names. When
these names are found next to a Latin geograpbaramon name referring
to a prominencenfons‘mountain’, vinea ‘grape hill’) in documents, they
probably denote mountains. Forest names and oroayenslosely connected
in general. Names of larger hills, mountains aresent in documents as
names of forests: for exampl®latra oronym (1289: in silvaMatra, Gy.
3:120)¢

MonocomponentiaBalya, Miskod, Pat@nd two-componentiabyula ha-
vasa(Gyulapersonal name havas‘tall mountain’), Matyas hegyéMatyas
personal name hegy‘mountain’) were formed from a personal name. The
personal name constituent usually refers to a gesse relationship, the
precise semantic content of the component howesveot easy to determine.
Namely, due to their size it is difficult to imagithey belonged to a single
person. In cases of names like this we shoulditgkeaccount the possibility
that the given person owned the forest or meadohemill or maybe lived
there or that perhaps something happened to ttempehere. Since in the
early periods, settlement names in Hungarian lagemiavere frequently
formed from personal names without a formant, itld@lso be the case that
oronyms of the type were developed from settlenmambes through a per-
sonal name mediator.

Relatively stable flora also appears in the naniggra@minencemMogyo-
rés-hegy(mogyorésnut’ + hegy ‘mountain’), S#lds-halom(szlds ‘grape’

+ halom‘heap’). The most frequent are the names or trpestyappearing in
groups, such aBikk(< bukk‘'beech tree’) Javor(< javor ‘maple tree’),Nyir
(< nyir ‘birch tree’); Fenys-mal (feny ‘pine tree’ +mal ‘hillside’), Cseresz-
nyés-bérqcseresznyésherry tree’ +bérc‘mountain’) oronyms.

The specific animal of the hill may also become khlEs name, as in
Csokas(< csoOka'‘jackdaw’ + -s derivational suffix, which expresses the
function ‘rich in something’) Okros (< 6kor ‘ox’ + -s derivational suffix);

* On the basis of modern name usage we can explmipphenomenon by the fact that
name users do not differentiate between a promaand woodland covering it, since
the two types of places are not differentiatedegitin the linguistic consciousness of
the given linguistic community (cf. Reszegi 200T).4
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Bagoly-l6 (bagoly ‘owl" + ké ‘rock’), Keselyi-halom (keselyi ‘vulture’ +
halom ‘heap’) oronyms. The first component of these namsdsrs to the
birds nesting in the forests and sometimes to daasgmals.

The size and the form of the place appears legsid¢rgly as the motiva-
tion for name givingMagasd(< magas'tall’ + -d topoformant),Nagy-bérc
(nagy‘large’ + bérc ‘mountain’), Kereked(kerek‘round’ + -d topoformant),
Sator-hegy(sator ‘tent’ + hegy ‘mountain’), colour: Vilagos (< vilagos
‘light’), VOros-l6 (voros‘red’ + ko ‘rock’). The material of the environment
or the prominence itself is also a rare motivatideszeg< mészlimestone’

+ -sderivational suffix) Homok-hegyhomok'sand’ + hegy‘mountain’), and
so is the building, edifice on the hiN/ar (< var ‘castle’, Kapolna bérce
(k&polna‘chapel’ +bérc‘mountain’+-e formant).

There is sometimes reference to other semantiarstusually in two-
componential names, such as the temperafimgzék-mal(arnyék‘shadow’

+ mal ‘hillside’), Meleg-hegy(meleg‘warm’ + hegy ‘mountain’), or state:
Homlol6-ks (homlolé'dying’ + ké ‘rock’). The relative situation of the place
and certain parts of the hill is present almostyanl two-componential
namesKdz-bérc(kdz‘'middle’ + bérc‘mountain’).

2.4. Among oronyms from the early period there are dlsmse which
show several name giving motivations. For examiile, nameBéla could
have been created from a personal name withoutafd, cf. 1138/132Bela
personal name (ASz. 105), but it may also be aoldng from Slavic, traced
back to the feminine form dfelij ‘white’, cf. Bela (gora)‘fehér (mountain)’
(Smilauer 1970: 38). The oronyBob6 can also be explained by Hungarian
name giving from personal name, cf. 1254/1374/1®oupersonal name
(ASz. 253), or from the Slavic toponytipbs(vs) ‘oak’ (Smilauer 1970: 57).

3. Historical analysis

In a historical analysis we study which name fognmmethods created
new names, in other words, how were linguistic @ets incorporated into
names. In the analysis we also take into accounthibtory of change of
names.

3.1. The majority of two-componential oronyms was oceelaby sy n -
tagmatic editing. Naturally, this way can only formames con-
taining two functional name constituents. Each memnds the structure pro-
vides some sort of information about the denotatimsyntagmatic editing
any name constituent may be a common word or aepnogme (toponym or
anthroponym), or it may be simple or complex (abffirhann 1993: 59).
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3.1.1. The biggest subgroup of two-componential oronynesthose with
attributive qualification phrases, for examplekete-hegyfekete'black’ +
hegy ‘mountain’). In these names the first componentregses a quality
characteristic of the object. Consequently, fistnponents are usually ad-
jectives, which can be derivation#lgyagos-bérdagyag‘clay’ + -s deriva-
tional suffix, which expresses the function ‘rich something’ +bérc
‘mountain’), or underivedMeleg-hegy(meleg‘warm’ + hegy ‘mountain’),
Voros-l6 (voros‘red’ + kg ‘rock’), but we may also find nominal adjectives,
primarily floral and faunalJavor-hegy(javor ‘maple tree’ +hegy ‘moun-
tain’), Sertés-hegysertés‘pork’ + hegy‘mountain’), and sometimes even
participles:Akaszto-hegyakasztGhanging (execution)’ -hegy‘mountain’).

A small special group of oronyms with attributiveadjfication phrase are
defining adjectival phrases. Here the first compomé the name defines one
of the objects having the same name, i.e. the tdgeimn them can only be
interpreted in relation to something. This refel@néystem can only be set
up between names, name pairs in correlative relstip: aKis-Galya (kis
‘small’ + Galya oronym of Slavic origin),Nagy-Galya (nagy ‘large’ +
Galya) names can only be interpreted in relation to eattier and to the
oronym Galya (the objects denoted by these three names li@ ¢lo®ach
other).

3.1.2. NamesHarom-hegy(harom‘three’ + hegy‘mountain’), Két-halom
(két ‘two’ + halom ‘heap’) were formed from attributive qualification
phrases. Here the adjective is a cardinal numbe e attributed word is a
geographical common name. Although these constinkg a small propor-
tion of two-componential names, their existenceenaeless shows that this
name giving method was present in early old Hugaperiod. Names cre-
ated this way are the closest to denoting a foramely, names of thKét-
halom, Harom-hegyype are basically joint denominations of two dhcke
mountains, respectively, as indicated in the téxtatin documents: e.g. ,ad
duo monticula ... vulg&ethalni (Gy. 2: 515), and ,ad 3 montétarumhed
(Gy. 2: 460, 543).

3.1.3. Among old oronyms we can find those with attribatpossessive
phrases in large numbers. One part of these is ikethae.gGald-bérc
(Géld personal name fegy‘mountain’), Sarkany-hegySarkanypersonal
name +hegy‘'mountain’). The other part is marked by a linguigtlement on
the possessive wordlatyas hegyéMatyas personal name hegy ‘moun-
tain’ + -e morpheme expressing possessi@&alog Péter halm#éBalog Péter
personal name fhalom‘heap’ +-a morpheme expressing possessiépat
havasa(apat‘abbot’ + havas'tall mountain’ +-a morpheme expressing pos-
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session). The second component of oronyms withbative possessive
phrase is almost exclusively a geographical commame, while the first
component is usually an anthroponym or a toponyhe [atter are only for-
mally attributive possessive phrases, since funatlp they refer to the po-
sition of the object denominated by them, for exlEnpkna hegyename
form functionally expresses ‘the mountain situatedhe settlement named
Akna’.

In oronyms with marked attributive possessive pesathe relationship
between components can frequently be describeueazlationship between
class-individual (T6th 2001: 173 semernye havag&semerny@ronym of
Slavic origin +havas‘tall mountain’ -a morpheme expressing possession),
Viszoka hegyé€Viszokaoronym of Slavic origin thegy‘mountain’ -e mor-
pheme expressing possession). The basic compameaik cases is a geo-
graphical common name denoting the type of theabbyehile the first com-
ponent is usually a toponym of foreign origin arhdminating function. In
these names’ cases we can take into account thabldvic name become
part of the Hungarian onomatosystem by linking teagraphical common
name. In many cases however the Slavic toponymnbe@apart of the Hun-
garian system unalternated and was then secondamigected to a geo-
graphical common name.

Among names with attributive possessive phrasesavefind a small
number of names showing part-total relationship Téth 2001: 174). In
these names the first component denotes the esitjext and the second
component a smaller part of it, for examMeggyes-mal elejewhich de-
notes the closer part of the hillside namMédggyes-méalmeggyesrich in
cherry trees’ #méal ‘hillside’).

3.2 Through morphematic editing name givers turn e
linguistic elements into toponyms by linking them topoformants (Hoff-
mann 1993: 73), Consequently, monocomponentiakepfeenes are created.
There are no separate formants for creating topsnynHungarian, topo-
formants were therefore always created from commond derivational
morphemes.

In my name corpus the topoformant is rarely corewkt¢d proper names
(anthroponyms or toponyms), oronyms are usuallatedk from common
words. In the early old Hungarian period names &atrby suffix-s are the
most frequentNyires(< nyir ‘birch’), Borsés(< borsé‘pea’), Okros(< 6kor
‘ox’). Besides these, the following suffixes wersed: -d: Szilad (< szil
‘elm’); -sd: Kévesd< ko ‘rock’); -gy Somogy< som‘cornel’); -i: Gencsi(<
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Gencspersonal name)j ~ -aj ~ -ej: Erdej(< erds ‘forest’); -6: Akasztd(<
akaszthang somebody’).

3.3. Through semantic name giving, name givers use rtheristock of
linguistic elements so that the form and the stmectof the name do not
change while a new toponym meaning is developeth Bmper names and
common words were involved in semantic name giveagyl the result is
always a monocomponential toponym (Hoffmann 1993: 8n creating
monocomponential oronyms different subtypes of tlame giving method
played a vital role.

3.3.1. We can find examples for using common words asrpms with-
out any differentiating element in the early dayés name creation method
is the semantic split (Hoffmann 1993: 93). Commanrdg recorded in large
numbers also formed monocomponential oronymésc (‘mountain’), halom
(‘heap’),domb(‘hill), hat(‘ridge’), havas(‘tall mountain covered in snow’),
mal (‘hillside’), orom (‘hilltop’), orr (‘hilltop’), ség(hill’), tet (‘hilltop’).

In cases like this, however, one cannot decidéefrecorded data are lin-
guistic elements with proper name value or rath@mnrmoon word occur-
rences. To decide this about historical data wel ie@wledge about early
language use, consequently, what we need to eferltow these data were
pasted into Latin records. According to Istvan Huihn these data are al-
ways pasted into the Latin context with involvememgthods: they either
appear after a Latin geographical common name,12@8/359: de monte
Segh(Gy. 4: 178; <ség'hill’), or stand without any separate structure (n
example found among oronyms). The lexdréecin structures of “ad unum
BercH, “super eodemBerchH (1272/1419: Gy. 1: 64), “in quoderc?
(1341/1342//XVIII: Gy. 1: 541) type is certainly tha proper name. Namely,
these structures can be explained by the factthigatvordbérc became part
of the Latin document recording (cf. Hoffmann 2088--59), in other words,
it is often present in documents following the bhapattern and function of
denoting objects. We can also consider a part oggghical common
nameshalom, domb, m&ommon word mentioning (cf. Reszegi 2009).

3.3.2. The phenomenon when a given string of phonemesnex@ car-
rier of new meaning as a result of conceptual aintareferred to as tran-
sonymization. Among oronyms, metonymic name givisignost determin-
ing. The result of it is always a monocomponentine which expresses a
quality aspect of the place (Hoffmann 1993: 1013)10Names created by
metonymic name giving can be further categorisedm@ing to whether they
are in connection to another place, person, persorking.
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The most typical class are names formed basedatibeimient’ > ‘promi-
nence to which the settlement is’ patteBodajk (< Bodajk settlement
name),Bucsany(< Bucsanysettlement name)Dédes(< Dédessettlement
name). In the early name corpus we can also fimdesawithout formal al-
ternation from hydronym@_endva, Tapolcaforest namesMogyorokerek<
mogyoro'nut’ + kerek'forest’).

Anthroponym or common word denoting a person temisfless frequent
than toponym metonymy. We may however suspect @otimyms inBalya,
Damjan, MiskdSzirk,etc. names. With regards to these names — asadsir
mentioned in the part about structural analysise-stwuld take into account
the possibility that they became place names \tiieseent name mediation,
in other words, it is more plausible that we arelidg with a personal name
> settlement name > oronym transonymization.

The singular form of floral names without formarfesg. bukk ‘beech
tree’, cser‘Turkey oak tree’javor ‘maple tree’) are frequently used as col-
lective noun meaning ‘forest, wood’. They becames$db names through
semantic split and then an oronym through meton{ikk, Cser, Javor
We can take into account the floral name > oronyattepn when a given
individual tree name becomes the name of the d¢fillHoffmann 1993: 107).
However, oronym data from recordings usually do pratvide us with help
for establishing the method of name giving.

3.3.3. Among oronyms it often occurs that what was pritgaai hilltop
name is transferred to the whole hill, or a hillmeis transferred to the
whole mountain range. This phenomenon is refermedig extension of
meaning, and its opposite direction as narrowingnetining (cf. Hoffmann
1993: 99). The condition for both name giving pssEs is to have the
meaning of the already existing toponyms and th&lyneleveloped mean-
ings refer to denotata belonging to the same cdunakpglass (in our case
prominence). This is why this particular name givprocess is difficult to
grasp.

Names containing a geographical common name nefetd a part of a
hill are frequently present in documents as degatie whole of the moun-
tain, for example the nam& meaning hilltop: montemZyn[a]gfev’
(Gy. 3:42, 105), ‘the end of the hill coming dovabruptly’ homlok
(cf. Hefty 1911: 211): ,montenChysta humluk (Gy. 3: 150, 233), ‘part of
the hill which stands out stronglgrr (Hefty 1911: 302): ,montisdeghof
(Gy. 4: 111, 124). Namely, it occurs frequentlytttiee name of a hill's part
is gradually transferred to denoting the whole. il certain cases, however,
it can rather be assumed that the writer of theuoh@nt did not speak the
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language well enough and therefore was not abletmwte the type of the
place more precisely.

Names of mountains, mountain ranges are usualtgddrfrom names of
the highest point of the prominence. For exampVra, Vértes, Piliswere
usually used to denote a given summit, but withetibecame names of the
whole range (Kiss 1997: 154-155, 167).

3.4. If the toponym’s morphological construction is atiated while the
core of the proper name, and the denotative measingchanged, we are
talking about structural change (Hoffmann 1993: 1ZlHe new
name is usually formed due to the analogical impdcinfluential name
models (Bényei—Peth1998: 102).

3.4.1. Among the different types of structural change clementation is
the only one that played a significant role in treporonyms in the early
old Hungarian period. We call complementation theraation in the body
of the name when a mono- or two-componential nam®mplemented by a
geographical common name (cf. Hoffmann 1993: 1B1pll cases the for-
mer name becomes incorporated into the newly aleaaene as a denomi-
nating name constituent. Name forliszoka> Viszoka hegyéViszokaoro-
nym of Slavic origin +hegy‘mountain’ +-e suffix expressing possession),
Brizo bérce(Briz6 oronym of Slavic origin +bérc ‘mountain’ + -e suffix
expressing possession) were created by complenmntas visible in these
examples, the first component of names formed byptementation is an
oronym of Slavic origin, to which the speakers #dka Hungarian geo-
graphical common name after borrowing, so thatrtaenes fulfil their de-
fining function more precisely. Another type of qolementation is when an
oronym of Hungarian origin takes part in the precéismay already contain
a geographical common name denoting the place tfpe:g.Di6-mal < did
‘walnut’ + mal ‘hillside’), but may nevertheless be complementgdibother
one Pi6-mal hegye< Di6-mal + hegy'mountain’).

3.4.2. The process working in the opposite direction tmpementation
is ellipsis, through which an already existing topm looses a functional-
semantic unit, consequently, a two-componentiabngm becomes mono-
componential (cf. Hoffmann 1993: 123). Ellipsis migi affects the geo-
graphical common name second component, and thelenitbmponent
strong enough in itself stays in use (B&rll©47: 48), usually the first com-
ponent is a toponym denoting a characteristic oa@throponym (cf. Téth
2001: 209).

In the corpus | studied, the oronyBelss (‘inner’) is assumed to have
been created from a primarily two-componential nd&apelliptical structural
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alternation. Namely, among Hungarian oronyms wé mat find names with
a structure close tBelsi name (cf. Reszegi 2008: 142-143).

3.4.3. Complementation and reduction do not change thectifumal
structure of the name, they only go hand in harttl elhange in morphologi-
cal structure, in other words, they affect a narfeament (cf. Hoffmann
1993: 128, 135). These methods of change playeuad sole in creating
new oronyms. The name forialom hegyemay be explained by comple-
mentingHalom-hegy(halom‘heap’ + hegy‘mountain’) by a suffix {€) ex-
pressing possession.

3.5. In all onomatosystems, besides the above discuepedym creating
methods we should also take into account transonygmtion. We
can only include those name forms into the grouprarisonymized names
which were already used as toponyms in their pynk@nguage, i.e. which
became parts of the Hungarian onomatosystems amyos (cf. Racz
2005: 173). Such are for example namegyalnica, Csemernye, Cserna-
hora, Dobdc, Dobddél, Haraduk, Makra, Rig€hese are mostly Slavic bor-
rowings, such as oronyiakra, which may be a borrowing of Slavic topo-
nym Mokra (gora) ‘wet (mountain)’.Rigel andLitahabergmay be examples
of German borrowings present in small numbers. &leefew examples of
Romanian borrowingsPod There are also two-componential names:
bodélcan be traced back to Slabwbodiel‘oaky mountain’, whereas oro-
nym Csernahorahas a ‘black mountain’ common name meaning. Niyira
all borrowed names function as monocomponentialesaim Hungarian.

4, Summary

My study shows that the oronyms used to denots b#llonging to set-
tlements in the borderline area in the early olchgtrian period are most
typically two-componential names where the firsinponent has a semantic
content characteristic function and the second corapt is a geographical
common name. By analogy, previously monocomponienéimes were also
secondarily complemented by a geographical commamen To denote
larger, better known hills, names (hame constigjeot foreign origin with
denominating function were used. The least nanmeedtkuctures were names
formed from geographical common names without anémt, of theBérc,
Mal type.

Name giving and name usage tradition, however, lezavé already indi-
cated in the introduction, is not only of interest its own, but this type of
analysis may be the first step towards discovedliffgrences and similarities
between onomatosystems and name giving customsfefedit languages.
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The presence of differences like these can becqparant in the discrepan-
cies between the early old Hungarian and the Skmyponym corpus in the
Carpathian basin. The most significant differenae be seen in the propor-
tion of monocomponential and two-componential nanmeshe Hungarian
corpus two-componential names dominate, or at ks&stwo structures are
in balance, whereas the Slavic corpus shows a dximimof monocompo-
nential names. This unequivocally shows the funddatedifferences be-
tween the name giving customs of the two natiohsReszegi 2006). How-
ever, the proportion of monocomponential namesiwittungarian corpus in
the areas inhabited by Slavic people is much lattggm on other territories,
which is probably due to the impact of Slavic namedels. Besides discov-
ering the differences, | also consider it an imgottresearch question how
the onomatosystems influence each other.
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